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PREFACE 

This book is due to a youthful fascination with the writers, poets, 

and dramatists of my native Hungary, some of whom made political 

history. Ever since the late eighteenth century, Hungarian intellectuals 

molded public opinion, launched new political movements, and 

alternately bolstered and undermined the existing government. All 

this was taken for granted by Hungarians: if the country’s professional 

politicians were traditionally short-sighted and ruthless, true leadership 

rightfully belonged to the more imaginative and graceful literati. Even 

the avowedly anti-intellectual regime of Admiral Nicholas Horthy 

could not prevent the literati from dazzling the nation with magnificent 

revolutionary programs. And the intellectuals were taken so seriously 

that in 1945 several were given leading political positions. 

As an adult, I came to recognize the heavy debt that Hungarian 

literati owed to the men of ideas abroad. Just as the previous generation 

had looked to Paris for inspiration, the Hungarian intellectuals of the 

interwar period, whether Communists, democrats, populists, conserva¬ 

tive revolutionaries, or fascists, looked to Berlin. But the German intel¬ 

lectuals, to whom I inevitably turned, proved to have had neither 

power nor influence in their political world. In twentieth-century 

Hungary the literati were at least partly responsible for two revolutions, 

those of 1918-1919 and 1956, and for the political and social ferment 

of other years. Their brilliant German counterparts achieved almost 

nothing. My first attempt to understand why led to a doctoral dis¬ 

sertation, written at Columbia University, on Carl von Ossietzky, a 

martyr among the German left-wing literati. More comprehensive 

attempts led to the present work. 



VU1 Preface 

I wish to thank the many friends and acquaintances who let me 

share their knowledge of Weimar Germany; some gave me valuable 

information and I would like to record their names. Heinz Pol, Kurt R. 

Grossmann, Kurt Hiller, Walther Karsch, Hilde Walter, and the late 

Manfred George, all former writers of the Weltbuhne, told me of the 

journal and of their own Weimar experiences. Raimund Koplin and 

Norbert Muhlen, writers, and Hellmut Jaesrich, editor of the Berlin 

Der Monat, permitted me to draw on their expert knowledge of 

German affairs. Ferdinand Fried, Giselher Wirsing, and the late Hans 

Zehrer, all former writers of the Tat, and the late Rudolf Pechel, editor 

of the Deutsche Rundschau, described to me their days as conservatives 

and conservative revolutionaries of Weimar and their polemics with 

the left-wing intellectuals. Reverend Hanno Stapel in Hamburg opened 

to me the literary Nachlass of his father, Wilhelm Stapel; Mary Gerold- 

Tucholsky put documents at my disposal from the rich Tucholsky 

archives in Rottach-Egern, Bavaria. 

The government of the German Federal Republic provided a fellow¬ 

ship which permitted me to spend the year 1960-1961 in Heidelberg 

garnering material; the Columbia University Council for Research in 

the Social Sciences gave me a grant for the summer of 1966 to aid in 

the writing of the manuscript; the European Institute of Columbia 

University (Director Professor Philip E. Mosely) helped cover the 

costs of typing the manuscript. My heartfelt thanks to these benefactors. 

I would like to thank Professor Werner Conze and Dr. Wolfgang 

Schieder of the University of Heidelberg for their valuable advice. Of 

my American friends and advisers, special gratitude is due to Professors 

Peter Gay of Columbia University; Robert A. Kann and Harold L. Poor 

of Rutgers University; Klemens von Klemperer and Allan Mitchell of 

Smith College; Henry L. Roberts of Dartmouth College; Helmut 

Gruber of the Brooklyn Polytechnic Institute, and Werner T. Angress 

of the State University of New York at Stony Brook. Some of them 

spent many hours trying to argue me out of false conceptions; others 

read and corrected the manuscript in one or all its forms. Of Professor 

Fritz Stem, my friend, colleague, and master at Columbia University, 

I can say only that without him I would be neither a writer nor a 
teacher. 

Mr. Max Knight of the University of California Press helped me 

immeasurably. His assistance I can only interpret as love for the 

profession and for the subject matter of which he is in any case a 
foremost expert. 

