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This thesis studies France"s relations with the Little

Entente during the term of Foreign Minister Delbos. It

relies primarily on published diplomatic papers and memoirs.

It discusses Delbos's background, the histories of Czecho-

slovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania from 1919-1936, and the

formation of the. Little Entente. The thesis focuses on

France's efforts after the Rhineland crisis to .strengthen

her Eastern European alliances. Delbos chose the Little

Entente over the Soviet Union as France's primary Eastern

European alliance,. Delbos's proposed Mutual Assistance

Pact between France and the Little Entente and his. Eastern

European trip in December, 1937, failed owing to Yugoslavian

and Rumanian opposition. German economic domination and

intimidation of, and British disinterest in, Eastern Europe

contributed to Yugoslavian and Rumanian rejection of France's

overtures.
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PREFACE

During the years 1935-1937, Europe was shaken by a

series of international crises. The Italian invasion of

Ethiopia, the Spanish Civil War, and the German remilita-

rization of the Rhineland altered relations between the

great powers of Europe. The small nations of Eastern

Europe began to see Germany and Italy as powerful and

active powers while they began to doubt the ability and

will of the democracies to act during an international

crisis. 1 In the eyes of the leaders of the small Eastern

European nations, France and Great Britain had not stood

up to the dictatorships. The failure of the League of

Nations to enact any effective and lasting sanctions against

Italy following her Ethiopian adventure had shattered the

faith of many in the effectiveness of the League.2 Many

observers saw their doubts about France and Great Britain

confirmed by the rapidity with which those nations made a

rapprochement with Italy after the Ethiopian conquest, and

that policy seemed to be only a further example of the

Testimony of Leon Blum, Les Evenements survenus en
France de 1933 'a 1945: Temoignages et documents recueille's
par a Commission TEnquete Parlementaire (Paris: Presses
Univrsitaires de France, 1947), 1:125-28; this series cited
hereafter as Les Evenements.

2
G. M. Gathorne-Hardy, A Short History of International

Affairs, 1920-1939 (London, New York, and Toronto: Oxford
University~Press, 1960), pp. 412-18.
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weakness and vacillation of the foreign policies that the

democracies were following. The decision that France and

Great Britain made not to intervene in the Spanish Civil

War added to this perception of weakness, especially when

it was contrasted to the actions of Italy and Germany. As

important as the Ethiopian crisis and the Spanish Civil War

were, the most important European event between the two

World Wars was when Nazi Germany remilitarized the Rhine-

land. 4

More than any other event in the inter-war period, the

remilitarization of the Rhineland on March 7, 1936, caused a

crisis in French foreign policy. The inability or unwill-

ingness of France to respond to this violation of the Treaty

of Versailles drastically altered the balance of power in

Europe. France now had to contend with the possibility of

a German surprise attack, and the chance of a successful

French attack against Germany to relieve pressure on France's

eastern allies, if they were invaded by Germany, was greatly

diminished.': The Locarno Treaty had now become useless for

all practical purposes, owing to French inaction and the

disinterest of Great Britain and Italy. Finally, the

3 Raymond J. Sontag, A Broken World, 1919-1939 (New
York, Hagerstown, San Francisco, and London: Harper and
Row, 1971), pp. 304-08.

4John E. Dreifort, Yvon Delbos at the Quai d'Orsay
(Lawrence, Manhattan, and Wichita: University of Kansas
Press, 1973), p. 198.

5Sontag, A Broken World, pp. 292-93.
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remilitarization of the Rhineland endangered France's

elaborate alliance structure in Central and Eastern Europe.

The system of collective security that France had pains-

takingly constructed after 1918 was in danger of falling

apart. With the German army in the Rhineland, Germany

menaced France directly. Under these conditions, could

France's eastern allies expect France to come to their aid

at the risk of a German attack on France herself?6

The purpose of this thesis is to examine France's

post-Rhineland attempts to rebuild her system of collective

security in Central and Eastern Europe. The primary focus

of this study will be on relations between France and the

Little Entente during France's Popular Front Government.

The tenure at the Quai d'Orsay of the Minister of Foreign

Affairs, Yvon Delbos, who served from June 3, 1936 until

March 12, 1938, covers the critical period in post-Rhineland

relations between France and her Little Entente allies:

Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania. During this period

of a little less than two years, French efforts to retrieve

the situation in Central and Eastern Europe to a large

degree depended on the initiatives that Delbos made.

Historians have not adequately evaluated Delbos's

performance in dealing with Eastern European affairs. By

utilizing newly available French diplomatic documents and

6
Blum's testimony, Les Evenements, 1:128.
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previously available material this study will make such an

evaluation.
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CHAPTER I

THE FOREIGN MINISTER AND THE STRATEGIC

SITUATION IN EASTERN EUROPE

In addition to the international consequences, the

German remilitarization of the Rhineland caused a profound

reaction in French politics. After a bitterly fought cam-

paign, the elections held on April 26 and May 2-, 1936,

resulted in the victory of the anti-Fascist coalition, the

Popular Front, a coalition of Socialists, Communists, and

Radical Socialists. 1 The three parties captured 146, 72,

and 116 seats in the Chamber of Deputies, respectively;

out of 609 possible seats. Although the Communists agreed

to support the Government, they accepted no cabinet posts.

The Socialists, as the largest party in the Chamber of

Deputies and in the Popular Front coalition, were expected

to provide the new prime minister. The Socialist Party

leader, Leon Blum, became prime minister, and he, after a

flirtation with Edouard Herriot, chose the Radical Socialist,

Yvon Delbos, as Minister of Foreign Affairs.2

During his tenure as the French Foreign Minister, Delbos

provided an element of continuity in the conduct of French

1 Sontag, A Broken World, pp. 292-94.

2 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 21-26.

1
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foreign policy. Although Delbos held his post for only

twenty-one months, he retained the post for a longer period

than any other foreign minister in the 1930s.3 Delbos also

provided an element of continuity within the Popular Front

government. He retained his portfolio through two ministe-

rial reshuffles, during both Blum's tenure, which lasted for

a little more than a year, and that of Camille Chautemps, who

served for nine months. Finally, after Delbos's resignation,

Blum again became prime minister for twenty-eight frantic

days before the fall of the Popular Front in the wake of

the Anschluss.4

Yvon Delbos was born in Thonat in the Dordogne Depart-

ment of Southwestern France on May 7, 1885. His grandfather

and both parents were lower middle class schoolteachers. He

began his secondary education in the province, but in 1904

moved to the Lycee Henri IV in Paris. Delbos was an

excellent student and was first in his class in history,

5
philosophy, and Latin. He was captain of the school's rugby

team and in 1905 led it to the national championships. De-

spite his non-academic pursuits, Delbos's primary goal at

school was to prepare for the entrance examinations at the

3General Maurice Gamelin, Servir: le prologue du drame,
1930-aout 1939 (Paris: Librairie Plon, 1~946), pp. 417-64.

4 Ibid.

5 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 1-3; Times (London), 16 November,
1956.
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renowned Ecole Normale Superieure. Although the Ecole

Normale was supposed to train teachers, the Civil Service

usually grabbed the top graduates, and graduates were likely

to end up in politically prominent positions.6  After failing

twice on the entrance examinations, Delbos won a scholarship

and was admitted in 1907.

At the Ecole Normale, Delbos made many important friend-

ships with other students which would aid his career at a

later date. Some of Delbos's fellow students who would

ultimately achieve political prominence were Henri Bonnet,

Rene' Massigli, and Andre Frangois-Ponget.7 The latter two

already held high positions in the Foreign Office when Delbos

became foreign minister. During his four years at the Ecole

Normale, Delbos joined a Socialist student group, but found

radicalism more suited to his progressive, moderately

leftist, political beliefs. Nevertheless, Delbos always

retained an element of affection and sympathy for the

Socialists. 8

Upon graduation, Delbos joined the staff of the polit-

ical daily, Le Radical, as an editor. He quickly made a

reputation for himself as an astute political reporter and

writer of political commentaries. Delbos's rapid advance

at Le Radical is shown by his appointment as editor-in-chief

6 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 3-4.

7 Ibid., p. 4.
8Ibid.
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at the age of twenty-seven, and leading members of the

Radical Socialist Party thought highly of Delbos' s opinions.

Delbos soon became an active member of the party and many

French political leaders regarded him as one of its most

influential young members.9 The outbreak of the First World

War interrupted Delbos's promising journalistic career.

In 1914, Delbos went to the front as an infantry ser-

geant. During the early fighting he was wounded, but not

demobilized. Instead of returning to the infantry, Delbos

qualified as a pilot in the Air Force. Although wounded

again in 1917, he remained in the service until the end of

the fighting. He was cited twice for bravery during his

four years in the war.10

After his demobilization, Delbos quickly returned to

his journalistic career. Henri Bonnet, Delbos, and a few

other friends founded in 1919 L'Ere Nouvelle, but financial

difficulties plagued it, and the founders abandoned it.

Delbos then joined for staff of La De'peche de Toulouse,

perhaps the most distinguished radical newspaper in France.1 1

The importance of the newspaper for Radical politicians was

great. To get favorable press coverage, politicians had to

maintain good relations with the newspaper's staff and

9 Ibid., pp. 5-6.

1 0 Ibid., pp. 6-7.

llTimes (London), 16 November, 1956.
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especially with the paper's director, Maurice Sarraut.

Delbos gained much valuable political experience at La

Depeche de Toulouse, and eventually became head of its

Paris services.

With so many important ties with the Radical Socialist

Party and its most influential leaders, it is not surprising

that Delbos soon became an active politician himself. He

had run unsuccessfully for the Chamber of Deputies in 1919.

Five years later, he made a successful bid and was elected

as deputy for Dordogne.12 He never again failed of reelec-

tion with the exception of the World War II period, and he

remained deputy from Dordogne until 1955 when he became

Senator, just a year before his death. As a deputy, Delbos

became identified as a moderate leftist, and soon won the

respect of the moderate parties in the chamber. He was

elected as Vice-President of the Chamber of Deputies in

1932, and in 1934 he defeated Edouard Daladier and was

elected Chairman of the Radical Socialist Party.1 3

In October, 1925, Delbos had received his first ministe-

rial portfolio and become Minister of Public Education. For

a new deputy in his first term to become a Minister shows the

high regard that Delbos's colleagues had for his political

maturity. He did not last long in this post because the

government fell in November, and for unknown reasons Delbos

12 Ibid., Dreifort, Delbos, p. 8.

1 3Times (London), 16 November, 1956.
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refused ministerial posts for the next ten years. A

possible explanation for his refusals was his lack of

political ambition which he showed throughout his political

career. During those years he also showed a reluctance to

give up journalism for politics. While remaining active in

the Radical party, Delbos continued to write editorials for

La Depeche, and he wrote his only book, L'Experience rouge,

about the Soviet Union after a trip to that country in 1932.

Delbos's book praised Russian industrial and military

strength, and he urged increased Franco-Soviet cooperation.

His support for Franco-Soviet rapprochement and for a system

of collective security, which was formed during the early

1930s would be the fundamental beliefs that Delbos would

bring to the Foreign Ministry in 1936.15

Delbos's elevation to the Foreign Ministry began in

January, 1936,when he became Minister of Justice in the

interim government Albert Sarraut headed. It was this

unfortunate government that was confronted with the Rhine-

land crisis. Delbos was among the cabinet members who

favored prompt military retaliation to the German occupa-

tion.16 It is not clear if Delbos realized the long-term

significance of the Rhineland occupation, but he had been

14 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 9-10.

15 Ibid., p. 10.

16 Times (London), 16 November, 1956.
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unwavering in his attitude against appeasement of Nazi

Germany and outspokenly critical of previous French govern-

ments do-nothing attitudes in the face of the Nazi menace.1 7

Leon Blum shared Delbos's belief that France should react in

a more vigorous manner to the Nazi threat. Both men agreed

very closely in their conceptions of foreign policy, and

Delbos had worked closely with Blum and the Socialists

during the foreign policy debates of the early 1930s.1 8 The

similarity of views between Delbos and Blum was probably

instrumental in Delbos's selection as foreign minister.

Blum's first choice for the post of foreign minister

was Edouard Herriot, another leading Radical Socialist.1 9

Herriot, however, declined Blum's offer so that he might

become President of the Chamber of Deputies and because he

believed his appointment as foreign minister could cause

political problems for the new government.2 0  Although not

taken as a serious candidate by many in the press, Delbos

emerged in the final weeks of May, 1936, as the leading

candidate for the post of foreign minister. Between May

1 7 Ibid., Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 10-11.

18 \
Blum's testimony, Les Evenements, 1:126.

19 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 22-26.

2 0 Ibid., pp. 25-26; Edouard Herriot, Jadis: Dlune
guerre a l autre, 1914-1936 (Paris: Flammarion,~1952),
p. 643.
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25 and May 28, Blum offered Delbos the post, and Delbos

accepted it reluctantly.2 1

In addition to his views on appeasement of Germany,

several other factors contributed to the selection of Delbos

as foreign minister. His high position in the Radical

Socialist Party certainly was a prime factor. Delbos's

lack of political ambition could help alleviate any fears

Blum had about being upstaged by his foreign minister.

Although it is a factor difficult to assess, Delbos and

Blum lived in the same building and frequently met on an

informal basis. Probably the primary factor in Delbos's

selection was his friendship for, and similarity of views

with, Blum. Blum, who was more interested in domestic

policy, expressed great confidence in his close friend

Delbos, an honest man he could trust. Although not a

dynamic figure, Delbos was an honest, loyal, hard-working

man who had an unwavering belief in the League of Nations

and collective security.2 3

From the French point of view, the situation in Europe

that Delbos was inheriting after the Rhineland crisis was

an unhappy one. The dictatorships were becoming more

aggressive and assertive at a time when the democracies were

2 1 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 25-26.

2 2 Blum's testimony, Les Evenements, 1:126.

2 3 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 17-20.
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perceived as weak and confused. The French alliance struc-

ture in Central and Eastern Europe was endangered, and

Germany and Italy stood ready to capitalize on any weakness

or disunity. In 1936 the French system of collective secu-

rity looked imposing on paper. France had concluded treaties

with Poland in 1921, Czechoslovakia in 1924, Rumania in 1926,

Yugoslavia in 1927, and the Soviet Union in 1935.24 These

five nations, with Great Britain added, seemed an effective

barrier against Fascist expansionism. These alliances,

however, were generally limited in scope, and many European

observers doubted whether the five Eastern European nations

would be of much use against German or Italian aggression.
2 5

To make matters worse for France, while all five nations were

regarded at least as nominal French allies, they rarely

regarded themselves as allies of one another.

Among Fr ance's Eastern European allies, mutual distrust

and hostility rather than cooperation was the rule. In

1936, effective political or military cooperation and

coordination between Poland and the Soviet Union could not

take place. Polish foreign policy was thoroughly anti-

Soviet during the inter-war period.26 Much of the

24Jacques Nere, The Foreign Policy of France from 1914
to 1945 (London and Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul,

T975T,7pp. 42-44, 168-72.

2 5 Ibid

2 6 Ibid., pp. 156-57, 159, 210-11; Dreifort, Delbos,

pp. 125-27.
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anti-Soviet character of Polish policy can be best described

as anti-Russian. Czarist Russia had participated in the

partition of Poland in the eighteenth century, and the Poles

had always bitterly resented Russian rule. Much of post-

World War I Poland had been carved from former Czarist

territory, to which territorial loss the communist rulers of

the Soviet Union had never acquiesced.2 7  During the Russian

Revolution, Poland and the Soviet Union had fought a war,

an important reason for which had been the conflicting

territorial claims of the two nations. Relations between the

two nations after the Treaty of Riga, 1921, which ended the

Polish-Soviet War, were very cool.2 8  Both states still

coveted territory of the other. Therefore, although France

was allied to both Soviet Russia and Poland, she had to look

elsewhere to find solidarity among her Eastern European

allies.

To foster collective security among France's Eastern

European allies, the two allies directly in the path of

German aggression, Poland and Czechoslovakia, would need to

cooperate militarily. Poland and Czechoslovakia, however,

were more likely to go to war than to cooperate in any way.

At the Paris Peace Conference, both Poland and Czechoslovakia

2 7Adam B. Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence: Soviet
Foreign Policy, 1917-73, 2nd ed. (New York and Washington:
Praeger, 1974), pp. 105-11.

2 8Nere, Foreign Policy of France, pp. 156-57, 159,
210-11; Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 125-27.
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were given territories with large, potentially disruptive

minority populations, but Polish-Czechoslovak differences

went much deeper.2 9 The Paris Peace Conference had awarded

the Teschen district of Silesia to Czechoslovakia. Both

nations claimed this area, which included rich coal mines

and a railroad junction. In January, 1920, they had clashed

militarily over Teschen, but ultimately, Poland was forced

to acquiesce to Czechoslovakia's sovereignty over the

district because of Poland's desperate military situation

during the Polish-Soviet War. The Poles believed they had

been blackmailed by the Czechoslovaks in a period of national

crisis and never forgave them.3 0 Finally, due to Polish

mistrust of the Soviet Union, the Franco-Soviet-Czech

alliance of 1935 made it difficult for France to achieve a

rapprochement between Poland and Czechoslovakia.

Soviet relations with Rumania and Yugoslavia were poor

during the inter-war period. The victorious allies had given

Bessarabia, which had been Russian since 1812, to Rumania at

the Paris Peace Conference. The Soviets, who had been busy

with their Civil War, were forced to accede to the Rumania

annexation of Bessarabia, but the Soviet leaders were never

29 Joseph Rothschild, East Central Europe between the
Two World Wars, vol. 9 in A History of East Central Europe,
Peter F. Sugar and Donald W. Treadgold, eds. (Seattle and
London: University of Washington Press, 1974), pp. 85-86.

3 0 Ibid.
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fully reconciled to the territorial loss.3 1  The Yugoslav

monarchy and government were anti-communist and therefore,

neither Yugoslavia nor Rumania were on good terms with the

Soviet Union in 1936.32 In addition, both Rumania and

Yugoslavia mistrusted Poland, the rival of their Little

Entente ally.3 3

Delbos, the new French Foreign Minister, and a firm

believer in collective security, had to salvage France's

Eastern European alliance structure from the endemic

hostility that existed among her allies, if he was to be

successful. Fortunately, he did have two exceptions to the

generally hostile state of affairs to work with. The

Franco-Soviet-Czech alliance, despite its drawbacks for

relations with Poland, was a useful counterbalance to

Germany and fitted well into Delbos's ideas of collective

security and good relations with the Soviet Union. The

cornerstone of France's eastern alliance structure was the

Little Entente, and Delbos's efforts to strengthen the French

ties with the tripartite alliance would to a large extent

Nere, Foreign Policy of France, p. 157.

32 Memorandum from the Director of Political Affairs
(Bargeton), 30 June 1936, Documents diplomatiques frangais,
1932-1939 (Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres, Commission de
publication des documents relatifs aux origines de la
guerre, 1939-1945, Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1964 et.
seq.), 2d series, 2: 563-64; this series cited hereafter
as DDF.

3 3 Ibid.
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determine the success or failure of France's Eastern

European policy.



