The Novara Lecture Series
In 1858, the Novara, the first Austrian vessel to circumnavigate the globe, brought to New Zealand a group of scholars from the Habsburg domains, including the noted geologist Ferdinand Hochstetter. The Novara also brought to Vienna two passengers from Ngāti Apakura who learned the printing trade and later published Te Hokioi, the first Māori-run newspaper. Since the Novara thus symbolizes friendship and intellectual exchange between Central Europe and New Zealand, the Novara visiting lecture series seeks to promote knowledge about the cultures of Central Europe. 
The second Novara visiting scholar is Martin D. Brown, associate professor of International History at Richmond, the American International University in London. Dr. Brown is an expert in European diplomatic history, and is particularly the politics of the cold war.
Conference Keynote 
“National Councils and Great Powers”
Conference
11-12 August

‘Perfidious Albion’ and the making of Central Europe: 

British Foreign Policy and East-central European Borders

Novara guest lectures

4:00 p.m.
Tuesday 31 July


“A Munich Winter or a Prague Spring”? 

British policy toward Sudeten Germans, September 1938 to September 1939

4:00 p.m.
Friday 3 August

Recognising ‘East’ and ‘West’:
British Foreign Policy and the GDR during the Helsinki Process, 1970–75.
4:00 p.m.
Tuesday 14 August

“Setting Europe ablaze?”

The Special Operations Executive and the Czechoslovak Government-in-exile, 1940-1945.
All events take place in the Wood Seminar Room (OK 406)
For more information, see  http://www.victoria.ac.nz/antipodean/Novara-Fellowship.aspx
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‘A Munich Winter or a Prague Spring’?

British policy toward Sudeten Germans, September 1938 to September 1939
British attitudes with regard to the Sudeten Germans had begun to evolve within days of the Munich Agreement having been signed. The change in policy was not the result of proactive decisions made within the Foreign Office, but was rather an unconsidered and disorganised reaction to a variety of unexpected external and domestic stimuli. British authorities had no clearly defined strategy towards the Sudeten Germans during the winter of 1938, least of all a coherent and determinedly pro-Henleinist one. British decision-making vacillated in response to changes in a fluid and hostile international environment. The policies that emerged from this ad hoc style of decision-making were usually made in haste and without due consideration of the long-term consequences. As a result British authorities became financially, legally and morally responsible for the support of several thousand anti-Henleinist German refugees from central Europe; these responsibilities fundamentally altered British policy towards the Sudeten Germans and Czechoslovakia during the ‘Munich Winter’ of 1938 and after the ‘Prague Spring’ of 1939.

Recognising ‘East’ and ‘West’:

British Foreign Policy and the GDR during the Helsinki Process, 1970–75.
The division of Europe into opposing Blocs during the Cold War was exacerbated at the outset by the absence of any post-war peace conference in 1945 by the division of Germany. From the mid-1950s, a number of unsuccessful attempts were made to craft a new security architecture, designed to ameliorate these lingering territorial tensions. The tentative recognition of most, if not all, of these new boundaries in Central Europe later became a key factor behind the emergence and success of Détente during the 1970s. From London’s perspective, international agreement on frontiers was a crucial precursor for its engagement with Détente and the proposed Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). Consecutive British governments had expressed a keen interest in the success of the Federal Republic of Germany’s Ostpolitik. British support for Willy Brandt’s policies was most clearly demonstrated by the alacrity with which they belatedly recognised the German Democratic Republic in December 1972. This paper will argue that Britain’s pragmatic engagement with the wider ‘Helsinki process’ was actually designed to achieve a far more prosaic and limited set of territorial objectives than is often suggested, especially by those with an interest in the development of Human Rights norms.

“Setting Europe ablaze?”

The Special Operations Executive and the Czechoslovak Government-in-exile.
On 16 July 1940, Winston Churchill created a secret organisation called the Special Operations Execution (SOE), charged with the goal: “set Europe ablaze.” These three words have since come to dominate academic, official and popular understanding of SOE’s activities, but the organisation’s tasks were far more complex, contradictory and politicized than this phrase suggests. Restricted access to SOE’s archives distorted our understanding of the executive’s work in central Europe. This paper details the historiography of SOE, examines the organisation’s strategic objectives, and explores SOE’s relations with the Czechoslovak Government-in-exile, led by Edvard Beneš.

Conference “National Councils and Great Powers”

Victoria University, 11-12 August 2012 
 
During the closing months of the First World War, the dynastic principle collapsed along with the Romanov, Hohenzollern and Habsburg Empires. In the resulting anarchy, across the post-imperial territories in Eastern Europe, many ideas about legitimate political power competed. Nevertheless, most political entrepreneurs drew rhetorical inspiration from either Wilson or Lenin: the slogans “national self-determination” and “all power to the Soviets” arguably characterize the era. A central institution of the postwar environment was the council, whether depicted as a national council (национальный совет, rada narodowa, Nationalrat, národná rada, sfatul tarii, etc.) or a council of workers, peasants, and/or soldiers. Most councils were short-lived, but some formed provisional governments and a few made a successful transition to interwar statehood. Councils responded to local political constituencies, but also appealed to the great powers, which could potentially confer legitimacy or even provide military or material assistance. 
 
This conference seeks to examine national councils in both their local and international contexts. Who were the council’s members and leaders? What were their political goals? What ideologies did they espouse? How much support did they enjoy? What impression did they make on the great powers, whether the Entente leaders in Paris or the Bolsheviks? What tactics strategies did they adopt: did they e.g. organize referenda, recruit armies, send representatives to Paris or Moscow, redistribute property, or simply appeal for recognition and hope for the best? What impact did they ultimately have on the postwar era?
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Keynote address: Martin D. Brown

‘Perfidious Albion’ and the making of Central Europe:

British Foreign Policy and East-central European Borders
Between 1919 and 1975 British foreign policy had a direct impact on the making and unmaking of East-central Europe’s borders. British authorities were in a position to repeatedly bestow and withhold recognition of national councils, governments in exile, and political boundaries. British decisions were frequently at odds with the national aspirations expressed on the ground, reinforcing stereotypes of ‘perfidious Albion’. Officials in Whitehall obviously viewed their decision-making as well informed, but what little attention they gave to Central European affairs was shaped by the overriding concerns of an Empire in decline, an obsession with maintaining the ‘balance of power’ on the Continent, and by the constraining influences of geography. During the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, political elites in East-central Europe were so engrossed by the Wilsonian rhetoric of ‘national self-determination’ they failed to grasp that the Great Powers’ were primarily interested in the creation of a viable bulwark against Bolshevism, rather than in the ‘fairness’ of the settlement. Navigating this gap between idealism and realism characterised British policy making toward East-Central Europe both before and after 1919. While Whitehall’s vacillating policies towards East-central Europe seemingly defy any form of logical or coherent explanation and repeatedly appeared arrogant and ignorant to many from the region, they stemmed from its continued application of imperial policies.