I received valuable assistance from several Ph.D. candidates at 
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Furthermore, the writers of the Weltbuhne were the archetypes of a 

Central European phenomenon: the journalist who was also a literary 

figure, an intellectual, a social critic, a reformer, and a revolutionary. 

They combined within themselves features of the bourgeois, the 

artist-intellectual, and the revolutionist—a volatile blend of personal¬ 

ity ingredients which accounts for much of their personal and artistic 

ambiguity. In an age of specialization, it is refreshing, and sometimes 

exasperating, to reckon with those who thought themselves protean. 

They considered themselves “tribunes of the German people”—guardi¬ 

ans and innovators who, because they were not covered with dust as 

were the Bonzen (the bosses) of political parties, knew better how 

society ought to be run than Germany’s tired bureaucrats. 

Finally, left-wing intellectual politics in Weimar Germany has its 

parallels in the efforts of Western European literati in the late 1930’s. 

The British poet or French writer in the Spanish republican trenches 

had his precursor in the Weimar man of letters who, like his counter¬ 

part in the International Brigade, fought militarism, intolerance, and 

social injustice, and believed that international Communism was an 

ally in this struggle. Because of the unique character of Weimar, the 

writers of the Weltbuhne were confronted, well before their Western 

counterparts, with fascism, popular ennui, political disengagement, 

and the collapse of republican and democratic ideas. Their unsuccess¬ 

ful call for a unity of antifascists was a tragic rehearsal for the Popular 

Front appeals in the late 1930’s when Western literati belatedly tried 

to avert the catastrophe which had engulfed Germany in 1933. 



( 



Part One 

the “other Germans” 





Chapter I 

THE WRITERS OF THE WELTBUHNE 

Berlin 

“Travel across the world from the North Pole to the South Pole”— 

wrote Kurt Tucholsky—“you will find that everything takes place 

among two hundred people.”1 So it must have seemed to the buoyant 

literary establishment of the 1920’s in Berlin where Doblin wrote 

Berlin Alexanderplatz and Brecht Die Dreigroschenoper; where Erwin 

Piscator crowded the stage with mechanical devices and Leopold 

Jessner used only a stairway; where Fritz Lang produced Dr. Mabuse 

and Werner Krauss frightened his audience in the “Cabinet of Dr. 

Caligari”; where Emil Jannings acted, Lotte Lenya sang, and Kurt 

Weill composed. It was the Weltbiihne’s achievement to capture the 

moods of this particular world and to recruit most of Berlin’s intellec¬ 

tual elite as collaborators. Only extreme—and fairly rare—political 

commitment, orthodox Communist or conservative, stopped a Berlin 

writer from contributing to the journal. 

The cultural eminence of Berlin was of relatively recent date, for 

Germany had traditionally been without a cultural center as well as 

without a political capital. Even after its elevation in 1871 to the rank 

of Imperial capital, Berlin, for a while, bore the marks of its original 

designation as a garrison town. But now it was gripped by the fever of 

real-estate speculation and its expansion in the 1870’s, unguided by 

any architectural tradition, gave it the aspect of a Teutonic Chicago. 

Twenty years later it was culturally still overshadowed by Munich and 

the more gracious capitals of Germany’s lesser princes.* What gradu- 

a “In implicit opposition to Berlin the southern capital of Munich seemed 
raffish and Bohemian. It was known as a city of painters and creative writers, of 

French influence, and of a teasing esprit frondeur. In tire prevailing humorlessness 

13 
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ally invigorated its cultural life was the formation of the big newspa¬ 