CHAPTER II

CZECHOSLOVAKIA, RUMANIA, AND

YUGOSLAVIA, 1919-1936

The most democratic and industrialized state in the

Little Entente was Czechoslovakia. Like Yugoslavia and

Poland, Czechoslovakia emerged from the Paris Peace Confer-

ence as a new state. Owing to the efforts of the Czech

and Slovak exiles Thomas G. Masaryk, Edvard Benes, Milan

Stefanik, and Karel Kramar, almost all of their territo-

rial claims for post-war Czechoslovakia were realized.'

The nation owed its success to the skillful diplomacy of

Benev and a good deal of luck. The new state of Czecho-

slovakia included the Slovak and Ruthenian territories of

historic Hungary, the Teschen district of Silesia, in

addition to the historic Czech lands of Bohemia and

Moravia. 2

As a result of its success in the territorial settle-

ment at the Paris Peace Conference, Czechoslovakia was the

richest of the new states that emerged from the destroyed

'Victor S. Mamatey and Radomir Luza, eds., A History of
the Czechoslovak Republic, 1918-1948 (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1973), pp. 34-36; Rothschild, East
Central Europe, pp. 76-77.

2Ibid., p. 76.

14
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Austro-Hungarian Empire. In addition, Czechoslovakia had

not been a battlefield during the war. Its industry

remained largely intact and agricultural production was

not severely disrupted. Furthermore, Czechoslovakia

contained over two-thirds of the industry from the destroyed

empire, but only one-fifth of the area and one-fourth of

the population.3 The Czechoslovak economy had a fortunate

balance between industry and agriculture, being largely

self-sufficient in both areas. 4 Czechoslovakia also

possessed a balance between light, heavy, and consumer

industries. The famous Skoda Works produced excellent

armaments, locomotives, machine tools, agricultural machines

and implements, and automobiles. A highly developed paper

cellulose and chemical industry provided a large amount of

export exchange. Additional export exchange was earned by

the textile, china, glass, leather, sugar, and brewery

industries. 5 The country needed its lucrative export indus-

try to pay for raw materials such as iron ore. The

insufficient domestic supply of raw materials was a problem

for the Czechoslovak economy, but fortunately her Little

3VIbid., p. 86, Mamatey and Luza, Czechoslovak
Republic, p. 48.

4Ibid., pp. 48-49.

5Ibid.
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Entente allies possessed large quantities of bauxite, iron

ore, chrome ore, copper, lead and petroleum.6

Although the success of the Czechoslovak negotiating

team at the Paris Peace Conference left Czechoslovakia with

almost all the territory that the negotiators had wanted,

the new state lacked ethnic, cultural, religious, and

physical unity. Czechoslovakia's frontiers were primarily

along mountain ridges and rivers, very defensible from a

military point of view.7  The numerous German, Polish, and

Magyar minorities, however, were settled in strategic

border areas and unhappy with their minority status in the

new state.8 In the Habsburg Empire, the German and Magyar

citizens had been privileged ethnic groups. Many of them

resented the loss of their privileged status and chafed at

Czech and Slovak political dominance. The German, Magyar,

and Polish minorities were perpetual problems for the

Czechoslovak government during the interwar period. The

most serious of the minority problems was the issue of the

Sudeten Germans.9  Although the government of Hungary con-

tinually showed irredentist interest in the fate of the

6 U.S. Department of Commerce, Foreign Commerce Yearbook,

1938 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1939),
pp. 23, 133.

7 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 86.

8 1bid., p. 87.

9Ibid., pp. 126-29; Mamatey and Luza, Czechoslovak
Republic, pp. 167-87.
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Magyar minority during the entire interwar period, the

Sudeten German problem became extremely serious after

Hitler's acquisition of power in Germany. Beginning in

1933, the Sudeten German issue became both a domestic and

foreign policy problem. Under the direction of Konrad

Henlein, the Sudetendeutsche Partei became subordinated

to the directives of Nazi Germany. 0 Hitler used the alleged

suppression of the Sudeten Germans to disrupt Czechoslo-

vakia's domestic affairs and to put pressure on

Czechoslovakia to make territorial concessions to Germany.

In addition to the minority problems, relations between

the Czechs and Slovaks were complicated by economic diffi-

culties. The primarily Czech western provinces of the

nation were the richest, most industrialized regions of

Czechoslovakia. The educational background and literacy

of the citizens of the western provinces was the highest in

the nation. The eastern provinces of Slovakia and Ruthenia

were the least industrialized, poorest, and contained the

least educated citizenry in the nation.1 2 The economic

imbalance in Czechoslovakia helped complicate the already

serious minority problems. While Czechoslovakia was the

most industrialized, the most democratic, and the richest

10Ibid.

"lRothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 89-93.

12 Ibid.

,,
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state of Eastern Europe, with very defensible frontiers,

the new state was, with the possible exception of Yugoslavia,

ethnically the least homogeneous.

The Czechoslovak Constitution adopted in 1929 provided

for proportional representation and strong party disci-

pline.13 This resulted in a large number of political

parties with powerful leaderships. The proliferation of

parties necessitated coalition cabinets, but the cabinets

remained remarkably stable, due in a large part to the

rather drastic system of party discipline.14  A deputy

or senator was forced to vacate his seat if the party

leadership demanded it. No coalition government ever fell

because of a vote of no confidence and no government spon-

sored bill ever failed of passage.15 Another evidence of

the governmental stability of interwar years of the nation's

existence, was that Czechoslovakia had only two presidents,

Thomas G. Masaryk and Edvard Benes.

Masaryk and Bene*s' were the dominant political figures

in Czechoslovakia between the Paris Peace Conference and the

Munich Conference. Both had been instrumental in the success

of the Czechoslovak delegation at the Paris Peace Conference.

Masaryk was elected as the first President of Czechoslovakia

13Ibid., pp. 93-95.

14Ibid.

1 5 1bid.
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by the National Assembly in May, 1920, and he remained

president until his retirement in December, 1935. Masaryk

was a national father figure, a Czechoslovak George

Washington. As long as he remained healthy, Masaryk's

election as president was assured. He was a symbol of

stability for the nation and was extremely popular, even

among the ethnic minorities.1 6 At the age of 85, Masaryk

retired from the presidency, and as was expected, he was

succeeded by Edvard Benes.

Prior to his election to the presidency, Benes had

been the Minister of Foreign Affairs. Benes held the post

from 1919 until his election as president, providing a

stability and continuity in the direction of foreign policy

almost unheard of in Europe, especially Eastern Europe.

The foreign policy of Benes was based on three principles:

the alliance with France, the solidarity of the Little

Entente, and belief in the League of Nations. As the

threat of Nazi Germany grew, the Franco-Czech-Soviet

alliance provided an additional guarantee of Czechoslovakia's

security. The Franco-Soviet and Soviet-Czech Mutual

Assistance Treaties of 1935 obligated the Soviet Union to

come to Czechoslovakia's aid if Czechoslovakia was attacked.

1 61bid., pp. 125, 112.

1 71bid., p. 104; John Gunther, Inside Europe (New York
and London: Harper and Brothers, 1936), pp. 336-37;
Mamatey and Luza, Czechoslovak Republic, pp. 234-35.
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Soviet aid to Czechoslovakia, however, was conditional on

Czechoslovakia also receiving French aid.18 Many questioned

whether the Soviets would actually render assistance to the

Czechs, and how such aid could be given, since Czechoslovakia

and the Soviet Union had no common border, and Poland and

Rumania were reluctant to allow the passage of Soviet troops

19through their territory. After Benes's election as presi-

dent, he continued his interest in foreign policy and

exercised effective control over Czechoslovakia's foreign

relations. Along with Delbos, the person most responsible

for the post-Rhineland initiatives to strengthen the Little

Entente's solidarity with France was Benev.

Edvard Benes was born in 1884 in Kozlany, Bohemia. He

was the son of a peasant and was highly educated. Benes

wrote his doctoral dissertation in 1908 on "The Austrian

Problem and the Czechoslovak Question." As an exile during

World War I, Benes was instrumental in the establishment of

the Czechoslovak Republic and the favorable territorial

settlement.

Benes was one of Europe's hardest working statesmen,

often working fifteen hour days. He had a logical, orderly

and an excellent grasp of the important European issues of

1 8 Ibid., p. 229; Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence, p.
235-36.

19 Gamelin, Servir, pp. 284-87.
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20 V
his day. Benes helped found the League of Nations and had

an unwavering belief in collective security and international

21vdisarmament. Nevertheless, Benes was largely responsible

for the modernization of the Czechoslovak army, which was

the best trained and best equipped army in Eastern Europe.

He was never deceived about the aggressive intentions of

Hitler, and he saw through Henlein and the Sudetendeutsche

Partei earlier than his collegues in the Czechoslovak

23government. Benes was well respected in France, and Delbos

considered him a friend.24 Primarily through the efforts

of Beneg, Czechoslovakia had become, by 1936, France's most

faithful and reliable Eastern European ally.

The second nation in the Little Entente was Rumania, one

of the victorious Allied Powers in 1919, although it had been

defeated by the Central Powers and had left the war in

1918. Unlike Czechoslovakia, Rumania had been a sovereign

nation prior to World War I. Pre-war Rumania contained

130,177 square kilometers of territory and had a population

of 7,160,682. Rumania emerged from the war with 295,049

20 Gunther, Inside Europe, p. 334.

2 Ibid., pp. 334-35.

22 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 131; Mamatey and

Luza, Czechoslovak Republic, p. 217.

23 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 130.

24 Dreifort, Delbos, p. 145.
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square kilometers and 15,541,424 people.2 5 Rumania's

territorial gains were at the expense of Austria-Hungary,

Russia, and Bulgaria. The new territories were Bessarabia,

acquired from Russia during the Russian Civil War of 1920,

Bukovina, acquired from Austria, SouthernDobruja, which

had been taken from Bulgaria in the Second Balkan War of

1913, lost in 1918, and restored to Rumania by the Paris

Peace Conference, and Transylvania, acquired from Hungary.2 6

These new lands added valuable territory and resources to

Rumania, but her defeated neighbors, especially the Soviet

Union and Hungary, resented the territorial losses they

had suffered, and neither nation would remain permanently

weakened by their defeat in the World War.

Although Rumania was ethnically the most homogeneous

nation in the Little Entente, Rumanian society had con-

siderable ethnic tensions. Although over seventy percent

of the nation's population was ethnically Rumanian, Magyar,

Jewish, and German minorities existed. These ethnic

minorities were regarded as foreigners; the Magyars and

Jews were especially feared and hated.2 7  The Magyars were

the former ruling ethnic group and were feared for their

political prowess. They were also suspected of being a

potential fifth column that could aid Hungarian revisionist

2 5 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 281.

2 6 Ibid., pp. 281-83.

2 7 Ibid., pp. 288-89. *
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plans. Since the Rumanian intelligentsia were primarily

involved in the civil service, politics, and the free

professions, the Jewish minority achieved dominance in

economic activities. The Rumanian Jews controlled the

bulk of private capital in the nation and dominated trade

and finance.28 The Jews made few attempts to assimilate

themselves into Rumanian society and were regarded as

exploitative foreigners. Anti-semitism was rampant in

29
Rumania, especially among the peasantry. Rumania also

had Russian, Ukrainian, Bulgarian, Turco-Tartar, and other

minorities. They were rarely the objects of discrimination,

but were frustrated by Rumania's perpetual misgovernment.

In terms of natural resources, Rumania was the richest

state of the Little Entente. Rumania possessed extensive

reserves of very high grade petroleum, natural gas, timber,

coal, and gold.30 The nation's soil was some of Europe's

most fertile. On paper, the Rumanian economy was one of

Europe's most prosperous, but corrupt and incompetent

politicians perpetually mismanaged the nation. Governmental

mismanagement helped perpetuate Rumania's endemic economic

inequality. Even after the post-war land reforms, the

2 8 Ibid.

2 9 Ibid.

3 0Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, pp. 130-33.
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peasants suffered from overpopulation, underemployment, low

31
productivity, and economic exploitation.

The governments of interwar Rumania fall into three

chronological periods. The decade of 1918 to 1928 was

"'tanufamly.32
dominated by the Liberal Party of the Bratianu family.

The next two years were the heyday of the National Peasant

Party. During the years 1930-1940, King Carol gradually

splintered the two political parties until he established

a royal dictatorship.3 3

The Bratianu family had dominated the government of

Rumania from the late nineteenth century. They were a

family of semi-dictators who had shopped around Europe

for a royal family and brought the grand-uncle of King

Carol back to Rumania. The Bratianus effectively con-

trolled Rumanian politics in the first post-war decade and

had Crown Prince Carol removed from the royal succession

because of his irregular personal life and his dislike of

them. 35 Carol had eloped in 1918 with the daughter of a

Rumanian general. The Rumanian government annulled the

'31Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 290-92;

Gunther, Inside Europe, p. 339.

32 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 296.

33 Ibid.

3 4Gunther, Inside Europe, p. 339.

35 Ibid., pp. 341-42; Rothschild, East Central Europe,
pp. 298-300.
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marriage. Carol then married the proper woman, Princess

Helen of Greece, and they produced an heir in 1921,

Prince Michael. Carol then caused a scandal by leaving

Helen for a half-Jewish divorcee, Magda Lupescu. When

Carol refused to leave Lupescu, he furnished the Bratianus

with an excuse to remove him from the royal succession by

the Exclusion Act of 1926.36 Carol's place as heir apparent

was taken by the infant Michael and a Regency Council was

established in case of the death of the ailing King Ferdinand.

In 1927, King Ferdinand died and six-year-old Michael became

king. The same year Ionel Bratianu, the family leader and

prime minister, died. His death marked the end of the

Bratianu family's domination of Rumania.

In 1928, the National Peasant Party took over the

Rumanian government. The party leader and new prime minister

was Iuliu Maniu. Maniu engineered the return of excluded

Carol to Rumania in June, 1930.38 Maniu felt Carol's

return would strengthen his party since Carol and the

remaining Bratianus were on bad terms. Carol returned to

Rumania, was proclaimed king, and accepted Maniu as his

prime minister. Carol, however, refused to return without

361bid.; Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 341-42.

3 7 Ibid.; Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 298-300.

3 8 Ibid., pp. 302-03; Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 350-

52.
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Madame Lupescu, and Maniu had wanted Carol, but not

Lupescu. 39 Carol did not like feeling indebted to Maniu

and made life unpleasant for him. Maniu resigned on October

6, 1930, and Carol accepted his resignation with great

pleasure.

Neither the Liberal Party nor the National Peasant

Party had dealt effectively with Rumania's economic diffi-

culties. The two parties had thus discredited themselves

and this paved the way for increasing royal domination of

Rumania. By using tactics of divide and conquer, Carol

effectively splintered both major political parties. The

King exercised a subtle form of dictatorship, for he was

willing to make compromises and to give political power to

the various cabinets and ministers.41 Owing to the Electoral

Law of 1926, which gave the party receiving forty per cent

of the votes a thirty per cent bonus in legislative seats,

Rumanian governments were never voted out by a vote of

censure.4 2  It was Carol who decided when a ministerial

reshuffle would take place. 43 He then supervised the

appointment of a new minister or cabinet. The new government

39 Ibid.; Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 302-03.

40 Ibid., p. 304.

1Ibid.,pp. 305-07; Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 344-
46.

42 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 298.

43 Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 345-46.
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then called for elections, in which it always won a majority

because of the electoral laws.

Carol was a domineering, vain, and stubborn man. He

was especially touchy on the subject of his mistress, Madame

Lupescu. Her influence over Carol was tremendous, and

through her influence over Carol she acquired much political

influence. She had friends in high political positions

all over the nation, and no Rumanian prime minister could

rule independently of her. Lupescu even had her own secret

police. Since no important political decision was made

without her knowledge and consent, she was resented by the

politicians.45

Lupescu also was resented by the common people because

of her Jewishness. Thus, both the political leadership and

the common people hated her. The most dangerous source of

opposition to Lupescu and her influence was the Rumanian

Fascist movement, the Iron Guard. The Iron Guard was a

violent, reactionary, chauvinistic, and anti-Semitic

movement.46 Lupescu's Jewishness enraged the Iron Guards-

men. Most of the Guardsmen cared little about whether

Carol had mistresses; what they resented was that a Jewish

woman could exercise so much influence over the king. By

4 4 Ibid., pp. 341-44.

45 Ibid.

4 6 Ibid., pp. 347-48; Rothschild, East Central Europe,
pp. 307-09.
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the mid 1930s, the Iron Guard movement had become extremely

popular among all the enemies of the regime.47  Many in

the government, however, were friendly with the Guard and

even imitated the movement's methods. The Iron Guard

became the most important political movement in Rumania by

1936-1937, capitalizing on the increasingly extremist

national mood. 4 8

At the time of the Rhineland crisis, the Rumanian

Prime Minister was Gheorghe Tutarescu. He had been

appointed by Carol on January 3, 1934, and was already the

longest lasting of Carol's prime ministers.4 9 Tatrescu

governed by martial law and imitated the violent methods of

Iron Guard. He was a clandestine supporter of the Iron

Guard as long as they attacked other political parties and

not the government.50 The Tata'rescu government was fortu-

nate to enjoy budget surpluses and favorable trade balances

as a result of the good harvests of 1936-1937 and the

increasing post-depression demand for Rumanian petroleum.
5 1

Very little of this prosperity, however, trickled down to

the peasants.

47 Ibid.; Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 347-48.

4 8 Ibid.; Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 307-09.

49Ibid., p. 307.

5 0Ibid.

5 1Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, pp. 130-33.
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Other than Maniu, the only other Rumanian with enough

prestige to stand up to Madame Lupescu was the Minister of

Foreign Affairs, Nicolae Titulescu.5 2  Titulescu was the

one man in Rumania that the French government trusted. He

had a strong belief in the French alliance and in the Little

Entente, indeed in 1935 he had been President of the Little

Entente. Titulescu was the least anti-Soviet of the

Rumanian leadership and had discovered the possibility of

allowing the passage of Soviet troops through Rumania, to

aid their Czechoslovak ally in case of German attack.5 4

Titulescu was anti-German and this made him second to

Lupescu in unpopularity with the Iron Guard, even if

Titulescu and Lupescu were on bad terms. Carol was not

very fond of Titulescu, but Titulescu's international

prestige was very important, and if he were ousted then

Titulescu and Maniu might join forces.55

The final state of the Little Entente was Yugoslavia.

Like Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia had emerged from the Paris

Peace Conference as a new state. Yugoslavia did not emerge

in its entirety from the Habsburg Empire as Czechoslovakia

did; the Kingdoms of Serbia and Montenegro both of which

5 2 Gunther, Inside Europe, p. 352.

53 Ibid.

5 4Payart (Moscow) to Delbos, 276, 2 September, 1936,

DDF, 2d, 3:329-31.