per concerns which had followed in the footsteps of big business, and 

the many new theaters where the newly affluent were invited to spend 

their money and to receive their weekly fare of shock and provocation 

in the form of theatrical “realism” and “naturalism.” By the early 

1900’s, Berlin was an important gathering place for artists who cas¬ 

ually defied Imperial and bourgeois cultural standards, and cultivated 

everything that was artistically modern. Even so, it was only after 

1918 that Berlin truly became Germany’s cultural capital. The reason 

for this was political. While Munich turned savagely reactionary and 

most of the other great German cities remained conservative, Berlin 

suddenly became progressive. Not only was it now the seat of a 

republican Reich administration, but also that of democratic Prussia, 

and of two clashing, but active working-class parties. Of course, even 

in the Weimar era, Germany remained culturally decentralized to 

some degree. Leipzig continued to be the headquarters of Germany’s 

book trade and of a radical and intelligent regional socialist move¬ 

ment; Frankfurt had a democratic university and the illustrious Frank¬ 

furter Zeitung; Cologne was the seat of German Catholicism, and 

Hamburg was always regarded as the window to Britain. Theaters 

flourished in these and dozens of smaller urban centers. But the small 

towns gradually fell into a cultural blight reflected in the decline of 

provincial journalism and its gradual submission to the big syndicated 

press of the nationalist-conservative Hugenberg variety. A victim of 

this blight was the Bauhaus school of Hugo Gropius and Wassily 

Kandinsky: in 1925, the citizens of Weimar expelled the Bauhaus 
artists from their town. 

Berlin harbored those who elsewhere might have been subjected to 

ridicule or persecution. Comintern agents, Dadaist poets, expressionist 

painters, anarchist philosophers, Sexualwissenschaftler, vegetarian 

and Esperantist prophets of a new humanity, Sclmorrer (“freeloaders” 

artists of coffeehouse indolence), courtesans, homosexuals, drug 

addicts, naked dancers, and apostles of nudist self-liberation, black 

marketeers, embezzlers, and professional criminals flourished in a city 

which was hungry for the new, the sensational, and the extreme. 

Moreover, Berlin became the cultural center of Central and Eastern 

of Wilhelmian Germany, the Munich review Simplizissimus was almost the only 
voice of irony and satire. ... It was no accident that the young Thomas Mann_ 
like many other refugees from the unsympathetic north—just after the turn of 
the century should have settled in Munich and associated himself with Simpli¬ 
zissimus.” H. Stuart Hughes, Consciousness and Society (New York, 1958), 46. 
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Europe as well. Those who now dictated public taste and morals, who 

enlightened, entertained, or corrupted their customers were not only 

Germans but Russian refugees from the Red and Hungarian refugees 

from the White terror, voluntary exiles from what was now a wither¬ 

ing and poverty-stricken Vienna, Balkan revolutionaries, and Jewish 

victims of Ukrainian pograms.” There was nothing degrading about 

being a newcomer to the city; it wasn’t even important to have been 

bom a Prussian.' Of Tucholsky’s two-hundred elite—or rather 

seventy-five, the appropriate figure for the story of the Weltbuhne— 

more than three-fourths were not natives of Berlin. Some were not 

even Germans but came from Austria, Hungary, the Ukraine, and 

Poland.d The_famous “Berlin style” of the 1920’s was largely a product 

of these non-Berliners who forged new traditions in thelheafer^ in art, 

in literature, and in journalism. The city’s native inhabitants, speaking 

a delightful dialect and capable of a biting wit (immortalized, among 

others, by Tucholsky), were a world unto themselves. The talented 

outsiders who now peopled hospitable Berlin transformed the city 

from a political capital to a genuine nerve center of the nation, 

creating in the process a cosmopolitan audience for their cosmopolitan 

ideas. 

Three Generations 

In the Weimar era alone Die Weltbuhne attracted about three hun¬ 

dred contributors. To be sure, most of them wrote only a few articles 

but there were at least seventy-five who could be termed assiduous 

and important collaborators. Who they were, and the nature of their 

political message, will form the basis of the collective image of the 

Weltbuhne circle attempted in this study.' The oldest member of the 

b The Hungarian Marxist philosopher Gyorgy Lukacs, the Austrian theater di¬ 
rector Max Reinhardt, the Prague journalist Egon Erwin Kisch, the phenomenal 
operetta singer from Budapest, Gitta Alpar, and the Polish embezzlers Leo and 

Willy Sklarek were some of these famous “Berliners.” 
c This was not the case in Munich, for instance, where Bavarian particularism 

and xenophobia were rampant in the 1920’s. 
d There was, among others, an astonishingly large number of Hungarian writ¬ 

ers at the Welthiihne, all Communists or left-wing Social Democrats, whom 
Tucholsky half jestingly accused of incurable nostalgia and chauvinism. 