5 5Gunther, Inside Europe, p. 352.
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were incorporated in the new Yugoslavia had been independent

before the World War. Like the other states of the Little

Entente, the territorial gains awarded to Yugoslavia at the

Paris Peace Conference were primarily at the expense of

Austria-Hungary. The formerly Austro-Hungarian territories

annexed by Yugoslavia were Slovenia, Dalmatia, Vojvodina,

56
Croatia-Slavonia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, and Macedonia.

Yugoslavia contained many cultural, religious, and ethnic

groups that had been historically fragmented by various

rulers and cultural spheres of influence. The nation's

mountainous terrain hindered communications and political

and cultural unification. Like Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia

lacked cultural, religious, and ethnic homogeneity.5 7

The primary ethnic difficulty in Yugoslavia was between

the two most numerous ethnic groups, the Serbs and the

Croats. Serbia was an ally of France and Great Britain

during World War I. As the Austro-Hungarian Empire began

to crumble, the Southern Slav communities of the empire,

fearing Italian invasion and revolution, rushed to Serbia

for protection.58 In the hectic dash to Serbia, the Croats

5 6 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 201.

57 Ibid.,, pp. 201-04.

58 Ibid.f, p. 205.
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and the other Southern Slavs of the empire, did not press

.59
for autonomy or any other political concessions.

The Serbs, as eventual victors in a bloody, desperate

war, viewed the Croats as the losers and felt the right to

60-
impose their political institutions on Croatia. Serbia

had suffered more per capita casualties than any nation in

the war while Austria-Hungary's Croatian troops were deployed

against Italy and hence suffered little. The Serbs were

determined to compensate themselves for their wartime

sacrifices by dominating post-war Yugoslavia at the expense

of their "beneficiaries," the relatively unharmed ex-

Habsburg parts of Yugoslavia.
61

Serb-Croat differences went deeper than just politics.

Croatia was the most modern, industrialized, and westernized

region of Yugoslavia. The Croats were richer than the Serbs

and saw Serbia as backward and inferior culturally.62 They

used the Latin alphabet while the Serbs used the old Cyrillic

script. The Serbs were jealous of Croatia's industry and

wealth which had been largely untouched by the World War.
6 3

They had borne the brunt of the war and were proud of their

5 9 Ibid.
6 0 Ibid., pp. 206-07.

6 1 Ibid.

6 2 Ibid., p. 209; Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 362-64.

6 3 Ibid.; Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 206-

07.
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sacrifices. The Serbs saw themselves as a people of action,

but they considered the Croats' "lazy trouble-makers."
6 4

Yugoslavia, like Rumania, possessed considerable

natural wealth. The primary exports of Yugoslavia were

grain, wood, bauxite, iron ore, chrome ore, lead ore, zinc,

and copper.6 5 The chemical industry was an additional

source of foreign exchange. Like Rumania, the export of

grain was extremely important to the Yugoslav balance of

trade and any nation able to buy Yugoslavia's surplus

produce had considerable diplomatic leverage.66 To keep

the peasants happy, the government needed to sell their

grain, if the government was unable to sell the surplus

grain, it could expect peasant unrest.

Yugoslavia's first post-war decade was full of politi-

cal turmoil and severe tensions between the Serbs and

Croats. Between 1918 and 1921, the nation suffered through

Constitutional and organizational struggles.67 The Yugoslav

constitution slightly favored Serbia by the apportionment

of constituencies based on pre-war census figures. The

Croats failed to have a federal system included in the

Constitution.68 Ethnic antagonisms and polarization grew

6 4 Gunther, Inside Europe, p. 364.

65 Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, pp. 182-85.

66 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 252.

67 Ibid., pp. 213-21.

6 8 Ibid., p. 235.
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between 1921 and 1925. The Serbian political parties began

to disintegrate in 1925-1926, and Croats entered the govern-

ment for the first time.
6 9  The spirit of conciliation

vanished by 1927 as the Serbian political parties recovered,

and ethnic tensions reached a peak on June 20, 1928 when

Stjepan Radic, the leading Croat political figure, was

murdered along with two other Croat deputies on the floor

of the Yugoslav Parliament.70 This incident was the

catalyst that caused King Alexander to declare a royal

dictatorship.

Alexander's royal dictatorship was received abroad

with a sigh of relief after a decade of parliamentary

paralysis. Alexander was determined to weld Yugoslavia

into a unified political entity, but despite valiant

attempts, he was unable to alleviate the deep seated ten-

sions. Alexander gave the Croat opposition a single

figure, rather than a parliamentary group, at which to

direct their hostility.

The most significant event for interwar Yugoslavia

did not even happen in Yugoslavia. It was the assassination

of King Alexander and the French Foreign Minister, Louis

Barthou in October, 1934. Barthou was one of France's most

69Ibid., pp. 233-34.

70
Ibid., p. 231.

71 Ibid., pp. 235-41.
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able statesmen. He had been working to strengthen France's

Eastern European alliance structure and confirm the close

relations between France and the Little Entente.72 On

October 9, Alexander arrived in Marseilles to pay a state

visit. He arrived by sea and was met by Barthou. They

drove through the streets of Marseilles accompanied by a

small ceremonial guard. A Croatian terrorist leaped onto

their car, from the crowd, and shot and killed both

Alexander and Barthou. 73 It was a serious loss for both

nations, one of France's best interwar foreign ministers

and the powerful King of Yugoslavia.

The assassination of Alexander and Barthou had impor-

tant consequences for Franco-Yugoslav relations. The

Croatian terrorist had the support of Hungary, and Hungary

74
was backed by Italy. The new French Foreign Minister,

Pierre Laval, believed that the crisis must not lead to

war and did not support strong retaliatory measures against

Hungary.75 Laval distrusted the Soviet Union and thought

7 2Anthony Eden, The Eden Memoirs: Facing the Dictators

(London: Cassell and Company, 1962), pp. 108-09.

73Winston S. Churchill, The Gathering Storm, vol. 1:

The Second World War (Cambridge: The Riverside Press,
T9T8), pp. 106-07.

7 4 Eden, Memoirs, pp. 109-10; Eden was selected as

arbitrator by the Commission of Inquiry in Geneva charged

with investigating Yugoslav claims that Hungary and Italy

were involved in Alexander's assassination.

7 5 Churchill, The Gathering Storm, pp. 106-07; Eden,

Facing the Dictators, pp. 112-13.



35

Great Britain was a worthless ally. His first purpose as

foreign minister was to reach an accommodation with Italy.7 6

Laval felt Italy would be useful in containing Germany.7 7

The Yugoslavs were appalled at the lax French protec-

tion of Alexander. The assassination did not cause

Yugoslavia to fall apart as was expected, for the Yugoslavs

rallied in support of their government in the time of

crisis.78 In Yugoslavia, the value of the French alliance

began to be questioned, especially when Laval traveled to

Rome in January, 1935.79 France, Yugoslavia's most powerful

ally, was drawing closer to Italy, Yugoslavia's enemy. The

Yugoslav leadership began to consider the possibility of a

rapprochement with Germany.80 A German presence in Austria

would be a useful counterbalance to Italy, and an Anschluss

.81
would certainly prevent a Habsburg restoration in Austria.

7 6 Ibid.; Churchill, The Gathering Storm, pp. 106-07;
Herriot, Jadis, p. 483; Pauil Reynaud, Into the Thick of the

Fight, 1930-45, trans. James D. Lambert (London: Cassell
and Company,~T955), pp. 62-63; Alexander Werth, The Twilight
of France, 1933-1940 (New York: Howard Fertig, M96), p. 39.

77
Ibid., Reynaud, Into the Thick of the Fight, pp. 62-

63; Churchill, The Gathering Storm, pp.~l6-07; Herriot,
Jadis, p. 483,

7 8 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 247.

7 9 Churchill, The Gathering Storm, pp. 107-08.

8 0 Edvard Benes, Memoirs: From Munich to New War and New

Victory, trans. Godfrey Lias (Cambridge: Riverside Press,
n.d.),p. 25; Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 367-69; Naggiar
(Belgrade) to Barthou, 180-83, 186-90, 15 February, 1934,
DDF, ld, 5:716-17.

8 1 Ibid.
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Furthermore, Yugoslav-German economic relations were getting

closer.8 2  The assassination of Alexander and Barthou caused

the Yugoslav government to begin a painstaking reevaluation

of the future direction of Yugoslavia's foreign policy.8 3

Yugoslavia had no strong monarch to take Alexander's

place. Alexander's eleven year old son, Peter, was unable

to replace his father. Prince Paul, the principal regent,

was not a man of action and did not even desire to be

regent. The powerful leader who emerged after Alexander

was the financial expert, Milan Stoyadinovitch.

Stoyadinovitch had been finance minister from 1922

until 1926. After almost a decade in the political back-

ground, he became prime minister and foreign minister in

June, 1935. Stoyadinovitch was the dominant Yugoslav

political figure of the 1930s. He was successful in allevi-

ating many of Yugoslav's financial difficulties with German

help, and helped ameliorate the most severe of the nation's

ethnic tensions, if only temporarily.8 4  Stoyadinovitch

admired the political methods of the dictators and imitated

their paramilitary guards, special salutes, youth parades,

8 2 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 275.

8 3Benes, Memoirs, p. 25; Memorandum by Delbos on his
meeting with Stoyadinovitch, 12 October, 1937, DDF, 2d,
7:110.

8 4Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 251-53.
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and surveillance in an effort to establish his personal

control of Yugoslavia's society.85

Yugoslavia's consistent foreign policy aims of the

1920s, reliance on the French alliance and the Little

Entente, began a gradual change under Stoyadinovitch's

direction.8  He was convinced that France was increasingly

weak and Britain was bent on appeasing the dictatorships.

While Stoyadinovitch did not want to repudiate the French

alliance, he felt Yugoslavia must reach an accommodation

with Germany and Italy, and not be left isolated to face

the dictatorships.8 7

Thus Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania possessed

considerable natural and industrial wealth. This wealth,

however, was unevenly distributed among the three states

and their citizenry. The governments of Rumania and Yugo-

slavia were subject to rapid foreign policy shifts. The

primary foreign threat to all three states was Hungarian

revisionism. Responding to this threat, Czechoslovakia,

Yugoslavia, and Rumania formed the Little Entente.

8 5 Ibid., pp. 254-55.

8 6 Ibid., pp. 255-56.

8 7 Ibid.



CHAPTER III

THE LITTLE ENTENTE, 1919-1936

The Treaty of Trianon, 1920, which the victorious allies

imposed on Hungary after World War I, deprived that country

of large amounts of territory. Historic Hungary had encom-

passed 282,870 square kilometers, while post-Trianon Hungary

was left with only 92,963 square kilometers, roughly one-

third of her territory. The post-war kingdom of Hungary

was also deprived of one-third of her pre-war Magyar subjects

and three-fifths of her pre-war population. Along with the

loss of such a great amount of territory, Hungary was

deprived of a large portion of her economic resources.
2 The

three nations that gained the most territory, population,

and resources at Hungary's expense was Czechoslovakia,

Yugoslavia, and Rumania.

Hungarians bitterly resented the treatment they had

suffered. In Hungary, popular sentiment for revision of the

Trianon Treaty was directed against the three chief benefi-

ciaries of the treaty.3 Even during the 1919 treaty

negotiations, Hungarian armies had clashed with the Czechs

1Rothschild, East Central Europe, pp. 155-57.

2Ibid.

3 Ibid.
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and Rumanians. The primary threat to the independence of

Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, and to the post-war territo-

rial gains of Rumania would be the restoration of the

Habsburg monarchy in Hungary. The Habsburg restoration would

also cause severe problems in the internal affairs of the

three nations. Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania

all had substantial Magyar minorities, and many citizens of

the three nations were still loyal to the Habsburgs.4 The

political leaders of the three states were concerned about

the loyalty of their Magyar and pro-Habsburg citizens. They

feared that the Hungarians would use agitation on the part

of the Magyars or Habsburg loyalists as an excuse for mili-

tary intervention. The Czechoslovak, Yugoslav, and

Rumanian leaders also harbored few illusions about the

revisionist desires of the Hungarian government and popula-

tion.5 Any territorial changes to the benefit of Hungary

would surely be at their expense.

During the Polish-Soviet War, Hungary had offered armed

support to Poland, but to render such aid Hungarian troops

would have had to pass through Slovakia. The Czechoslovak

government refused, fearing Hungarian annexation of Slovakia.

Reacting to the possible Hungarian threat, Czechoslovakia and

Yugoslavia concluded a treaty on August 14, 1920. The two

Ibid., pp. 86-87, 208-09, 286-88; Nere, Foreign
Policy of France, pp. 41-42.

5e/
Nere, Foreign Policy of France, pp. 41-42.
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nations agreed to render each other military assistance in

case of a Hungarian attack. In March of the following year

at attempt was made to restore Charles of Habsburg to the

Hungarian throne.6 Responding to this threat, Rumania and

Czechoslovakia signed treaties on April 23, 1921, and

Rumania and Yugoslavia did, too, on June 7, 1921. These

three bilateral treaties, directed exclusively against

Hungary, formed the basis of the Little Entente alliance.7

The Little Entente remained a loose anti-Hungarian

coalition until 1933. In early 1933, the Czechoslovak

government drafted a proposal to strengthen the alliance.8

The increasing danger of Germany and Italy to the Central

European alliance, and the revisionist tendencies of the

two powers threatened to destroy the territorial status quo

in Central Europe. On March 16, 1933 the Organizational

Pact of the Little Entente was concluded. A permanent

council, a secretariat with a section in Geneva, and an

economic council were established.9  The three nations

began to conduct joint military exercises, and they estab-

lished contingency plans in case of a Habsburg restoration

6 Ibid.

7 1bid.

8 Benes, Memoirs, pp. 22-23; Mamatey and Luza, Czecho-
slovak Republic, p. 227.

9 Ibid.
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in either Hungary or Austria.10  Discussions also took place

concerning the actions of the Little Entente should there be

a general European war. The object of the Little Entente

reorganization was to unify the three nations's foreign

policies, to give the Little Entente a place in European

politics, to prevent attempts from within the three nations

to undermine the alliance, and to begin to organize East

Central European politics with the Little Entente as the

cornerstone. 11 In addition to the prevention of the resto-

ration of the Habsburg monarchy, another purpose of the

foreign policy of the Little Entente was to maintain good

relations with their great power patron, France.

The initial reaction in France to the formation of the

Little Entente in 1921 had not been favorable. At the time,

France was attempting a rapprochement with Hungary, but the

project was soon abandoned.1 2  By 1920, France could see

that there was no longer any prospect of an Anglo-American

guarantee of her security.13 Relations with the Soviet

Union were bad, and there was no possibility of an alliance

with the Soviets to contain Germany. France had been working

10de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 1179-1185, 10 November,

1936, DDF, 2d, 3:718-20; de Dampierre (Belgrade) to Delbos,
154, 2 April, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:337.

11 Mamatey and Luz~a, Czechoslovak Republic, p. 227.

12 -f *
Nere,, Foreign Policy of France, pp. 41-42.

13Ibid., p. 43.



42

to contain the Soviet Union as well as Germany, and now

stood alone against Germany without any of her powerful

allies.1 4  In this precarious situation, the French leader-

ship began to search for new allies. Poland had been a

French ally since 1921, but Poland was wedged between two

powerful and hostile neighbors, Germany and the Soviet Union.

Slowly many French leaders came to believe that the addition

of the Little Entente to France's alliance structure would

be useful, in containing both Germany and the Soviet

Union.15

France did not ally herself with the Little Entente

as a whole; separate treaties were concluded with Czecho-

slovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia during a forty-seven

month period. On January 25, 1924, France and Czechoslovakia

concluded a Treaty of Alliance and Friendship. That treaty

led to the establishment of an effective military alliance.

The two countries satisfied a military convention, and the

general staffs of both nations began regular meetings to

discuss how to render assistance to each other in case of

attack by a common enemy, or in case one nation's vital

interests was threatened.16 Treaties of Understanding,

Friendship, and Arbitration followed with Rumania on June

1 4 Ibid., pp. 155-56.

1 5 Ibid. p. 43.

1 6Text of treaties, Gamelin, Servir, pp. 467-69.
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10, 1926 and Yugoslavia on November 11, 1927. Neither of

those treaties established a military convention, and

provisions for eventual military cooperation between 
France

and Yugoslavia, and between France and Rumania, were left

vague. Except for the alliance with Czechoslovakia, which

can be regarded as an effective political and military

alliance, the French alliance with the Little Entente can

only be regarded as symbolic.

Taken separately, the three nations of the Little

Entente were, in 1936, second and third rate powers. As

a unit, the nations of the alliance were a formidable

group.18 Although the Little Entente as a unit did not rank

as a great power, any nation controlling the resources and

territory of the Little Entente would possess a great advan-

tage in European power relationships. Rumania had vast oil

and mineral reserves, Yugoslavia had the supply of strategic

minerals, and Czechoslovakia was highly industrialized. Both

Yugoslavia and Rumania had large armies, well supplied with

Czechoslovak armaments.19 Czechoslovakia's army, although

smaller, was the best supplied, trained, and led in Eastern

Europe, and Czechoslovakia had formidable fortifications

along her mountainous borders. The French General Staff

1 7 Ibid.

18 Churchill, The Gathering Storm, p. 273.

19Ibid.
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estimated that Czechoslovakia's army immobilized thirty-four

German divisions.20 As long as the Little Entente remained

faithful to France, German hegemony over Eastern Europe could

be avoided. If Germany controlled the resources of the

Little Entente, which would free thirty-four divisions for

action elsewhere, France would be in trouble.

The Little Entente had serious weaknesses that France's

enemies could capitalize upon. As in any alliance the sum

of the parts equaled less than the whole. Effective coordi-

nation between the three nations in case of a general

European war would be a difficult task. Furthermore, it

would be optimistic to assume that all three nations would

rally together without delay if Germany or Poland threatened

Czechoslovakia, if Italy threatened Yugoslavia, or if the

Soviet Union menaced Rumania. It was questionable whether

Yugoslavia and Rumania would risk involvement in a general

European war if Czechoslovakia was the victim of a German

surprise attack. Finally, if Germany attacked France,

France might not be able or willing to render her allies

effective military assistance. These questions left the

effectiveness of the arrangement between France and the

Little Entente open to doubt, especially after the German

remilitarization of the Rhineland.

20 Minutesof Permanent Council of National Defense, 8

December, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:634-35.
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The most serious weakness of the Little Entente was

economic. The health of the Yugoslav and Rumanian economies

depended to a large degree on the sale of their excess

produce.21 The Czechoslovak market was not large enough

to absorb this produce. Furthermore, the Czechoslovak

agrarian party demanded protection for the farmers and forced

the government to enact high tariffs on the grain of Czecho-

slovakia's Entente allies. The French economy was too

balanced between industry and agriculture to let the nation

be a market for Yugoslavia's and Rumania's excess produce.

The only nation able to absorb this produce was Germany.
2 3

The German government might ask for political concessions

in return for their purchase of the excess Yugoslavian and

Rumanian grain. Substantial segments of the population of

both nations favored closer ties to Germany, and the Fascist

tendencies of Stoyadinovitch in Yugoslavia and the pro-Iron

Guard elements in the Rumanian government were never far

below the surface. Except for Czechoslovakia, the govern-

mental history of the Little Entente nations was extremely

volatile. A rapid Rumanian or Yugoslav volte-face could

not be discounted.

21 Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, pp. 130-33, 182-85;

Gunther, Inside Europe, pp. 352-53, 368.

22 Ibid.

23 Ibid., Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 275.
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As Delbos assumed the post of French Foreign Minister,

the situation in Eastern Europe was in a flux. The stable

alliance structure of the 1920s was changing in the face

of the threat of Hitler's Germany and Mussolini's Italy.

The one ally that Delbos could count on, Czechoslovakia,

was the nation most directly threatened by Germany. Hitler

had been exploiting the Sudeten German problem and was

threatening the Czechoslovak government. Delbos's task was

to convince Rumania and Yugoslavia that their vital interests

lay with France and the Little Entente.



CHAPTER IV

THE EVOLUTION OF THE MUTUAL ASSISTANCE PACT

BETWEEN FRANCE AND THE LITTLE ENTENTE

Before Delbos was able to settle into his job at the

French Foreign Ministry the effects of the Rhineland crisis

began to be felt all over Europe. The occupation of the

Rhineland by German military forces caused considerable

consternation among France's friends in Eastern Europe.

President Benes of Czechoslovakia was one of the first

to realize the event's significance. He felt that the

European situation was disintegrating and something must

be done to salvage Czechoslovakia's alliance structure. The

nation that caused Benes the most uneasiness was Yugoslavia.

Benes was concerned that the Rhineland crisis had caused

the Yugoslav leadership to reevaluate their alliances with

France and the Little Entente. In Yugoslavia, France's

will and ability to defend her and her allies vital interests

could be questioned. Furthermore, the new Popular Front

French government could continue Laval's policy of rap-

prochement with Italy, which would alienate Yugoslavia

even further.

Benes, Memoirs, pp. 29-30.
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The Yugoslavs were worried that France would turn 
to

Italy in the face of the German threat, and they were afraid

of being left isolated to face a well-armed and militant

Italy.2 The Yugoslavs felt France's system of collective

security was headed for failure if a Franco-Italian 
alliance

was consummated. According to the Yugoslav Assistant Minis-

ter of Foreign Affairs, a Franco-Italian alliance would

weaken or destroy the Little Entente.

On June 6 and 7, 1936, one of the periodic Little

Entente conferences was held in Rumania. Benes was surprised

to find signs of serious disunity among the Little Entente

allies. He had decided to use the conference to propose

several organizational methods to strengthen the Little

Entente.4 Titulescu and Kamil Krofta, the Czechoslovak

Minister of Foreign Affairs, supported Benes's proposals

and added their own. The Yugoslavs, however, rejected every

proposal that Benes, Titulescu, and Krofta brought forth.

According to the Yugoslav Regent, Prince Paul, Yugoslavia

could not alter her obligations because of the uncertainty

2Memorandum by the Minister in Yugoslavia (Wilson),

508, 16 April, 1936, Foreign Relations of the United States,

1936 (Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing

Off-ice, 1953), 1:289-90; this series cited hereafter as

USFR.

3Ibid.

4Bi
Benes, Memoirs, p. 30.
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about the attitudes of the new French government and the

British government following the Rhineland crisis.5

The Yugoslavs also attacked Titulescu. They were

unhappy about the recent rapprochement between Rumania

and the Soviet Union which Titulescu had been advocating.

Both Prince Paul and Stoyadinovitch regarded the Soviet

Union as an international danger and refused to establish

diplomatic relations with the Soviets.6 Stoyadinovitch

was not going to allow Yugoslavia to follow Rumania and

Czechoslovakia into a closer relationship with the Soviet

Union.

Titulescu's negotiations with the Soviet Union were

also causing him problems at home. He was alone among the

Rumanian leadership in advocating a Rumanian-Soviet alliance

similar to the Soviet-Czech alliance.7 Many of Titulescu's

negotiations with the Soviets were done without the knowledge

5.5Ibid.

6Minister in Yugoslavia (von Heeren) to the Foreign

Ministry, 2396, 15 September, 1936, Documents on German
Foreign Policy, 1918-1945 (Washington, D.C.: United States
Government Printing Office, 1966), series C, 5:970-71; this
series cited hereafter as DGFP.

7Circular of the Foreign Ministry, 20 June, 1936,DGFP,
C, 5:659-63; Minister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign
Ministry, 20 June, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:668-69; Minister in
Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign Ministry, 23 June, 1936,
DGFP, C, 5:670-72; Circular of the Foreign Ministry, 6
July, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:736-37; Memorandum by the Chief
of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (Murray), 13
November, 1936, USFR, 1936, 1:369-70.
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or consent of King Carol and Premier Tatarescu. Members

of the Rumanian government later alleged to representatives

of the United States that Titulescu had tacitly agreed to

allow the passage of Soviet troops through Rumania to aid

Czechoslovakia in case of war with Nazi Germany.9 It is

not entirely clear if these allegations were true, but

Titulescu had been working to conclude a Rumanian-Soviet

alliance, and the passage of Soviet troops would be a

logical extension of such an alliance. According to the

Rumanian Minister to the United States, Carol and Ttarescu

were unhappy about Titulescu's unilateral negotiations with

Rumania's powerful and mistrusted neighbor.10 In addition

to Titulescu's problems with others in the Rumanian govern-

ment, Rumanian public opinion was becoming increasingly

anti-Soviet. Unlike the rest of the Rumanian elite,

Titulescu had failed to realize how violently anti-Soviet

the vast majority of Rumanians were. 1  The Iron Guard and

other rightist groups were increasingly influencing the

Rumanian public and intimidating members of the government.

8 Ibid.; Circular of the Foreign Ministry, 6 July,
1936, DGFP, C, 5:736-37.

9Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near
Eastern Affairs (Murray), 13 November, 1936, USFR, 1936,
1:369-70.

1 0Ibid.; Circular of the Foreign Ministry, 6 July,
1936, DGFP, C, 5:736-37.

11 Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of New
Eastern Affairs (Murray), 13 November, 1936, USFR, 1936
1:369-70.
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They had threatened the life of Carol if he allowed the

.12
government to make any new commitments to the Soviet Union.

As Titulescu became increasingly identified with the Soviets,

his unpopularity with the public grew. Carol, who had never

liked Titulescu, seized the opportunity to rid the government

of the most serious rival to his personal power. Using

Titulescu's unilateral negotiations with -the Soviets as a

justification, Carol failed to include Titulescu in the new

cabinet that took office on August 29, 1936.13

The new Rumanian Foreign Minister was Victor Antonescu.

Antonescu was a former Chief of the Rumanian General Staff

and had been the Minister of Finance prior to his appointment

as Minister of Foreign Affairs.'4 He was generally regarded

as a protege of Titulescu, but Antonescu's arrival in the

Foreign Ministry signaled a change in Rumanian foreign

policy. Antonescu did not have the prestige of Titulescu

either in Rumanian or internationally. He could not conduct

his foreign policy in as an arbitrary manner as Titulescu

had, and he was bound by the wishes of Carol and others in

the Rumanian government. While Antonescu assured France and

Rumania's Little Entente allies that Rumania's basic foreign

1 2 Ibid.

13Ibid.; Minister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign

Ministry, 6 September, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:949-53; Thierry
(Bucharest) to Delbos, 366, 15 June, 1937, DDF, 2d, 6:121-
22.

1 4 Ibid.
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policy would not change under his direction, he favored a

more neutralist policy.15 Antonescu also indicated a

desire to conduct a rapprochement with Poland.1 6

A change in Rumanian-Polish relations was a significant

indication that Rumania's foreign policy was headed for a

drastic shift under Antonescu. Poland, Czechoslovakia's

arch rival, was unalterably opposed to the Czech-Soviet

alliance. A Rumanian rapprochement with Poland would signal

a definite change in Rumanian-Soviet relations, because the

one common interest that Rumania had with Poland was the

containment of the Soviet Union. Under Antonescu, any

hopes that the Czechoslovak leadership had for furthering

good Soviet-Rumanian relations ended. A Soviet-Rumanian

alliance was now out of the question, and no agreement

concerning the passage of Soviet troops through Rumania to

aid Czechoslovakia could take place.1 7

With the removal of Titulescu, both France and Czecho-

slovakia had lost their best friend in Rumania. Carol

indicated that with Titulescu gone, he would like to see

1 5Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos, 447-48, 19 September,
1936, DDF, 2d, 3:386; Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos, 477-
83, 16 October, 1936, DDF, 2d, 3:552-53.

16Ministerin Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign

Ministry, 6 September, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:952-53.

1 7 Payart (Moscow) to Delbos, 276, 2 September, 1936,

DDF, 2d, 3:329-31; Memorandum by the Chief of the Division
of Near Eastern Affairs (Murray), 13 November, 1936, USFR,
1936, 1:369.
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Rumania establish better relations with Germany, while

remaining an ally of France.1
8  With both Yugoslavia and

Rumania beginning to turn from traditional Little Entente

policies, Czechoslovakia needed some way to reinvigorate

the alliance. The Czechoslovaks were in danger of German

aggression and did not wish to be isolated from their 
Little

Entente allies. In response to Czechoslovakia's precarious

position, Benes devised a treaty between France and 
the

Little Entente en bloc.
1 9  The three separate treaties

between France and the Little Entente members would be

consolidated into a single treaty of alliance. Benes

instructed Krofta to communicate the plan to the governments

of Rumania and Yugoslavia prior to the meeting of the Little

Entente in Bratislava on September 14 and 15, 1936.20

At Bratislava, Stoyadinovitch and Antonescu gave Benes

their initial reactions to the Czechoslovak plan. Their

reactions were not favorable. Antonescu said his govern-

ment was unwilling to make any new commitments to

Czechoslovakia, now threatened by Germany, or to Yugoslavia,

threatened by Italy.21 The Rumanian government did not

1 8 Minister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign

Ministry, 6 September, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:950-51.

1 9Benes, Memoirs, p. 30.

2 0 Ibid.

2 1Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Near

Eastern Affairs (Murray), 13 November, 1936, USFR, 1936,

1:369.
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wish to risk confrontation with either of the dictatorships.

Antonescu, however, believed that Benes' s plan had some

merit and indicated his government would consider the plan

if the Yugoslav government did likewise.22 Stoyadinovitch

evaded giving the Czechoslovaks a definite answer. He did

not want to risk war with Germany over Czechoslovakia and

felt BenesIs proposal had little merit.23 Although both

Stoyadinovitch and Antonescu were initially opposed to the

Czechoslovak proposal, they did not give a final answer

and indicated they would study the proposal and consult

with their respective governments.2 4

Initially, France, like her Balkan allies, was opposed

to the Czechoslovak project, but for entirely different

reasons. After the Rhineland crisis, the French government

decided to recognize the new European situation and attempt

to reach an accommodation with Germany.25 The French and

22
Benes, Memoirs, p. 30; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos,

262-64, 31 March, 197, DDF, 2d, 5:316; included as an

annex to de Lacroix's message of 31 March is a three page
history of the Mutual Assistance Pact negotiations. It
is dated Bucharest, March, 1937 and seems to be a circular
sent to French diplomats in Eastern Europe and the Foreign
Ministry, this document will be frequently cited hereafter.

2 3Benes, Memoirs, p. 30; Memorandum by the Chief of
the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (Murray), 13 November,
1936, USFR, 1936, 1:369-70.

2 4de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March,

1937, DDF, 2d, 5:316.

25 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 160-61.
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British governments had undertaken some delicate negotiations

with Germany to draft a new Locarno Treaty, and Delbos did

not want to give the Germans a pretext for leaving the

bargaining table.2 6  The proposed treaty between France and

the Little Entente would give the Germans a pretext to

reject the overtures of the Western allies and to blame

France for allegedly attempting to form an anti-German

coalition. Delbos, however, was not opposed to a treaty to

strengthen the bonds between France and the Little Entente,

so long as the Franco-Little Entente negotiations did not

interfere with the new Locarno negotiations.
2 7 Under

instructions from Delbos, Victor de Lacroix, French Minister

to Czechoslovakia, communicated to the Czechoslovak govern-

ment that the French government did not see any harm in

examining the Czechoslovak proposal discreetly.
2 8  This

position also was transmitted to the Rumanian and Yugoslav

governments.29

Benes and Krofta believed that parallel negotiations

between France and the Little Entente and between the states

of the Little Entente themselves, would be the best procedure

26de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March, 1937,

DDF, 2d, 5:316.

27 Ibid.

28 Ibid.; Delbos to de Lacroix (Prague),, 795-798, 22

October, 1936, DDF, 2d, 3:598-99.

2 9 Ibid.; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31

March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:316-17.
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to pursue. After consultation with Benes and Krofta,

Milan Hodz'a, Prime Minister of Czechoslovakia, told de

Lacroix that his cabinet thought the Yugoslav and Rumanian

governments would be more willing to undertake negotiations

to strengthen the military ties of the Little Entente, if

they were assured that immediately following this 
agreement

an Accord of Reciprocal Military Assistance between France

and the Little Entente would be concluded. 
3 1  Delbos gave

this assurance to the Czechoslovak government on October 22,

and to the Rumanian and Yugoslav governments on October 31. 32

By November 9, all three governments of the Little

Entente had agreed to the concept of parallel negotiations.
3 3

Owing to German obstruction, the new Locarno negotiations

had failed to make any progress. Delbos therefore dropped

his requirement that the Franco-Little Entente negotiations

take place only after the conclusion of a new Locarno

Treaty. 3 4 It did not take Czechoslovakia long to produce

a draft "'Treaty of Mutual Assistance between France and

the Little Entente." The Czechoslovak proposal, submitted on

3 0 Ibid.

31Ibid.

3 2 Ibid.

33 Ibid.; Delbos to French Ministers in Belgrade, Prague,

and Bucharest, 968-69, 855-56, 836-37, DDF, 2d, 3:715-16.

3 4 Ibid.; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31

March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.
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November 11 and 12, was designed to replace the individual

treaties of 1924, 1926, and 1927. It consisted of three

general principles: In case one of the nations of the

Little Entente became the victim of unprovoked aggression,

the other two states would render it aid and assistance

according to Articles 15, 16, and 17 of the Covenant of the

League of Nations.35 Second, after ratification of the

Mutual Assistance Pact, all engagements relating to the

general policy of the Little Entente toward France would

be contracted collectively by the three states of the Little

Entente. Finally, the Czechoslovak government proposed

"in the event . . . France or any of the states of the

Little Entente, became the object of unprovoked aggression

by a European state, the states of the Little Entente, and

reciprocally France, would provide immediate aid and assis-

tance." 37

While Delbos was preparing his counterproposal, he

began to maneuver to force the Yugoslavs into a more favor-

able reception of the Mutual Assistance Pact. Delbos

instructed Charles Corbin, French Minister to Great Britain,

to ask Anthony Eden, the British Minister of Foreign Affairs,

35 de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 1196-1210, 11, and 12
November, 1936, DDF, 2d, 3:733-35.

36 Ibid.

37 Ibid.
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to encourage Prince Paul to take a favorable position 
on the

Mutual Assistance Pact.
3 8  Eden was a close friend and

confidant of Delbos and had worked closely with Delbos on

the failed new Locarno negotiations.39 Prince Paul greatly

respected British foreign policy, and he visited Great

Britain in the third week of November, 1936. There is no

evidence that Eden or any other members of the British

government tried to persuade Prince Paul to take 
a favorable

position on the Mutual Assistance Pact. Despite Delbos's

maneuvers, more Yugoslav resistance to the concept of the

Mutual Assistance Pact soon became apparent. In a December

16 interview with Count Robert de Dampierre, French Minister

to Yugoslavia, Stoyadinovitch told of his fears of German and

Italian economic and military reprisals if the Mutual

Assistance Pact were interpreted by these powers as an anti-

German or anti-Italian coalition. Stoyadinovitch believed

that Yugoslavia was especially vulnerable to reprisals. To

alleviate some of Stoyadinovitch's fears, Antonescu hinted

3 8 Delbos to Corbin (London), 2504-05, 18 November,

1936, DDF, 2d, 3:794; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64,

31 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.

3 9Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 160-187.

40 Delbos to Corbin (London), 2504-05, 18 November,

1936, DDF, 2d, 3:794; Minister in Yugoslavia (von Heeren)

to the Foreign Ministry, 2396, 15 September, 1936, DGFP,

C, 5:970.

41 de Dampierre (Belgrade) to Delbos, 768-72, 16

December, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:255-56; Circular of the Foreign

Ministry, 20 December, 1936, DDF, 2d, 4:292-95; de Lacroix

(Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.
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near the end of December that Great Britain was favorable

to the negotiations in progress.4 2  Antonescu's statement

seemed to eliminate some of the Yugoslav Prime Minister's

fears, if only temporarily.4 3

After considerable time for reflection, Delbos gave his

objections to the Czechoslovak proposal, observing that the

Czechoslovak project made no reference to the pact that the

three states of the Little Entente were to have concluded

previously. One of France's primary objectives in agreeing

to negotiate the Mutual Assistance Pact had been to assure

more effective cooperation between the three states. In

the Czechoslovak proposal, France would contract new obliga-

tions, but the Little Entente nations had no more obligations

than they already had contracted as members of the League

of Nations. Delbos also noted that the wording of the

Czechoslovak proposal was almost identical to the Franco-

Soviet Treaty.4 5  He correctly concluded that in Yugoslavia

and Rumania, as well as in certain segments of French

public opinion, this wording would be counterproductive.

4 2 Ibid.

43Ibid.

4 4 Ibid.; Delbos to de Lacroix (Prague), 10, 11
January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:465-68; de Lacroix (Prague) to
Delbos, 1196-1210, 11, and 12 November, 1937, DDF, 2d,
3:733-35.

4 5 de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 5:317; Delbos to de Lacroix (Prague), 10, 11
January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:465-68.
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The anti--Soviet mood of the Rumanian public and government

and the anti-Communist tendencies of the Yugoslavs were

well known. Any evidence that the Mutual Assistance Act

was approved of in Moscow would certainly hurt the chances

of the pact's ratification in Yugoslavia and Rumania.46

Despite the success of the Popular Front at the polls,

the Franco-Soviet Treaty was not very popular with the

average Frenchman, and Delbos had to be careful not to

ruin the chances of the Mutual Assistance Pact by stirring

up anti-Soviet public opinion. 47 The German government,

moreover, could denounce the Mutual Assistance Pact as a

French attempt at encirclement. From the German point of

view, the Little Entente would be added to the Franco-

Soviet block. Delbos, to the contrary, wanted the wording

of the Mutual Assistance Pact to create the impression that

the addition of other nations was desirable, and that it

was not aimed specifically at Germany and Italy.
4 8  Delbos

especially wanted the removal of the stipulation that the

pact would go into effect only if one of the signatories

4 6 Ibid.; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31

March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.

4 7 Ibid.; Delbos to de Lacroix (Prague), 10, 11

January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:465-68.