9 The choice of these seventy-five writers is, of necessity, arbitrary. For instance, 
such prolific contributors as Bernhard Citron, Adolf Weissman, Ossip Kalenter, 
Bruno Manuel, Frank Warschauer, Wolf Zucker, Hanns-Erich Kaminski had to 
be omitted because too little is known about them. In fact, the many literary and 
political “Who is Who’s” of the period are of no great help to the researcher for 
they list mainly the officially honored luminaries of the time. Information on 
many of the writers was culled from contemporary accounts, autobiographies 
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l Weltbuhne circle, Georg Ledebour, an independent socialist politician 

and the Eugene Debs of German socialism, was bom in 1850; the 

youngest, Walther Karsch, last editor of the journal in Weimar Ger¬ 

many, was born in 1906. Between these two extremes lay the three 

generations of the Weltbuhne: the oldest, which knew Bismarck and 

the aging William I; the middle generation, which achieved maturity 

under William II; and the youngest, which grew up during World 

War I. 
The oldest generation of the Weltbuhne was the most “respectable,” 

not only because of the advanced age of its members in the Weimar 

era, but because of their conviction that only moral means lead to 

moral ends. Having grown up in the atmosphere of confidence and 

bureaucratic probity which had characterized the Bismarckian era, 

and still firmly anchored in the upper-middle class milieu of their 

youth,* they were the least “alienated” of all Weltbuhne writers. 

Characteristically, most of them had traveled a long political road 

before they became radical democrats or socialists. The democrat and 

pacifist Hellmut von Gerlach began his political career as an anti- 

Semite; 2 the pacifist Lothar Persius as a nationalist naval officer.3 It 

was in the Wilhelmian period that most of these men went into 

opposition. They were, of course, not alone among the intellectuals in 

opposing the Wilhelmian regime: some of the greatest lights of Ger¬ 

man culture—Max Weber, Friedrich Meinecke, Ernst Troeltsch, 

Thomas Mann, and Lujo Brentano—strongly objected to the philistin¬ 

ism of the German bourgeoisie and the coarseness of the Imperial 

court. But unquestioning patriotism moderated their opposition.4 Not 

so their counterparts among the Weltbuhne writers. The historian 

Ludwig Quidde risked imprisonment with a satire on the Kaiser;5 

Hellmut von Gerlach resigned as a civil servant and Lothar Persius as 

a naval officer; Heinrich Mann wrote Der Untertan (“The Patriot- 

eer”), his derision of Germany’s ruling classes, shortly before the 

(very rare), and the personal reminiscences of the survivors. For brief individual 
resumes on the “seventy-five,” see Appendix I. 

f Heinrich Mann, the brother of Thomas, was a Liibeck patrician; the theater 
critics Oskar Bie and Arthur Eloesser, and the writer Arthur Holitscher were sons 
of rich businessmen; Dr. Magnus Hirschfeld, the founder of “sexology,” was the 
son of a Sanitatsrat (a physician decorated by the government); the democratic 
journalist Hellmut von Gerlach was a Junker; the pacifist General von Schoenaich 
the son of a landowning aristocrat; the historian Ludwig Quidde descended from 
a long line of civil servants and so did the pacifist Captain Persius whose father 
sat in the Prussian Upper House; the satirical writer Alexander Roda Roda (Sandor 
Friedrich Rosenfeld) was the son of a bailiff who had been a career officer in the 
Austro-Hungarian army. 
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war.6 Furthermore, when the war broke out and Weber, Troeltsch, 

Meinecke, Brentano, and Thomas Mann threw their reservations to the 

four winds, the members of the Weltbiihne’s elder generation were 

among the first ones to join the antiwar organizations. After 1918, 

when Meinecke and the other giants of German culture became 

Vernunftsrepublikaner—republicans not by conviction but by reason 

—the members of the old Weltbiihne generation were enthusiastic 

republicans. 

The middle generation constituted the great majority of the 

Weltbiihne writers. Siegfried Jacobsohn, Kurt Tucholsky, and Carl 

von Ossietzky, the three successive editors of the journal, belonged to 

this generation, as did Alfred Polgar, Walter Mehring, Kurt Hiller, 

Ernst Toller, Rudolf Leonhard, Arnold Zweig, Walter Hasenclever, 

Leonhard Frank, Erich Miihsam, and a host of other famous collabo¬ 

rators. Turning into adults in the Wilhelmian age, this middle genera¬ 

tion had experienced none of the political triumphs of the Bismarckian 

period. On the other hand they initiated, or participated in, the cul¬ 

tural awakening that marked the turn of the century. For them, 

Imperial Germany was an age of intellectual excitement, a prelude to 

some great cataclysm. They were the “war generation” who, as H. 