4 8 Ibid.; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31
March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.
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was the object of aggression by a European power. Finally,

in order to make the plan more acceptable to the Yugoslavs

and Rumanians, Delbos concurred with the Czech suggestion

that the proposal be presented as a French plan.
5 0

Delbos modified the Czechoslovak plan to remedy the

objections he already had specified. The French counter-

proposal stated:

If one of the states of the Little Entente becomes
the object of non-provoked aggression, and receives
the aid and assistance which is promised by the
three states of the Little Entente, and if the
Little Entente appeals to France, France will lend
aid and assistance. If France is attacked and
receives aid from one of the states of the Little
Entente (Czechoslovakia), and if France appeals

for aid from the Little Entente, the Little Entente
will render France aid and assistance.5 1

Delbos made French aid conditional upon cooperation between

the states of the Little Entente and upon a request for aid

from the Little Entente. This satisfied the French demand

for effective cooperation among her allies, and released

France from the obligation to render assistance to the Little

Entente, when such aid was not needed. The Little Entente

would not need French aid against Bulgaria or Hungary, and

if France intervened in case of war with either of these

nations, she would risk a confrontation with Germany or

49Ibid. ;Delbos to de Lacroix (Prague), 10, 11

January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:465-68.
5 0Ibid., de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64. 31

March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.

5 1 Ibid.
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Italy. On January 11, 1937, the French proposal was trans.-

mitted to the French Minister in Great Britain and on

January 18, it was transmitted to the governments of the

Little Entente52

52 Ibid.



CHAPTER V

REACTIONS TO THE MUTUAL ASSISTANCE PACT

It did not take long for the Czechoslovak government

to reply to the French counterproposal concerning the

Mutual Assistance Pact. Benes accepted Delbos's plan with-

out any reservations.' The Czechoslovak government's

unconditional acceptance is not surprising since the original

idea for the Mutual Assistance Pact belonged to Benes, and

Delbos's modifications of the Czechoslovak plan did not

significantly alter the substance or intentions of the

Czechoslovak proposal.2  Delbos's counterproposal was

intended to increase cooperation among the Little Entente

nations, and this proposal was more than acceptable to the

Czechoslovak government.

Although Delbos was pleased that the Czechoslovak

government accepted his modified plan, the other two nations

of the Little Entente reacted with less approval. Delbos

soon realized that Yugoslavia's Stoyadinovitch continued

to oppose the concept of the Mutual Assistance Pact.

'de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March,
1937, DDF, 2d, 5:318.

2Benes, Memoirs, p. 30.
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Stoyadinovitch thought that France alone would be of little

value against Germany and Italy. The initial reaction of

Stoyadinovitch was to demand that Great Britain sign the

Mutual Assistance Pact. The Yugoslav Prime Minister also

demanded that France allow him time to study his position.4

Unfortunately for France, Great Britain was in no mood to

take on any new obligations in Eastern Europe until her

rearmament was completed.5 After the Rhineland crisis,

Stoyadinovitch questioned the will and ability of France

to come to the aid of her Little Entente allies. The

Italians, however, were engaging periodically in military

exercises on the Yugoslav border, and after Italy's Ethiopian

adventure and the Italian intervention in the Spanish Civil

War, Stoyadinovitch had to take Italian threats of invasion

seriously.6 Furthermore, Stoyadinovitch had doubts about

the ability of Czechoslovakia to come to Yugoslavia's aid,

when Czechoslovak troops would have to pass through a

hostile Austria or Hungary, and in the event of a general

3de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March,
1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.

4 Ibid.

5Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the Secretary of
State, 584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:91-92; Memorandum
on the World Situation and British Rearmament, 31 December,
1936, Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939
(London: Her Maesty's Sationery office, 1979), second
series, 17:794, 800-01; this series cited hereafter as DBrFP.

6Eden to Campbell (Belgrade), 35, 4 February, 1937,
DBrFP, 2d, 18:195.
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European conflict, Czechoslovakia would be preoccupied with

Germany and Poland. According to Stoyadinovitch, the only

beneficiaries of the Mutual Assistance Pact would be France

and Czechoslovakia. By signing the pact, Yugoslavia would

be subject to immediate economic reprisals from Germany

and Italy.8

On February 4, 1937, after being questioned again

about the pact by de Dampierre, Stoyadinovitch promised a

final answer to the French after a meeting of the Balkan

Entente in Athens. 9 The Balkan Entente was an anti-Bulgarian

alliance consisting of Yugoslavia, Rumania, Greece, and

Turkey. During the Balkan Entente meeting, Stoyadinovitch

would be able to consult with Antonescu. At the Athens

meeting, both Antonescu and Stoyadinovitch had pressure put

on them by their Turkish allies. Although the Turks had

given the Yugoslavs a free hand to pursue a solution to the

European problem, the Turkish government made it clear that

it did not approve of its Balkan Entente allies making any

new commitments to Czechoslovakia.1 0

7 Dreifort, Delbos, p. 136.

8de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 58, 10 February,

1937, DDF, 2d, 4:733.

9Ibid.

10 Loraine (Constantinople) to Eden, 84-85, 25 July,
1936, DBrFP, 2d, 17:24-25; Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos,
203, 24 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:258.
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Delbos must have hoped that Rumanian support for the

Mutual Assistance Pact would persuade Stoyadinovitch to

alter his opposition to the project, but the Rumanian

government did not support Delbos 's proposal. Antonescu

declared his support for the concept of a Mutual Assistance

Pact, but he believed Yugoslav opposition to be absolute.
11

There is, however, considerable evidence showing that

Antonescu and the other members of the Rumanian government

did not support the French project. The Rumanians decided

to hide behind the camouflage of Yugoslav opposition and

allow the blame for the project's failure to fall on Yugo-

slavia. Antonescu had consulted previously with

Stoyadinovitch and knew the Yugoslav Prime Minister would

oppose the Mutual Assistance Pact.12

The Rumanians had their own reasons for opposing

Delbos's project. Despite Delbos's presentation of the

Mutual Assistance Pact as a French plan, Antonescu was

convinced that the plan had originated in Czechoslovakia.
1 3

He was unwilling to take part in any project that might

provoke Italy and Germany to retaliate. Antonescu believed

l1de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31 March,
1937, DDF, 2d, 5:318.

1 2Benes, Memoirs, p. 30; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos,

262-64, 31 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:317.

1 3 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 135-36; Dreifort used the
unpublished British Foreign Office papers as references for
these pages.
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that Czechoslovakia should make an accommodation with

Germany. 14 The Rumanian government was reluctant to draw

closer to the Czechoslovaks because of the latter's close

association with the Soviet Union. Antonescu was worried

that the Soviets still might attempt to use Rumanian terri-

tory as a route for their armies on the way to aid

Czechoslovakia, because the Rumanians feared that once

Soviet troops were on Rumanian soil, they might never

leave.15 Antonescu proposed that instead of the Mutual

Assistance Pact, France should conclude a Mutual Assistance

Treaty separately with each nation of the Little Entente.1 6

It seems Antonescu wanted the benefits of a military alli-

ance with France without the dangers incurred by a further

commitment to Czechoslovakia or Yugoslavia. Delbos rejected

Antonescu's proposal because it would block the French goal

of increased cooperation between the three states of the

Little Entente.17

14 Dreifort, Delbos, pp. 135-36.

15Ibid.

1 6Memorandum on Political Direction, 21 January, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 4:571-73; Memorandum by France's Minister in
Bucharest, 23 January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:596, Memorandum
by France's Minister in Bucharest, 31 January, 1937, DDF,
2d, 4:660; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64, 31
March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:318.

1 7 Ibid.; Memorandum by France's Minister in Bucharest,
31 January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:660; Memorandum by France's
Minister in Bucharest, 23 January, 1937, DDF, 2d, 4:596.
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Aside from the fear that the Rumanian and Yugoslav

governments had of German or Italian military aggression, a

primary reason for both nations's rejection of the Mutual

Assistance Pact was fear of German economic retaliation.1 8

The economies of Rumania and Yugoslavia were heavily depen-

dent on German trade. Yugoslavia, in particular, was

extremely vulnerable to German economic retaliation. In

1933, Yugoslavia's exports to Germany amounted to 13.9 per

cent of Yugoslavia's total exports, and Yugoslavia imported

13.1 per cent of her total imports from Germany.19 German-

Yugoslavian trade increased tremendously after the Commercial

Treaty of May 1, 1934, between the two nations. In 1935,

Germany began to absorb almost all of Yugoslavia's export-

able agricultural output, primarily grain.20 The German

willingness to buy all Yugoslavia's excess produce combined

with the excellent harvests of 1935 and 1936 had a benefi-

cial effect on the Yugoslav economy. 2 1  Germany also became

Yugoslavia' s primary market for the export of bauxite,

copper, lumber, skins, hides, and other animal products.2 2

1 8de Dampierre (Belgrade) to Delbos, 768-72, 16
December, 1936, DDF, 2d, 4:255-56.

1 9 Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1937, p. 165.

2 0 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 252.

2 1Memorandum by the Deputy Director of the Economic

Policy Department (Berlin), 136, 7 January, 1938, DGFP,

D, 5:217-18.
2 2 Ibid.
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As Yugoslavia's exports to Germany grew, German exports to

Yugoslavia increased.
2 3 Yugoslavia became an important

market for German goods such as machinery, iron products,

chemicals, pharmaceuticals, coal, and coke.2 4

The percentage of Yugoslavia's exports that went to

Germany grew to 15.4 percent in 1934, 18.6 percent in

1935, 23.7 percent in 1936, and declined slightly to 21.7

percent in 1937.25 The value of Yugoslavia's exports to

Germany, however, grew every year during the period of

1933-1937.26 From 1936 to 1937, the dollar value of Yugo-

slavia's exports to Germany increased from 23,862,000 to

31,394,000 an increase of 31 percent.
2 7  Yugoslavia's

imports from Germany also increased significantly. The

percentage of Yugoslavia's total imports coming from Germany

increased from 13.9 percent in 1934, to 16.2 percent in

1935, 26.7 percent in 1936, and 32.4 percent in 1937.28

This increase in percentage was matched by an increase in

dollar value every year, with a huge increase between 1936

2 3Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, p. 184.

2 4Memorandum by the Deputy Director of the Economic

Policy Department (Berlin), 136, 7 January, 1938, DGFP,

D, 5:217-18.

2 5Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, p. 184.

2 6 Ibid.

2 7 Ibid.

2 8 Ibid.
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and 1937 of 14,696,000 gold dollars for a total of

144,642,000 dollars.2 9  A momentary glance at these statis-

tics might suggest that Germany exported much more to

Yugoslavia than Yugoslavia exported to Germany, but the

dollar value of both nations's exports reveals a rough

balance of trade between the two during the years 1933-

1937. 30 While the German-Yugoslav trade relationship may

seem to be one of mutual dependence, only 2.4 percent of

Germany's total exports went to Yugoslavia and 2.5 percent

of Germany's total imports came from Yugoslavia.31 The

rupture of trade between them would thus damage Yugoslavia

far more than Germany.

Principally due to the sales of Yugoslav agricultural

products to Germany at good prices, the Yugoslav peasants

standard of living increased, which improved Stoyadinovitch's

popularity and political standing among the peasantry

greatly.3 2 The Germans believed that Stoyadinovitch, a

former businessman and minister of finance, fully appreciated

the economic benefits that German trade was bestowing on

Yugoslavia. Furthermore, Stoyadinovitch knew that

29Ibid.

30 Ibid.

31 Ibid., p. 72.

32 Memorandum by the Deputy Director of the Economic
Policy Department (Berlin), 136, 7 January, 1938, DGFP,
D, 5:217-18.

33 Ibid.
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Yugoslavia's industrialization and modernization program

could not be accomplished without the aid of German

material and engineers.34 Krupp was building the largest

rolling mill in Southeastern Europe at Senitza. Hitler

would not hesitate to use economic pressure to persuade

a smaller nation to follow a foreign policy favorable to

Germany. The Germans also would reward smaller nations

with economic benefits if those nations moved toward a

pro-German policy. According to the Deputy Director of

the German Economic Policy Department, "The realization of

this growing economic tie between Yugoslavia and Germany

has had a part in facilitating and expediting Yugoslavia's

withdrawal--in preparation for a number of years--from the

anti-German political combinations in the Danube region."3 5

Stoyadinovitch had other more personal reasons to

follow a pro-German policy. He admired both Hitler and

Mussolini and attempted to establish his personal rule in

Yugoslavia in the Fascist pattern.3 6  Although Stoyadino-

vitch was reluctant to make a complete break with France

and the Little Entente, his ideological beliefs pushed

Yugoslavia closer to Germany and Italy.37 Yugoslavia's

34 Ibid.

3 5 Ibid.

36 Memorandum of Political Division IV (Berlin), 1675,
3 January, 1938, DGFP, D, 5:216-17; Rothschild, East Central
Europe, pp. 254-55.

37Ibid.
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economic reliance on Germany and Stoyadinovitch's 
ideology

were important reasons for the Yugoslav government's 
rejec-

tion of the Mutual Assistance Pact.

Although the Germans did not dominate the 
Rumanian

economy as thoroughly as they dominated Yugoslavia's,

Germany had made considerable economic penetration 
into

Rumania, and Germany was prepared to bestow more economic

benefits on Rumania for a political price.
3 8 After the

German-Rumanian Commercial Treaty of May 23, 1935, the

economic relationship between the two nations 
improved as

Germany began to purchase much of Rumania's 
surplus grain.

Germany, however, did not play as dominant role in the

Rumanian export market as she did in Yugoslavia. 
39 Rumania

did not rely as heavily on Germany in her industrialization

program as did Yugoslavia, and Rumanian purchases of Germany

industrial machinery were limited.40 Owing to the trade

imbalance, German purchases of Rumanian petroleum were

limited.4 ' After Titulescu's removal, Rumanian-German eco-

nomic relations improved as the Rumanian government 
began to

pursue a foreign policy more acceptable to 
Germany. The

3 8 Foreign Minister (von Neurath) to Embassy in Italy,

2804, 31 August, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:938.

3 9 Foreign Commerce Yearbook, 1938, p. 133.

4 0Ministerialdirektor Wohlthat to Minister President

Goring, 9908, 13 December, 1937, DGFP, D, 5:205-06.

41 Ibid.
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Germans made it clear that Rumania could expect German help

in the expansion of her economy, if Rumania pursued an even

more pro-German foreign policy.4 2

By 1937, Germany was the dominant economic force on the

European continent, and Rumania's leaders were coming to the

realization that there was no substitute for the German

market for Rumanian exports and for German technical assis-

tance in Rumania's plans for economic expansion.4 3

Furthermore, the Tatarescu government was increasingly

sympathetic to the Iron Guard by mid-1937, and the ideolog-

ical motivations of the Rumanian leaders cannot be discounted

entirely as a reason for the reorientation of Rumania's

foreign policy. In Rumania, however, the economic and

ideological factors do not play nearly as important a part

in the rejection of the Mutual Assistance Pact as they did

in Yugoslavia. A significant reason for Rumania's reluc-

tance to join France in strengthening the bonds of the

Little Entente was the attitude of Great Britain toward

the Mutual Assistance Pact.

On February 12, 1937, Prime Minister Tat4rescu told

the British Minister to Rumania " . . . he and all thinking

4 2 Foreign Minister (von Neurath) to Embassy in Italy,
2804, 31 August, 1936, DGFP, C, 5:938.

43 Minister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign
Ministry, 3321, 18 November, 1937, DGFP, D, 5:198.

4 4 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 307.



74

people here were utterly convinced that European peace

would be assured and could only be assured if it were the

declared intention of Great Britain to join France and the

Little Entente in defending Czechoslovakia against attack."4 5

The British government, however, had no intention of joining

in the defense of Czechoslovakia and did not even approve

of the proposed Mutual Assistance Pact. On February 5,

Anthony Eden, British Minister of Foreign Affairs, specified

Britain's objections to the pact. He observed that both

Yugoslavia and Rumania opposed the French project, and like

Stoyadinovitch, he noted that Yugoslavia lacked a common

border with Czechoslovakia and Yugoslav troops would have to

pass through a hostile Austria or Hungary to aid Czechoslo-

vakia. Eden commented that Rumania would not allow the

passage of Soviet troops and that the Rumanian government

was more opposed to the Mutual Assistance Pact than Antonescu

would indicate.4 8  He believed that even if the British

government tried its utmost to convince Yugoslavia of the

4 5 Hoare (Bucharest) to Foreign Office, 5, 12 February,
1937, DBrFP, 2d, 18:228.

4 6Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the Secretary of
State, 584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:89; Foreign
Office to Clerk (Paris), 18, 6 February, 1937, DBrFP, 2d,
18:202-03.

47 Corbin (London) to Delbos, 287-92, 6 February, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 4:705-06; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 262-64,
31 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:318.

48 Ibid.; Corbin (London) to Delbos, 287-92, 6 February,
1937, DDF, 2d, 4:705-06.
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efficacy of the pact, the Belgrade government would still

not change its position. 4 9  Britain was placing the blame

for the failure of the Mutual Assistance Pact on Yugoslavia

and Rumania, but resistance to the pact was evident in all

levels of the British government.

Most of the British policy makers believed that the

Balkans were a perpetual troublespot, and they did not wish

to see France drawn into a war because of Balkan intrigue. 
5 0

Especially in the Admiralty, the dangers of Britain becoming

involved in a war starting in Eastern Europe were considered.

They felt that the strengthening of France's alliances with

the Little Entente would increase the possibility of a

war.5 1 Many in the Foreign Office staff believed that the

Germans would see the Mutual Assistance Pact as the final

link in a chain of French alliances from Paris to Moscow

and would destroy the possibility of a new Locarno.52 News

of the signing of the Mutual Assistance Pact would certainly

upset Germany and Italy, destroy Anglo-Italian rapproche-

ment, and push Germany and Italy into an even closer

relationship.

49 Ibid.

5 0Foreign Office to Clerk (Paris), 18, 6 February,
1937, DBrFP, 2d, 18:202-03; Admiralty to the Foreign Office,
no series number given, 22 February, 1937, DBrFP, 2d, 18:276.

5 1 Ibid.

5 2Foreign Office to Clerk (Paris), 18, 6 February,
1937, DBrFP, 2d, 18:202-03.

- - .
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Britain had been working to separate Italy from

Germany during late 1936 and this effort culminated in the

Anglo-Italian Gentlemen's Agreement of January 2, 1937.53

Many in Britain looked back to the Stresa Front and believed

that Italy could be separated from Germany.54 If this aim

could be accomplished, Italy would be a useful barrier to

German expansionism, especially in Austria. The British

believed that the Italians would see the Mutual Assistance

Pact as a direct threat to Italian interests, and it would

push Germany and Italy into each other's arms, foiling

British efforts to separate the two.55 The policy of the

Chamberlain government can best be described as unwilling-

ness to upset the fragile status quo in Eastern Europe, at

least until Britain was fully rearmed.5 6  While there is

little evidence to suggest that British support for the

Mutual Assistance Pact would have changed Stoyadinovitch's

position, Britain's disapproval of the French project did

5 3 Text of Anglo-Italian Gentlemen's Agreement, 2
January, 1937, DBrFP, 2d, 17:754-55.

5 4 Foreign Office to Clerk (Paris), 18, 6 February,
1937, DBrFP, 2d, 18:202-03; Admiralty to the Foreign Office,
no series number given, 22 February, 1937, DBrFP, 2d,
18:276.

5 5 Ibid.; Foreign Office to Clerk (Paris, 18, 6
February, 1937, DBrFP, 2d, 18:202-03.

5 6Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the Secretary of
State, 584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:89-92; Memorandum
on the World Situation and British Rearmament, 31 December,
1936, DBrFP, 2d, 17:794, 800-01.
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have considerable impact in Rumania. If Britain had been

favorable to the pact, it is probable that Rumania would

have joined in some type of guarantee of Czechoslovakia's

security.