Stuart Hughes explains in his study of the conflict of generations in 

Western culture, doubted the wisdom of their elders and searched for 

a faith and an ideal. Their intellectual imagination had been aroused 

by the Russian revolution of 1905 and the first Moroccan crisis, the 

consequences of which they—“the generation of 1905” as Hughes 

terms them—had personal reasons to fear. “It was this prospect of war 

service,” writes Hughes, “which most sharply marked off the new 

generation from those who had reached intellectual maturity in the 

1890’s.”7 During World War I, this generation began to turn its 

cultural rebellion into a political crusade. The republic was to be its 

responsibility. The members of this generation demanded a new be¬ 

ginning but could not help making constant references to the Wilhelm¬ 

ian past. They called in the Weltbiihne for a republic unencumbered 

by the remnants of Imperial Germany but were nostalgic for an age 

which suddenly seemed invested with an aura of decency. To give 

only one example, these writers often compared postwar with prewar 

Social Democracy, and they could find in the postwar leaders none of 

the qualities of courage, honesty, and purposefulness of the old leader¬ 

ship. Little did it matter that the prewar leaders of the SPD had 

prepared the way for the post-1918 policy of that party. It was difficult 

for this generation not to fight the battles of the old, and even more 
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difficult to detect, behind the figure of the authoritarian opponent, the 
shadow of the totalitarian enemy. 

As to the young “postwar” generation, it knew nothing of Imperial 

Germany. For them, the Kaiser meant war, in which some were called 

up to serve.8 Others were in school and were constantly hungry. “The 

war, that s our parents, exclaimed the hero of Ernst Glaeser’s popular 

novel, Jahrgang 1902.8 They viewed the Weimar Republic not as an 

answer to Wilhelmian decadence (the concept of the old generation), 

nor as a perpetrator of the worst in Imperial Germany (the general 

opinion of the middle generation), but as a true beginning. Again, 

unlike their elders, they were immune to nostalgia and looked beyond 
the republic for a political solution. 

Composed mainly of journalists, the postwar generation of the 

Weltbuhne circle was more dynamic, more versatile, and more radical 

than their elders; their youth had been less secure and their world 

more agitated. Some changed their politics in a bewildering fashion. 

Unlike the oldest generation which moved gradually from a conserva¬ 

tive to a democratic progressive position, they often started out on the 

extreme Left and changed later to an apolitical or strongly anti-Com- 

munist position. Arthur Koestler, Ernst Glaeser, Bruno Frei, Heinz Pol, 

Odon von Horvath, Gerhart Pohl were Communists or Communist- 

sympathizers in the 1920’s. Of these, only the Austrian journalist 

Bruno Frei is today an avowed Communist. Koestler’s break with the 

Communist Party became a matter of world renown.9 * Ernst Glaeser, 

whose books were burned by the National Socialists on their first pyre^ 

and who had to flee Germany, returned to his homeland in 1939 to 

become the editor of a German army newspaper. Glaeser, incidentally, 

was the only writer of the Weltbuhne to make his peace with Nazi 

Germany. The others of the young generation mostly went into exile- 

if they stayed in Germany, they either remained in opposition, or, at 
least, abstained from political writing.11 

Heritage and Education 

Communists and Social Democrats were right in asserting that the 

writers of the Weltbuhne were bourgeois who had no contact with the 

8 At least three of these writers were soldiers in World War I. Four were too 
young for front line duty in that war, and two served in World War II (Walter 
Kiaulehn m the German and Arthur Koestler in the British army). ( ^ 