Despite opposition from all quarters, France and

Czechoslovakia continued to press their Little Entente

allies to alter their positions. The Czechoslovak govern-

ment planned to use the Little Entente Conference, to be

held in Belgrade on April 1-3, 1937, to discuss the Mutual

Assistance Pact.57 The foreign policy of Yugoslavia,

however, continued to turn from traditional Little Entente

policies. On January 24, 1937, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria

signed a Treaty of Friendship and Perpetual Peace. By

itself, the treaty did little more than signal a minor

policy change. A bombshell was dropped on March 25, a

week before the Little Entente Conference. Without prior

consultation with Yugoslavia's allies, Stoyadinovitch

signed a Non-aggression and Arbitration Pact with Italy.5 8

The following principles were contained in the Italo-

Yugoslav Pact:

. . . The contracting parties will respect their
common frontiers, their maritime territorial

57 Memorandum by the Minister of France in Prague, 22
March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:239.

58 de Dampierre (Belgrade) to Delbos, 152-56, 25 March,
1937, DDF, 2d, 5:270-71; Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos,
222-26, 31 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:318-20; de Lacroix
(Prague) to Delbos, 272-74, 1 April, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:332-
33.
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limits, . . . and if one of the nations is the
object of non-provoked aggression . . . the other
nation will not engage in any actions which would
help the aggressor. . . . The contracting parties
renew their pledge not to resort to war in their
reciprocal relations. . . . The two nations pledge
to increase commercial contacts and to examine the
conditions for economic collaboration. . .59

While Stoyadinovitch assured France and the Little Entente

allies that the Italo-Yugoslav Pact did not fundamentally

alter Yugoslavia's foreign policy, the five-year pact

signaled Yugoslavia's closer association with the Rome-

Berlin Axis.6 0

While Bene and Krofta had planned to discuss the

Mutual Assistance Pact at the Little Entente Conference in

Belgrade, as matters turned out, the subject was not raised

at all. Antonescu and Krofta concurred that it would be

imprudent to discuss the Mutual Assistance Pact, because

of the attitude of Yugoslavia.61 Benes was determined to

press his allies into changing their positions, but it was

clear by April, 1937, that the Mutual Assistance Pact was

5 9 Text of Italo-Yugoslav Pact, de Dampierre (Belgrade)
to Delbos, 152-56, 25 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:270-71.

6 0 Ibid.; Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos, 222-26, 31
March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:318-20; de Lacroix (Prague) to
Delbos, 272-74, 1 April, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:332-33.

6 1Ibid.; de Dampierre (Belgrade) to Delbos, 165, 1
April, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:330; Charge in France (Wilson) to

the Secretary of State, 456, 8 April, 1937, USFR, 1937,
1:66-67.



79

a dead issue.62 The Mutual Assistance Pact had failed

because of Yugoslav and Rumanian opposition and the lack

of British support for Delbos's proposal. Ironically, the

Little Entente Council envisioned a resumption of discus-

sions on the Mutual Assistance Pact after the conclusion of

the Western Pact.63 During the early stages of the negotia-

tions, France had originally opposed the Mutual Assistance

Pact, because it could interfere with the Western negotia-

tion. The conclusion of a new Locarno agreement could

alleviate some of the fears that Yugoslavia and Rumania

had in increasing their commitments to Czechoslovakia, but

the Western Pact was never concluded.

The Little Entente meeting in Belgrade had avoided the

subject of the Mutual Assistance Pact; however, the subject

was addressed in the secret protocol written at the close

of the Belgrade conference. Although the Mutual Assistance

Pact was not discussed explicitly, the text of the secret

protocol signed by Krofta, Antonescu, and Stoyadinovitch

sheds some light on the reasons for the failure of the

Mutual Assistance Pact:

If, on one part, it is appropriate to establish
that Yugoslavia has had some difficulties of a

6 2 Ibid.; de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 272-74, 1

April, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:332-33; de Dampierre (Belgrade) to
Delbos, 165, 1 April, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:330.

6 3de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 338, 12 April, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 5:406.

------- ----------
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psychological order which prevent the acceptance of
this offer, it is necessary, on the other part, to
note that the eventual conclusion, in the near
future, in other regions, of similar accords
which interest the two other nations of the Little
Entente, will render the decision easier.6 4

According to Antonescu, the "similar accords" referred to

were between Czechoslovakia and Germany, Czechoslovakia and

65
Poland, and Rumania and the Soviet Union. An agreement

diffusing Rumanian-Soviet tensions could help alleviate

the fears of the Yugoslav government, but any Rumanian-

Soviet agreement was unlikely after the departure of

Titulescu.

Obviously a Czech-German rapprochement would alleviate

many of Yugoslavia's fears concerning the Mutual Assistance

Pact. In December, 1936, and January, 1937, the Czecho-

slovak government had begun preliminary negotiations with

Germany. The Germans, however, demanded that Czechoslovakia

renounce her treaties with France and the Soviet Union.6 6

Benes refused the German demands, and the negotiations

were unsuccessful.

For Poland, traditionally hostile to Czechoslovakia

and suspected of working to destroy the Mutual Assistance

Pact, to come to terms with Czechoslovakia would greatly

6 4 de Lacroix (Prague) to Delbos, 138, 14 April, 1937,

DDF, 2d, 5:438.

6 5 Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos, 237-38, 6 April,
1937, DDF, 2d, 5:354.

6 6 Benes, Memoirs, p. 18.
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67
ease tensions among France's Eastern European allies. The

Poles could have believed that since the pact was directed

against any aggressor, a Polish-Czech conflict could result

in a war between Poland and the Little Entente. Poland had

conducted a vicious press campaign against Jan Seba,

Czechoslovakia's Minister to Rumania, to discredit Czecho-

slovakia's prestige in Rumania.68 Titulescu contended that

the Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Josef Beck, tried

to persuade the Rumanian government to take an anti-

Czechoslovak position.6 9 The continuous Polish-Czechoslovak

difficulties kept tensions high among France's Eastern

European allies,and France was always searching for a

solution to these problems. Delbos believed that a Polish-

Czech rapprochement was a prerequisite for strengthening

France's Eastern European alliance structure. 70 During

the remainder of his tenure at the Quai d Orsay, he worked

hard toward this end.

After the Italo-Yugoslav Pact ended consideration of

the Mutual Assistance Pact, Delbos despaired at his inability

to devise a foreign policy that would preserve European

6 7Coulondre (Moscow) to Delbos, 81, 9 February, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 4:724-25.

6 8 Thierry (Bucharest) to Delbos, 191-93, 20 March,
1937, DDF, 2d, 5:214-15.

6 9Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the Secretary of

State, 584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:91.

7 0Memorandum by Delbos, 4 December, 1937, DDF, 2d,
7:615.
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peace. The Mutual Assistance Pact had been unsuccessful

and every time he suggested to Rumania and Yugoslavia that

they join France in an anti-German coalition, they replied

" . . we should be very glad to do so if England would

join France in guaranteeing us against Germany. France is

not strong enough to protect us alone. . . . We cannot

therefore carry out an anti-German policy." 7' The British

had told Delbos they would do nothing to guarantee Czecho-

slovakia, Austria, or Rumania.7 2  He feared that until

Britain was fully rearmed the British would not take any

strong position in Eastern Europe. 7 3 With the death of the

Mutual Assistance Pact, France had to devise a new method

to strengthen her Eastern European alliances, alone.

7 1Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the Secretary of
State, 584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:89; Memorandum
on the World Situation and British Rearmament, 31 December,
1936, DBrFP, 2d, 17:794, 800-01.

7 2 Ibid.; Ambassador in France (Bullitt) to the
Secretary of State, 584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:89.

7 3 Ibid., pp. 91-92; Memorandum on the World Situation
and British Rearmament, 31 December, 1936, DBrFP, 2d,
17:794, 800-01.



CHAPTER VI

DELBOS'S FINAL ATTEMPTS TO SOLIDIFY

FRANCE'S EASTERN ALLIANCES

From the French point of view, the situation in Eastern

Europe continued to deteriorate during the summer and early

fall of 1937. Germany was putting increasing pressure on

France's most loyal ally, Czechoslovakia. After Benes

rejected the German overtures of December, 1936, and January,

1937, the Germans had begun to wage an intensive propaganda

campaign against Czechoslovakia. The German government

alleged that Czechoslovakia was oppressing and mistreating

the Sudeten Germans.2 As the Nazis continued to repeat the

allegations against Czechoslovakia, many in Europe began to

believe that there was an element of truth in the German

charges.3 In Great Britain voices within the leadership

were raised in support of putting pressure on Czechoslovakia

to make concessions to the Sudeten Germans.4  The British

government seemed resigned to the growing German influence

1Benes, Memoirs, p. 20; Frangois-Poncet(Berlin) to

Delbos, 325, 4 March, 1937, DDF, 2d, 5:95-100.

2Ibid.; Benes, Memoirs, p. 20.

3Eden, Memoirs, pp. 502-03; Summary of Franco-British
Conversations, 29-30 November, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:527.

4Ibid.; Eden, Memoirs, pp. 502-03.
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in Central and Eastern Europe and had already tacitly con-

ceded to Germany a predominant position in Austria.5  Delbos

was concerned about the British attitude and repeated his

position that France would not abandon her Czechoslovak

ally. Given Delbos's high regard for Franco-British cooper-

tion and France's need for strong British support in the

face of the German threat, Delbos must have wondered if

there was anything he could do to save the French system

of collective security.

Yugoslavia and Rumania continued to drift into the

Axis sphere of influence. The German Foreign Minister,

Baron von Neurath, visited Yugoslavia and Rumania in June,

1937.6 Stoyadinovitch assured Delbos that von Neurath's

visit did not signify any foreign policy reorientation

for Yugoslavia, but the visit of such a high ranking German

official to Belgrade and Bucharest caused considerable

uneasiness in Paris. Rumania continued to be the object

of continued German economic overtures. The German

5 Ibid.; Bullitt (Paris) to the Secretary of State,
584-88, 6 May, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:89.

6Coche (Belgrade) to Delbos, 326-30, 5 June, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 6:39-40; Coche (Belgrade) to Delbos, 381-88, 17
June, 1937, DDF, 2d, 6:140-41.

7 1bid.; Coche (Belgrade) to Delbos, 381-88, 17 June,
1937, DDF, 2d, 6:140-41.
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government placed a high priority on improving the economic

ties between the two nations. 8 Germany had been successful

in using economic persuasion to influence Yugoslavia to

follow a more pro-German policy, and the German leaders

intended to follow a similar pattern in Rumania.9

In August 1937, the Italian fleet began to attack

shipping in the Mediterranean in an attempt to limit aid

being sent to the Republicans in the Spanish Civil War.

Italian submarines and aircraft attacked British, French,

Soviet, and Spanish ships. France and Britain arranged a

meeting of sympathetic Mediterranean nations and the Soviet

Union at Nyon in September.10 On September 14, an agreement

was reached providing for naval patrols to police the

Mediterranean. The Nyon Conference was one of the rare

successes of French and British diplomacy in 1936-37.ll

Italy was caught off guard by the speed and success of the

Nyon agreements and reluctantly agreed to participate in

policing the Mediterranean. For the first time during

Delbos's tenure at the Foreign Ministry, it seemed that

8Minister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign
Ministry, 3321, 18 November, 1937, DGFP, D, 5:198; Minis-
terialdirektor Wohlthat to Minister President Goring, 13
December, 1937, DGFP, D, 5:205-06.

9 Ibid.; Minister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the

Foreign Ministry, 3321, 18 November, 1937, DGFP, D, 5:198.

10Dreifort, Delbos, p. 69.

1 1 Ibid., p. 76.
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France and Britain were capable of cooperating successfully

and of standing up to the dictatorships.12

Delbos had an opportunity to chastise Stoyadinovitch

for Yugoslavia's rejection of the Mutual Assistance Pact

during Stoyadinovitch's visit to Paris in October, 1937.

Stoyadinovitch had come to Paris for the symbolic renewal

of the Franco-Yugoslav Treaty of 1927.13 Delbos was dis-

turbed by Stoyadinovitch's actions during the past year and

wasted no time in venting his frustrations. He indicated

his displeasure at the secretive manner in which Stoyadino-

vitch had handled the negotiations with Italy which resulted

in the Italo-Yugoslav Pact. Delbos believed that a faithful

ally would have kept France and the Little Entente informed

of the negotiations. According to Delbos, the Italo-

Yugoslav Pact had the effect of weakening the alliance

between Yugoslavia and France just as France was attempting

to draw closer to the Little Entente. Despite Stoyadino-

vitch's assurances to Delbos that the visit of von Neurath

was of little significance, Delbos was concerned about

the apparent close relationship between Yugoslavia and

Germany. Delbos considered the communique issued by

Stoyadinovitch and von Neurath contrary to the spirit of

the Franco-Yugoslav alliance, It had mentioned the close

1 2 Ibid.

13 Memorandum by Delbos, 12 October, 1937, DDF, 2d,
7:108.

_ _
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harmony of views between Yugoslavia and Germany. After

silently listening to Delbos's lecture, Stoyadinovitch

interrupted and asked to be given a chance to explain the

rationale behind Yugoslavia's foreign policy.

Stoyadinovitch explained that Yugoslavia had two tradi-

tional rivals, Bulgaria and Hungary. The Balkan Entente

was directed against Bulgaria and the Little Entente against

Hungary. He believed that the Yugoslav-Bulgarian Treaty

had diffused tensions between the two nations. In the

current European situation, Stoyadinovitch considered

Hungary no direct threat, but if Germany attacked France or

one of the nations of the Little Entente, Hungary would

capitalize on the situation. Even with Yugoslavia's

improved relations with Germany and Italy, Stoyadinovitch

said he believed that those two nations presented the

greatest danger to Yugoslavia. Stoyadinovitch said that

Yugoslavia and France had identical interests concerning

Germany and Italy, and despite some minor points of fric-

tion, Yugoslavia's defection from France was inconceivable.

According to Stoyadinovitch, his motivation for signing

the Italo-Yugoslav Pact was to eliminate Yugoslavia's

perpetual insecurity concerning an Italian invasion and

to end Italy's support of Croatian terrorism. Stoyadinovitch

told Delbos that he believed the greatest danger to the

1 4 Ibid., pp. 109-10.
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European peace, both present and future, was Germany. It

was Stoyadinovitch's opinion that the Rome-Berlin Axis was

not durable, and eventually Italy, France, and the Little

Entente would have to join forces to combat the German

peril. Stoyadinovitch added that Yugoslavia would support

Czechoslovakia if that nation was the object of aggression,

and Yugoslavia would join France in the defense of their

Czechoslovak ally.

Delbos was startled by Stoyadinovitch's apparent shift

in attitude. Delbos, however, was skeptical about Stoyadino-

vitch's sincerity and indicated his doubts to the Yugoslav

leader.15 His impression of the motivations behind Yugo-

slavia' s foreign policy differed considerably from

Stoyadinovitch's statements. According to Delbos, Yugo-

slavia had given Italy and Germany carte blanche. Delbos

noted that Stoyadinovitch's declarations of loyalty to

France and Czechoslovakia were mere words; in recent months

Yugoslavia had concluded the Italo-Yugoslav Pact, Stoyadino-

vitch had visited both Berlin and Rome, and Count Ciano,

the Italian Foreign Minister, and von Neurath had visited

Belgrade.

Stoyadinovitch replied that he was personally flattered

that such a small nation as Yugoslavia was the object of

1 5 Ibid., pp. 110-11.
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overtures from great powers like Germany and Italy.' 6 He

felt honored by the visits of Ciano and von Neurath and

believed that their visits improved the position of his

government in international affairs. Stoyadinovitch also

noted that Yugoslavia's trade with Germany and Italy had

improved in recent months. He assured Delbos that despite

the improved economic ties with Germany and Italy, Yugo-

slavia and France were an unbreakable unit. Furthermore,

the French alliance was very popular in Yugoslavia, but the

recent accords with Italy and Germany were unpopular with

the Yugoslav public.1 7

Although Delbos was unconvinced about Stoyadinovitch's

sincerity, the Yugoslav leader had offered Delbos a ray of

hope. Perhaps Stoyadinovitch was impressed by Franco-

British cooperation at the Nyon Conference and believed

that Britain, France and possibly Italy would eventually

lead a united front against Germany. Poland was behaving

more favorably toward France because Germany had recently

increased agitation concerning Danzig and the Polish

Corridor.18 With Britain and Poland seemingly open to a

new French initiative, it is possible that Stoyadinovitch

perceived the strategic situation to be turning in France's

1 6 Ibid., pp. 111-12.

17Ibid., p. 112.

18Dreifort, Delbos, p. 140.
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favor, but it is also possible that Stoyadinovitch was

working to insure good relations with France while pursuing

a closer relationship with Germany and Italy.

By November, Delbos had probably decided that the out-

look on the European situation was sufficiently hopeful to

warrant a new French initiative in Eastern Europe. In the

atmosphere of renewed Franco-British cooperation, France's

most reluctant Eastern European allies, Poland and Yugo-

slavia, appeared to be ready to strengthen their ties with

France. It is difficult to determine when Delbos made the

decision to make his trip to Eastern Europe, but sometime

during the first weeks of November he decided to make a

three week tour of the Eastern European capitals. 19 Delbos

probably wished to reassure France's allies that they could

count on French protection, and to test the fideltiy of the

Eastern Europeans to the French alliance system. Delbos

would have welcomed a new breakthrough in the failed Mutual

Assistance Pact negotiations, but he knew that any progress

was unlikely given the attitudes of the Rumanian and Yugo-

slav governments. Delbos's trip was scheduled for the first

three weeks of December, and he planned to visit Poland,

Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia.

Before Delbos departed for Eastern Europe, he and

Prime Minister Camille Chautemps visited London. The

19Ibid .,p. 141.

---- ----------
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decision to visit Great Britain was made between November

22 and 24, after Delbos decided on his Eastern European

trip. 20 Delbos and Chautemps undoubtedly wished to consult

with the British on the agenda for that East European trip,

but there were other reasons to go to London. Chautemps was

not well known in Britain, and the British were anxious to

become familiar with him.
2 1  Lord Halifax, a member of the

British Cabinet, visited Germany in the third week of

November and the French wanted to get an account of his

discussions with Hitler and other high ranking German

officials.2 2  Finally, the London discussions were an

excellent forum for the British and French leaders to

consult with each other over worldwide foreign policy aims.

Chautemps became France's prime minister in June, 1937,

when a financial crisis and turmoil over the Spanish Civil

War caused Blum to resign.2 3  Like Delbos, Chautemps was

a Radical Socialist. The Popular Front coalition continued

under Chautemps, but the Radicals assumed the primary

responsibility for leading France. Since Delbos was a

leading Radical, his political position was probably

strengthened after June, 1937.

20 Ibid.,pp. 94-95.

2 1 Ibid.

2 2 Ibid.

23Joel Colton, Leon Blum: Humanist in Politics (New

York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1966). pp. 270-76.
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Delbos, Chautemps, and the rest of the French delega-

tion arrived in London late in the evening on November 28,

and the formal discussions began the next morning.24 Lord

Halifax began the conference with impressions he had

received during his talks with the German leaders. He

had told the Germans that Britain wished to perpetuate the

status quo in Central Europe, but that he had not come to

Germany to discuss Central Europe.25 Hitler told Halifax

that Central European affairs should be of little concern

to the British, and Halifax said he had accepted Hitler's

statement without protest. Both Delbos and Chautemps thought

that this was a great blunder and wished to rectify Halifax's

mistake in the final communique to be issued after the

Franco-British discussions.2 6  Halifax had also told Hitler

that his government believed that pressure could be put on

Czechoslovakia to induce her to give concessions to the

Sudeten Germans, but Great Britain was interested in a

peaceful solution to this problem.2 7 Hitler told Halifax

that he believed a peaceful solution could be reached in

24 Times (London), 29 November, 1937, p. 14.
25 Summary of Franco-British Conversations, 29-30

November, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:519-20.
2 6 Bullitt (Paris) to the Secretary of State, 1699,

4 December, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:186.

27 Summary of Franco-British Conversations, 29-30
November, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:519.
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Czechoslovakia if the Sudeten Germans were given autonomy.2 8

Delbos did not believe Hitler's peaceful declarations and

said that Germany was interested in absorbing Czechoslovakia

and Austria.29 Delbos reaffirmed France's intentions to

come to Czechoslovakia's defense if Germany attacked that

nation, but would not announce in advance what France would

do if Germany acted against Austria. 3 0

Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain and Foreign Minister

Anthony Eden told the French that Britain would not come

to the defense of Austria or Czechoslovakia.31 Britain

was interested in maintaining the status quo in Central

and Eastern Europe but did not oppose peaceful changes.

The British leaders hoped Delbos would put pressure on

Czechoslovakia to make substantial concessions to the

Sudeten Germans, and any actions taken by Delbos to ease

the situation would have full British approval.32 According

to the French text of the Franco-British conversations,

Chamberlain told Delbos that Britain supported any actions

he might take in pursuit of a general Central European

2 8 Ibid., pp. 525, 531.

2 9 Ibid.

3 0 Ibid.; Bullitt (Paris) to the Secretary of State,
1685, 1 December, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:182.

3lSummary of Franco-British Conversations, 29-30

November, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:526-31.

3 2 Ibid.
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accord, and Delbos could speak for both Britain and France

during his trip to Central and Eastern Europe as long as

Delbos did not disturb the status quo.33

Delbos agreed to the British stipulations, but he

believed that Chamberlain did not properly understand the

importance of supporting Czechoslovakia. If Germany

absorbed Czechoslovakia, the Germans would achieve hegemony

over Central Europe and reverse the European power struc-

ture; German appetite for more conquests would result.3 4

Delbos repeated to the British that under no circumstances

would France abandon her Czechoslovak ally. In addition,

he believed that a Polish-Czech rapprochement would be

difficult, but achieving it was one of the primary goals

of his trip.35

Delbos and Chautemps left Britain on the afternoon of

November 30 and arrived back in France late that evening.

The joint communique that was issued to the press mentioned

a "complete harmony of views" between the French and

British governments, and both governments expressed their

3 3 Ibid.; Bullitt (Paris) to the Secretary of State,
1685, 1 December, 1937, USFR, 1937, 1:181.

3 4 Summary of Franco-British Conversations, 29-30

November, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:526-31.

3 5 Ibid., p. 545.
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wish to maintain peace and tranquility in Eastern Europe.3 6

Although the press in France and England was optimistic

about the new spirit of Anglo-French cooperation, the

London talks left Delbos with less freedom of action during

his Eastern European trip. The British agreement to permit

Delbos to speak for Britain as well as France during his

trip, only if he was careful not to disturb the status quo,

restricted Delbos's freedom to undertake a new initiative,

and Delbos was well aware that Britain had given him no

promise to support France in the defense of Czechoslovakia.

The Germans were suspicious about the apparent Anglo-

French cooperation that Chautemps's and Delbos's talks with

the British had confirmed. They expected Delbos to revive

the Mutual Assistance Pact on his Eastern European tour

and were concerned that Delbos had been authorized to speak

for Britain. From the German point of view, Great Britain

had given her seal of approval to a new French initiative

37
in Eastern Europe. Alexis Leger, Secretary General of

the French Foreign Ministry, added to the German concerns.

Leger told the German Minister in France that. the purpose

of Delbos's trip was to conclude a Mutual Assistance Pact

36
Text of communique issued to press after Franco-

British conversations, 30 November, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:553-
54; Times (London),, 30 November, 1937, p. 15.

37 German Foreign Ministry to German Diplomatic Missions
in Warsaw, Prague, Bucharest, Belgrade, Budapest, and
Vienna, 130, 123, 164, 105, 107, 149, 4 December, 1937,
DGFP, D, 1:97-98.
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between France, the Little Entente, and Poland, and this

initiative had full British approval.3 8 Although Leger was

probably deliberately misinforming the Germans, the German

government took Leger seriously and notified their Ministers

in Warsaw, Prague, Bucharest, Belgrade, Budapest, and

Vienna to report any further developments on the Mutual

Assistance Pact.3 9

One day after returning from London, Delbos departed

on his three week tour of Eastern Europe. Delbos's first

scheduled destination was Warsaw, but during a ten minute

stop in Berlin on the morning of December 3, von Neurath

came to the train to talk to him. Delbos had not solicited

the German Foreign Minister's visit, and it was a clever

diplomatic maneuver.40 The German government was worried

that Delbos would revive the Mutual Assistance Pact and

attempt to add Poland to the alliance. Von Neurath's visit

to Delbos's train car was a signal to Warsaw, Prague,

Bucharest, and Belgrade that Germany was watching any

developments closely. The short conversation between von

Neurath and Delbos, however, did not touch on the subject

3 8 German Ambassador in France (Welczeck) to the German
Foreign Ministry, 665, 2 December, 1937, DGFP, D, 1:88.

39German Foreign Ministry to German Diplomatic Missions
in Warsaw, Prague, Bucharest, Belgrade, Budapest, and
Vienna, 130, 123, 164, 105, 107, 149, 4 December, 1937,
DGFP, D, 1:97-98.

40 Memorandum by von Neurath, 935, 3 December, 1937,
DGFP, D, 1:94-95; Memorandum by Delbos, 3 December, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 7:596.
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of Eastern Europe. 41 They discussed problems in Franco-

German relations and the possibility of a general European

settlement. Delbos believed the best procedure to pursue

would be a single agreement to settle all European diffi-

culties; von Neurath countered that agreements should

address one problem at a time. 42  The conversation ended

in a discussion of the lack of discretion in the press of

the democracies.

Late in the afternoon of December 3, Delbos arrived in

Warsaw and he got a warm public reception.43 Contrary to

German fears, Delbos did not suggest that Poland join

France and the Little Entente in a Mutual Assistance Pact,

but he did press the Poles to solve their problems with

Czechoslovakia.44 The Poles were impressed by the new

Franco-British solidarity but were unwilling to accept

French arbitration to reduce Polish-Czechoslovak diffi-

culties.45 Delbos considered a Polish-Czechoslovak

rapprochement essential in the elimination of tensions

4 1 Ibid.; Memorandum by von Neurath, 935, 3 December,
1937, DGFP, D, 1:94-95.

4 2 Ibid.; Memorandum by Delbos, 3 December, 1937, DDF,
2d, 7:596.

4 3 Times (London), 4 December, 1937, p. 14; Memorandum
by Delbos, 4-6 December, 1937, DDF, 2d, 7:612-15.

4 4 Ibid.

4 5 Ibid.
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among France's Eastern European allies. The Polish Foreign

Minister, Josef Beck, told Delbos that Czechoslovakia was

the center of Comintern propaganda against Poland.
4 6 Beck

trusted neither the Czechoslovak government nor their Soviet

allies, and he believed that Poland and Czechoslovakia would

have to settle their differences bilaterally. Beck did not

understand why Delbos was anxious for a Polish-Czechoslovakia

rapprochement; after all, Poland and Czechoslovakia were.

not at war.47 Delbos was frustrated by the Polish intran-

sigence on the question of relations with Czechoslovakia

and his conversations with the Polish leadership bore little

fruit. The Poles were happy to express their confidence

in the Franco-Polish alliance, but any concession to further

Delbos's efforts to solidify France's Eastern European

alliances was out of the question. The Polish leadership

was reluctant to upset their powerful neighbor, Germany. 
4 8

On December 7, Delbos left Poland and the next day he

arrived in Bucharest, Rumania. He received a warm welcome

from the populace and despite a neutralist foreign policy,

Carol, Tatarescu, and Antonescu declared their friendship

for France.4 9  Delbos' s arrival in Rumania, however, came

46 1[bid.

471bid.

4 81bid.

49Memorandum by Delbos, 8-9 December, 1937, DDF, 2d,
7:647.
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at a time when the nation was in a state of chaos. Rumania

was on the verge of a general election, and the campaign

had reached a climax. The Iron Guard and other extremist

groups had been exploiting the turbulent situation.50 The

Tatarescu government was in a precarious position and was

unable to undertake any new diplomatic initiatives. Further-

more, the Rumanians had been building even closer economic

ties with Germany. Germany and Rumania had started inter-

governmental economic negotiations in November, and an

agreement was expected after the elections.51 The Germans

continued to attempt to induce the Rumanian leaders to

follow a pro-German foreign policy by making extensive

economic concessions. 52

Delbos's private conversations with the Rumanian

leaders concentrated on Rumanian domestic developments,

but some foreign policy issues were discussed.5 3  Although

Carol, Totarescu, and Antonescu professed fidelity to the

French alliance and to Czechoslovakia, Delbos did not

raise the subject of the Mutual Assistance Pact. Antonescu

asked Delbos his opinion on the Mutual Assistance Pact, and

5 0Werth, Twilight of France, p. 135.

5lMinister in Rumania (Fabricius) to the Foreign
Ministry, 3321, 18 November, 1937, DGFP, D, 5:198.

5 2 Ibid.

5 3Memorandum by Delbos, 8-9 December, 1937, DDF, 2d,
7:648-52.



100

Delbos replied that his attitude remained the same and that

he hoped an accord could be reached in the near future.

Antonescu commented that Rumania could not enter any new

foreign agreements until the results of the elections were

known. Both Tatarescu and Antonescu expressed a desire for

an increase in financial and economic collaboration between

France and Rumania. They also asked Delbos for French aid

in strengthening the Rumanian army. Turning to a discussion

of Yugoslavia, Carol said he believed that Yugoslavia's

foreign policy could best be explained in terms of Stoyadino-

vitch's opportunism, but he did not think that Yugoslavia

would abandon the French alliance. Ttrescu said that

Yugoslav foreign policy had been influenced by the Rhine-

land crisis, the Italian conquest of Ethiopia, and the

pro-Italian policies that the former French Foreign Minister

Laval had followed.5 4

The results of Delbos's visit to Rumania were negli-

gible. In the turbulent domestic situation, the Rumanian

leaders felt unable to undertake any new commitments, or

at least that is what they told Delbos. It is not certain

whether Delbos would have pressed the Rumanians to alter

their commitments, even if the Rumanian domestic situation

had been stable. Delbos already knew the Rumanians were

unwilling to expand their commitments. Delbos's visit in

Rumania produced nothing except hollow statements of

5 4 Ibid.
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friendship for France by the Rumanian leadership. The

communique that Delbos and Antonescu issued mentioned a

.55
"perfect identity of views" between France and Rumania.

After his unproductive stay in Rumania, Delbos must

have dreaded the next stop on his tour, Yugoslavia, the

most reluctant of France's Little Entente allies. Delbos

left Rumania on December 11 and arrived in Belgrade on

December 12. Delbos's arrival in Belgrade provoked massive

demonstrations. The demonstrations were chaotic and violent

and had a pronounced anti-government character.56 As

Stoyadinovitch greeted Delbos, a frenzied crowd gathered.

The demonstrators shouted "long live democratic France

and England" and "down with Fascism, Germany, Italy, and

the government."5 7 Others cried "long live Delbos, down

with Stoyadinovitch." 58 The Yugoslav police violently

suppressed the demonstrations by firing into the crowd,

killing one person and wounding several others.
5 9

Only two days before Delbos's arrival, Stoyadinovitch

had returned from a five day visit in Italy. During his

stay in Rome, Stoyadinovitch had announced that very soon

5 5 Times (London), 11 December, 1937, p. 13.

5 6Werth, Twilight of France, pp. 136-37.

571bid. ;Times (London), 13 December, 1937, p. 11.

5 81bid.

5 9Dreifort, Delbos, p. 144.

- - -
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after Delbos's departure from Yugoslavia he was going to

Berlin.60 Stoyadinovitch's actions certainly did not create

a favorable atmosphere for Franco-Yugoslav discussions. In

Rome, Stoyadinovitch had received special treatment. Count

Ciano believed that Stoyadinovitch had shown himself to be

a true friend of Italy and spared no expense for his

welcome.6 1 The Italian Foreign Minister regarded the

Italo-Yugoslav Pact as fundamental to Italian policy. Ciano

commented that Stoyadinovitch was "getting to like the idea

of dictatorship. He has taken up the Roman salute and

wears his cloak with the leather lining outside, because

it is more military."62 Stoyadinovitch and Ciano dis-

cussed the possibility of an alliance, and Ciano implied

that the alliance might someday be directed against nations

to Yugoslavia's north. On December 10, as Stoyadinovitch

was leaving Milan, he laid a wreath at the local Fascist

headquarters in "honour of the martyrs of the Fascist

Revolution. ,63

Now a few days later in Belgrade, Delbos and Stoyadino-

vitch discussed a wide range of subjects. During their

60 Times (London), 10 December, 1937, p. 15.

61Count Galeazzo Ciano, Ciano's Hidden Diary, 1937-
1938, trans. and notes Andreas Mayor (New York: E.P.
Dutton, 1953), p. 41.

62 Ibid.

63 Ibid., p. 42.
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conversations of December 13 and 14, Delbos gave Stoyadino-

vitch the details of his visits in London, Poland, and

Rumania. Stoyadinovitch told Delbos that his own visit to

Italy had been merely a courtesy one; he was repaying the

Italians for the recent visit that Count Ciano had paid to

Belgrade.64 Stoyadinovitch assured Delbos that Yugoslavia

continued to be a loyal ally of France, and if a war started

in Europe, the Yugoslav army would be at France's disposal.

He also told Delbos that Yugoslavia would support Czechoslo-

vakia in case of war. According to Stoyadinovitch,

Yugoslavia' principal alliances remained with France and

the Little Entente. Privately, and to his face, Delbos

expressed skepticism over Stoyadinovitch's sincerity, and

he doubted whether Yugoslavia's army would be of much use

in case of a war.

Delbos expressed his regret that Yugoslavia had been

unfavorable to the Mutual Assistance Pact.6 5  Stoyadinovitch

responded that Yugoslavia remained a loyal Little Entente

member, but the Mutual Assistance Pact had been a dangerous

proposition. Delbos commented that the Czechoslovak and

Rumanian governments did not consider the Mutual Assistance

Pact to be dangerous. Stoyadinovitch replied that the

Rumanian government's attitude was different than Delbos

64 Memorandum by Delbos, 14 December, 1937, DDF, 2d,
7:695-97.

65Ibid.

--
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supposed, and the Rumanians were more opposed to the pact

than they were willing to admit to the French. Delbos

told Stoyadinovitch that his impression of the attitude

of the three nations of the Little Entente toward the

Mutual Assistance Pact was the following: Czechoslovakia

had said yes, Rumania responded maybe, and Yugoslavia had

declined. Stoyadinovitch replied that Antonescu wanted to

appear favorably predisposed to the pact, but in reality

the Rumanian government was as opposed to the proposal

as Yugoslavia was.

When Delbos inquired why Yugoslavia had been pursuing

better relations with Italy and Germany, Stoyadinovitch

replied that Yugoslavia could not rely on France to protect

her. Stoyadinovitch believed that French policy had been

inconsistent under Laval and that the German occupation of

the Rhineland had changed the balance of power in Europe.

Because of France's weakness, Yugoslavia was obliged to

seek an accommodation with Germany and Italy. Stoyadinovitch

said that Yugoslavia's new friendships with Italy and Bul-

garia would not interfere with her old friendships and

added that Yugoslavia would remain faithful to all her

obligations, but did not desire to extend her present

commitments. 66

66 Ibid.



105

The third stop of Delbos's Eastern European trip was

a dismal failure. In Yugoslavia, as in Poland and Rumania,

Delbos achieved nothing concrete. He had no new initiative

to bring with him to Czechoslovakia, the last stop on his

Eastern European tour. Even if Delbos only intended his

trip to be a symbolic gesture to assure France's allies

that they could continue to rely on French support, the

trip was badly timed because it drew attention to the

vacillations and inconsistency of France's allies.6 7 The

timing of Delbos's Eastern European tour was also unfortu-

nate because it helped to illustrate the turbulent domestic

situations in Yugoslavia and Rumania. The Poles, Rumanians,

and Yugoslavs merely paid lip service to the French alliance;

they acted like satellites of Germany and Italy.

Despite his lack of success in the first three stops of

his trip, Delbos must have been happy when his train crossed

over the border into Czechoslovakia on December 14. He was

glad to leave Stoyadinovitch behind, and Stoyadinovitch was

happy to see the last of Delbos.68 During his train ride

to Czechoslovakia, Delbos remarked that finally he was going

to meet with some true friends.6 9 Delbos received an

enthusiastic welcome in Czechoslovakia. Thousands of

6 7 Times (London), 15 December, 1937, p. 15.

6 8 Werth, Twilight of France, p. 137.

69 Ibid.



106

Czechoslovak citizens cheered as his train passed through

Bratislava and Brno, and Delbos estimated that 200,000

people were on hand in Prague to greet him.7 0

Delbos's conversations with the Czechoslovak leadership

concentrated primarily on the problem of the Sudeten

Germans.7 1 The British had been anxious for Delbos to

put pressure on the Czechoslovaks to make concessions to

the German minority. From the outset of Delbos's talks

with the Czechoslovak leadership, Benes made it clear that

his government would not grant autonomy to the Sudeten

Germans. Benes told Delbos that such a plan was geograph-

ically impossible; the Sudeten Germans were unevenly

scattered along Czechoslovakia's border regions. He added

that although 80 percent of the Sudeten Germans were

loyal citizens of Czechoslovakia, the other 20 percent

were pro-Nazi troublemakers, a dangerous group in areas

that might be used as invasion routes by the German army.

Delbos was anxious for the Czechoslovak government to

appoint more Sudeten Germans to civil service positions.

He commented that while the Sudeten Germans comprised

21 percent of Czechoslovakia's total population, they

only filled 12 to 14 percent of the civil service

jobs. Delbos told Benes that he believed the Czechoslovak

7 0 Ibid.; Memorandum by Delbos, 18 December, 1937, DDF,
2d, 7:744-49.

7 1Ibid.
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government should fill 21 percent of all civil service

positions with Sudeten Germans. Benes agreed that it

was a goal to aspire to, but told Delbos that it could

not be done immediately. Delbos believed that the Czecho-

slovak government would do its best to treat the Sudeten

Germans fairly and did not press Benes to make any more

concessions to the Sudeten Germans.

Benes told Delbos that he believed Czechoslovakia

could still settle her differences with Germany in a

peaceful manner, but he would not negotiate with the Germans

on the question of the Sudeten Germans.7 2 He informed

Delbos that he had proposed to the Germans that Czechoslo-

vakia and Germany settle their differences other than the

Sudeten question bilaterally. Benes hinted that since

France's collective security arrangements in Eastern Europe

seemed doomed to failure, Czechoslovakia might have to try

to make her best deal with Germany. Even the Czechoslovaks,

France's best friends in Eastern Europe, had begun to per-

ceive France's weak position and had begun to believe

that their own security depended on reaching an accommoda-

tion with their powerful German neighbor. It is not clear

whether Benes intended his veiled threat to put pressure on

Delbos to make a new initiative, but by mid-December, 1937,

7 2 Ibid.
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Delbos and France were in a weak position in Eastern Europe.

Without the full support of Great Britain, there was little

more Delbos could do.

The Benes-Delbos conversations only touched briefly on

the subject of the Little Entente.7 3 The Mutual Assistance

Pact was not discussed: its ratification had been unlikely

for many months, and the first three stops of Delbos's trip

had shown the Mutual Assistance Pact to be a dead issue.

Benes expressed confidence in Antonescu and Tatarescu, and

he told Delbos that despite Stoyadinovitch's flirtations

with Italy and Germany, he believed that eventually

Stoyadinovitch would realize- that Yugoslavia's true interests

were with France and the Little Entente. In Delbos's

memorandum, written at the end of his Eastern European

tour on December 18, he expressed his belief that his

trip had served to strengthen the bonds of the Little

Entente. Delbos also said that in his opinion his tour

had helped to unify France and the Little Entente.7 4

Despite Delbos's apparent optimism, his trip to the

capitals of France's Eastern European allies produced

nothing except possibly a strengthening of France's moral

position in Eastern Europe. The pro-French demonstrations

that erupted on each stop of Delbos's tour showed that the

73
Ibid.

74
Ibid.
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populations of Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslo-

vakia were attached to France. The governments of Poland,

Rumania, and Yugoslavia, however, were more interested in

accommodating the powerful dictatorships than in following

France's moral leadership. Only in democratic Czechoslovakia

did the government reflect the attachment of its population

to France.

Although Delbos's Eastern European trip produced little

in the four countries he visited, there was one important

consequence of his trip. The Soviet Union, potentially

France's most useful and powerful Eastern ally, was not

included in Delbos's itinerary, and the Soviet government

interpreted Delbos's failure to include Moscow on his

Eastern European tour as a diplomatic snub.7 5 It is sur-

prising that Delbos, an early advocate of a French alliance

with the Soviet Union, would commit such an apparent diplo-

matic blunder. A brief examination of Franco-Soviet

relations during Delbos's term as foreign minister suggests

why Delbos chose the Little Entente and Poland over the

Soviet Union as France's primary Eastern European allies.

In Delbos's book LlExperience rouge, published in 1933,

he had argued that France and the Soviet Union should ally

to combat the Fascists. He had observed that a German-

Soviet alliance against France would be folly for the Soviet

7 5 Coulondre (Moscow) to Delbos, 308, 27 December, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 7:785-88.
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Union. Eventually, after France was defeated, Germany's

might would be turned against the Soviet Union.76 Delbos

had been an ardent supporter of the Franco-Soviet Pact of

1935.77 That pact, however, was merely a paper alliance.

Due to the efforts of Pierre Laval, who distrusted the

Soviet Union, a supplementary military convention was not

included. 78

It could be expected that upon Delbos's appointment as

foreign minister, he would take the initiative in strength-

ening the military ties between France and the Soviet

Union. Prime Minister Blum believed that strengthening

the Franco-Soviet Pact would be a useful counterweight to

the Rome-Berlin Axis. In the wake of the German-Polish

rapprochement of 1934, Blum realized the need for France

to have an effective military alliance with the Soviet

Union. 7 Blum desired to recreate the Triple Entente of

the World War I era.80 The Soviet leaders were anxious to

establish an effective military alliance with France. They

offered to give the French complete information on their

76 Yvon Delbos, LIExperience rouge (Paris: Au Sans
Pareil, 1933), p. 23~5~.

7 7 Dreifort, Delbos, p. 107.

78 / -
Ibid.; Nere, Foreign Policy of France, p. 170.

79 Blum's testimony, Les Evenements, 1:128; Reynaud,
Thick of the Fight, pp. 57-58.

80
Ibid.; Blum's testimony, Les Evenements, 1:128.
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military and industrial potential and to make an agreement

on the precise amount of military aid they would render to

France in the event of a general European war.81

Surprisingly, Delbos was reluctant to follow up the

initial Soviet overtures. Delbos told Robert Coulondre,

the newly appointed French Minister to the Soviet Union,

before Coulondre's departure for Moscow late in 1936, that

France would not undertake a preventive war against Germany

to relieve pressure on the Soviet Union.82 Delbos also

told Coulondre that the Soviets must end their interference

in French domestic politics and the Soviets must specify

exactly what military aid they would render to France

before France would begin negotiations.83 Delbos was

reluctant to undertake negotiations with the Soviets until

he was completely sure of their intentions. During his

first year as foreign minister, Delbos did not commit

himself fully to such an adventure. While Delbos was

reluctant to begin negotiations, he did not close the door

to future Franco-Soviet collaboration. At the time Delbos

and Benes were working to formulate a Mutual Assistance

Pact; after all BeneE had suggested a Mutual Assistance

Pact as early as September, 1936. Any Franco-Soviet

8 1 Ibid.; Reynaud, Thick of the Fight, pp. 57-58.

8 2Robert Coulondre, de Staline a Hitler (Paris:
Librarie Hachette, 1956), pp.T14-1T., 20.

8 3 Ibid.



112

military agreement would alienate Rumania and Yugoslavia.

Other members of the French government were also reluctant

to draw closer to the Soviet Union. The French General

Staff and the Minister of Defense, Edouard Daladier, had

doubts about the value of the Soviet Union as an ally.

The General Staff did not believe that the Soviet

army could be of much use against Germany. They realized

the Soviet Union had no common border with Germany, and

hence it would be difficult for the Soviet Union to open

a second front against Germany. Poland and Rumania were

unwilling to allow the passage of Soviet troops through

their territory and probably would have fought the Soviets

rather than allow the passage of troops.84 Surprisingly,

the consensus among the General Staff was that the Red

Army was inferior to the armies of Poland and Rumania.85

The General Staff also believed Great Britain would dis-

approve of renewed Franco-Soviet ties. Daladier felt

the diplomatic disadvantages of opening Franco-Soviet

military conversations outweighed the potential advantages.

According to Daladier, Poland and Rumania would be

8 4Memorandum by the General Staff, May, 1937, DDF, 2d,
5:826.

8 5 Ibid., p. 827; Memorandum by the General Staff on

Franco-Soviet military collaboration, 9 June, 1937, DDF,
2d, 6:51.

8 6Memorandum by the General Staff, May, 1937, DDF, 2d,
5:826.



113

alienated, and the Germans could cry out that France was

attempting to encircle them from a distance.8 7

Despite the reservations of Delbos, Daladier, and

the General Staff, the Soviet Union continued to press

the French to begin discussions on future military collabo-

ration. On February 17, 1937, the Soviet Minister to

France, Vladimir Potemkin, had a meeting with Blum.8 8

Potemkin told Blum that his government was willing to

declare how it would lend aid to France and Czechoslovakia

in case either nation was attacked by Germany. According

to Potemkin, "if France's allies, Poland and Rumania, agreed

to allow the passage of Soviet troops the Soviet Union

would lend unlimited aid." 8 9  If Poland and Rumania refused

to allow them passage, Soviet aid would be necessarily

limited. But the Soviet Union would send aerial support to

France and Czechoslovakia, and by sea it could send ground

troops, strategic minerals, consumer goods, and armaments

to France.90 Potemkin asked Blum what type of aid could

the Soviet Union expect from France if Germany attacked

the Soviet Union and how France would render that aid,91

8 7 Daladier to Delbos, 1411, 13 October, 1937, DDF, 2d,
3:511.

8 8 Blum's meeting with Potemkin, 17 February, 1937,
DDF, 2d, 4:787.

8 9 Ibid.

90 Ibid., pp. 787-88.

9 1 Ibid., p. 788.
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The Chief of the General Staff, General Gamelin, was

charged with formulating the French response to the Soviet

Union.92 The response was given to Potemkin on April 10,

and Gamelin noted that it had the full approval of Delbos.

Gamelin's reply to the Soviets stated that if France were

not under a full attack, she would open an offensive against

Germany. The Soviets must have wondered how France could

launch an attack with a defensive army. Although large,

France's army was not trained or equipped for offensive

operations, and French strategy since the 1920s had

stressed the superiority of defense over offense. France

could not supply the Soviet Union with armaments during a

general European war because France would need all her

armaments for her own defense. Gamelin noted that neither

Poland or Rumania would allow the passage of Soviet troops,

and they would probably fight the Soviets if they entered

their territory.93 France's response to what seems to

have been a genuine Soviet initiative can only be viewed

as a polite rebuff. France was unwilling to make any

concrete concessions to the Soviet Union.

The Russians were unhappy with France's reluctance to

open negotiations. They implied that they could seek a

rapprochement with Germany if France did not begin

92 Gamelin, Servir, pp. 286-87.

Ibid.

y t_,
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negotiations in good faith.94 The Soviet government did

not understand French hesitation because they believed

France had more to gain from closer military collaboration

than the Soviet Union.9 5  To pacify Soviet opinion, Delbos

allowed Pierre Cot, the Minister of Aviation, to begin

preliminary negotiations in May, 1937 aimed at concluding

Soviet-Czechoslovak and Franco-Czechoslovak air pacts.9 6

France could enhance Czechoslovakia's security and satisfy

the Soviets without expanding Franco-Soviet bilateral ties.

These negotiations stalled in June when the purges of the

Soviet High Command began. France soon lost confidence in

the Soviet military, and for the remainder of Delbos's

tenure at the Quai dlOrsay, relations with the Soviets

were cool.9 7

When Delbos failed to include the Soviet Union in

the itinerary of his Eastern European tour, the Russians

were enraged.98 The Soviet Foreign Minister, Maxim

Litvinov, attacked Delbos in several speeches and said that

the Soviet Union was seriously considering closer ties with

9 4 Dreifort, Delbos, p. 114.

9 5 Ibid.

9 6 Pierre Cot, Triumph of Treason, trans. Sybille and
Milton Crane (Chicago and New York: Ziff Davis, 1944),
p. 36.

9 7 Memorandum by the General Staff, 9 June, 1937, DDF,
2d, 6:51; Coulondre (Moscow) to Delbos, 308, 27 December,
1937, DDF, 2d, 7:787.

9 8 Ibid.
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Germany.99 The Communist press in France launched an angry

campaign against Delbos and called for his removal.100 
The

French Communists, who had not been happy with Delbos's

support of non-intervention in the Spanish Civil War,

directed much of their hostility at Delbos. Delbos felt

personally insulted and believed the Communist attacks were

inspired by Moscow.1 0 1

Although Delbos probably wanted to have ties with

both the Soviet Union and the smaller nations of Eastern

Europe, he could not have both worlds. With the exception

of Czechoslovakia, France's smaller Eastern European allies

distrusted the Soviet Union. Closer Franco-Soviet ties

would have alienated Poland, Rumania, and Yugoslavia.

Delbos did not want to write off the Soviets totally,

so he tried to walk a tightrope between drawing closer

to the Soviet Union and keeping good relations with

Poland, Rumania, and Yugoslavia. Whatever Delbos

continued to think about the value of the Soviet Union

as a military ally, the faith of the other French leaders

was destroyed in June, 1937, when the French learned of

the execution of Marshal Tukhachevsky and other Soviet

military leaders. By December, 1937, Delbos had chosen

99Ibid., pp. 787-88.

100)Dreifort, Delbos, p. 118.

101Ibid., p. 119.
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the Little Entente and Poland over the Soviet Union, but

with the exception of Czechoslovakia, the Little Entente

and Poland had lost faith in France.



CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION AND EPILOGUE

Delbos's Eastern European trip was his final effort to

reassure France's Eastern European allies that they could

continue to rely on French protection. By December, 1937,

France was in an increasingly weakened position in relation

to Germany and Italy. France could not compete with

Germany's economic domination of Eastern Europe or realis-

tically hope to protect the Little Entente against Germany

and Italy without British or Soviet support. The leaders

of Yugoslavia and Rumania were aware of the German and

Italian threats and felt obliged to reach an accommodation

with the two dangerous Axis powers. While Yugoslavia's

Stoyadinovitch was a more willing accomplice of the Axis

than the Rumanian leadership, neither nation was immune to

the new European balance of power after the Rhineland crisis.

France's inaction during the Rhineland crisis drastically

altered the balance of power in Germany's favor, and the

French had lost their only chance to block the Nazi threat

in a relatively painless manner. After the Rhineland crisis,

the Germans could feel free to intimidate the Eastern Euro-

peans and feel secure from the threat of an invasion by

France's defensive army.

118
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In attempting to salvage France's position in Eastern

Europe after the Rhineland crisis, Delbos offered the

Little Entente too little too late. Unfortunately for

Delbos, Britain would not join France in guaranteeing the

Little Entente, and without Britain's support, there was

not much Delbos could offer the Little Entente. The Mutual

Assistance Pact was all France could offer on her own. If

France could not or would not defend her vital interests on

the Rhine, could the Eastern Europeans rely on France to

protect them? Perhaps as Joel Colton suggests, Delbos

was "a receiver in a bankruptcy."1

With the benefit of hindsight it is obvious that Delbos

was mistaken in choosing the Little Entente and Poland over

the Soviet Union as the main vehicle with which to contain

Germany's Eastern European expansionism, but in 1937 the

choice was not so obvious. Delbos had valid reasons for

his reluctance to draw closer to the Soviet Union. He can

be faulted for placing too much reliance on the small

Eastern European nations becoming a useful anti-Axis coali-

tion. With the antagonisms and rivalries that were so

prevalent in Eastern Europe, it is probable that, with

the exception of Czechoslovakia, the Little Entente and

Poland would not have been much use against Germany and

1 Colton, Blum, p. 200.
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Italy. In the end the Little Entente was as it had begun,

an anti-Hungarian alliance and little more.

Possibly Delbos could have been more successful if he

had worked to strengthen the Franco-Czechoslovak-Soviet

alliance and not worried about alienating Poland, Rumania,

and Yugoslavia. But this tactic would have entailed severe

logistical problems in addition to its disturbing the British

and many persons in France. It is probable that Delbos could

only have achieved a successful Eastern European policy if

France had full British support. For this reason the

Chamberlain government's disinterest in Eastern European

affairs had a decisive effect on the failure of France's

post-Rhineland crisis diplomacy in Eastern Europe.

Delbos was a disappointed and frustrated man after his

failure to salvage France's interests in Eastern Europe. By

February, 1938, Delbos was convinced that it was only a

matter of time before Germany absorbed Austria, and there

was nothing France could do to counter the Germans without

full British support.2  After Austria, it would be Czecho-

slovakia's turn, and Germany would then achieve complete

hegemony over Eastern Europe. On February 20, 1938, Delbos

was informed that his close friend and collaborator Anthony

Eden had resigned as Britain's Foreign Minister. On the

2Dreifort, Delbos, p. 181.

3Ibid., p. 186.
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same day Hitler made a violent and threatening speech on the

Austrian question. Delbos was extremely upset by Eden's

resignation and told the United States Ambassador to France,

William C. Bullitt, that "the entire foreign policy he had

attempted to carry out for the past two years had been

destroyed. "4  Above all, Delbos had counted on continued

close Franco-British collaboration in the face of the

Fascist threat and Eden's replacement, Lord Halifax, did

not have Delbos's confidence.5 Delbos offered Chautemps

his resignation several times, but Chautemps persuaded the

reluctant Delbos to remain as foreign minister to avoid a

cabinet crisis.6 On March 10, two days before German troops

marched into Austria, Chautemps resigned. Delbos remained

as acting foreign minister, but he was in no position to

react forcefully to the Anschluss. On March 14, Blum formed

a new government, but Delbos was not included in the cabi-

net. Delbos continued to support the policy of non-

intervention in the Spanish Civil War while Blum and the

Socialists wanted to send arms to the Spanish Republicans.

Even if Blum had asked Delbos to remain as foreign minister,

Delbos would have refused, he was a "tired and disappointed

4Bullitt (Paris) to the Secretary of State, 280, 21
February, 1938, USFR, 1938, 1:28-29.

5Dreifort, Delbos, p. 187.

6 Ibid.

-



122

man. "7 There was nothing further Delbos could accomplish

at the Quai d1Orsay.

In Rumania, Carol continued to dominate political

affairs. The elections of December, 1937, were incon-

clusive. Carol chose as his new prime minister the

pro-Iron Guard, Transylvanian poet Octavian Goga.8 Carol

continued to juggle governments until 1940 when he fled

into exile after the Soviet Union, Hungary, and Bulgaria

carved up Rumania and amputated one-third of Rumania' s

territory.9 The former foreign minister, Antonescu, then

formed a Fascist-military government. Under Antonescu's

direction, Rumania became a close ally of Germany during

World War II, even participating in Germany's invasion of

the Soviet Union.10

Stoyadinovitch continued to lead Yugoslavia into the

Fascist camp, and Germany's economic stranglehold on Yugo-

slavia continued to grow. He remained the Yugoslav Prime

Minister until February 6, 1939.2 The Italians and Germans

were distressed by Stoyadinovitch's removal then, but it

71bid., p. 192.

8 Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 310.

9 Ibid., p. 314.

10 Ibid., p. 316.

llIbid., p. 275.

12Ibid., p. 258.
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was not until April, 1941, that Germany conquered Yugo-

slavia. 13

Czechoslovakia's betrayal by France and Great Britain

at the Munich conference need not be recalled here. Delbos

continued his interest in Eastern Europe after his resigna-

tion and frequently wrote articles for the La Depeche de

Toulouse arguing that France must continue her commitment

to defend Czechoslovakia. Nevertheless, he welcomed the

Munich decision as an important step in the maintenance of

15
peace.

Delbos continued his journalistic career until June

5, 1940,when he joined Paul Reynaud's cabinet. He voted

against the surrender to Germany in 1940 and fled to North

Africa.16 When Delbos realized France could not continue

the war he returned to Dordogne and German occupation. In

April, 1943, he was arrested by the Germans and sent to

Germany,where he remained a prisoner for the remainder of

the war.'7 After his liberation by American troops, Delbos

returned to an active political career in France. He became

a respected elder statesman and served as deputy from

1 3 Ibid., p. 263.

14Dreifort, Delbos, p. 196.

1 5 :bid.

16 Ibid., pp. 12-14.
1 7 :bid.
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Dordogne, minister of state, minister of national education,

senator, and placed third in the presidential election of

1953. On November 15, 1956, Delbos died at the age of

seventy-one. 18

1 8Ibid.

,,
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