Gerhart Pohl, Waltlier Karsch, Walter Kiaulehn, and Erich Kiistner chose to 

Srp“ nd afer his°Ci? St ^ ^ebrecht was put in concentration 
camp and, after his release, became an office worker. The rest of the vonmr 

von Horvath’ H“ 
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masses: even those among them who belonged to the Communist 
Party seldom addressed the workers directly. Moreover, some of them 
showed distinctly upper-middle-class inclinations. Wasn’t, after all, 
their intellectual and political idol the renegade Communist Paul Levi, >' 
a successful and wealthy lawyer, a connoisseur of antiques, and of 
beautiful women? And of Kurt Tucholsky, an admirer wrote: “There 
was nothing conspicuous about his appearance. He was always so¬ 
berly and meticulously dressed. He put great emphasis on cleanliness 
and he had inordinately good manners. He was an accomplished 
gentleman; nay an aristocrat.” 10 Or as Kurt Hiller described his en¬ 
counter in 1919 with Carl von Ossietzky: “Ossietzky visited me. I 
recall it well. He came wearing a frockcoat and gave me frightfully 
stiff bows.” 11 

The members of the Weltbuhne circle were born into upper-mid¬ 
dle-class or middle-class families. Their fathers were physicians, pro¬ 
fessors, music teachers, civil servants, landowners, wholesale mer¬ 
chants, or manufacturers. Even among these “better people,” members 
of the commercial, financial, and professional bourgeoisie formed the 
vast majority. None of them was a proletarian, and there were only a 
few artisans and shopkeepers, as well as two fairly well-to-do peas¬ 
ants.* 1 There is nothing surprising about the professional distribution 
of the fathers (have not most socialist intellectuals been of bourgeois 
background?), but it certainly distinguishes the collaborators of the 
Weltbiihne from the writers of the conservative revolutionary 
Die Tat, whose fathers were mainly Protestant ministers, officers, or 
civil servants; or of the Communist Die Linkskurve, where bourgeois 
offspring were colleagues of genuine proletarians.12 Most of the 
Weltbuhne writers had received an excellent education. Only two, 
Leonhard Frank and the sailor-poet Joachim Ringelnatz were bona 
fide self-taught men. The others had attended a Gijmnasium J or a 
university, with the latter group forming a very large majority. Only 
the fact that about one-third of the “academics” did not care to 
acquire the coveted title of “Herr Doktor” shows that, at least for some 
of these intellectuals, creativity was a primary urge. There were 
among these publicists some practicing lawyers and physicians, two 

1 The father of the pacifist expressionist writer Rene Schickele was a wine¬ 
grower in Alsatia, the father of the left-radical journalist Kurt Kersten was an 
Urbauer, the owner of an ancestral holding in the Rhineland. 

1 The Gymnasium was equivalent to the French lycSe and therefore more ex¬ 
clusive and demanding than the American high school. Its graduates were full- 

fledged gentlemen as they qualified both for officer’s school in the army and for 

dueling. 
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career officers (both retired), and nine professors/ The others drew a 

regular income as journalists, reporters, theater critics, editors, readers 

tor publishing houses, or as unattached novelists, dramatists, and song 
writers. 6 

These writers were no Bohemians, not even of the coffeehouse 

variety Although they traveled more and changed domiciles more 

otten than the average Burger, most of them lived “respectably.” Only 

m the;r Personal relations with women did they violate convention- 

several lived in common-law relationships (a popular practice in intel¬ 

lectual circles); some proudly exhibited a series of girl friends and 

many were married at least twice. But here again most members of 
the hrst generation must be excepted. 

It was customary for the Right to call the left-wing intellectuals 

shirkers who, in characteristic un-German” fashion, had evaded mili¬ 

tary service in wartime. This was a deliberate confusion of left-wing 

in effectual antimihtarist ideology with personal conduct. In fact, the 

e -wing inte lectuals contributed to the creation of this malevolent 

legend by their campaign against the German practice of sizing up a 

civilian in terms of his military service. Nothing exasperated* them 

more han the customary question: Haben Sie gedient? (Did you 

served. It is no business of the court of the republic, whether or not I 

served m the aimy of the former Kaiser," Ossietzky snapped at tire 

examining judge in the course of one of his trials. Ossietzky, in fact 

ad served during the war. The enthusiasm with which some of these 

young intellectuals marched off into the war in 1914 has been written 

about a good deal. Ernst Toller, for instance, volunteered for the front 

in mood which he later described as an “emotional delirium ” ** 

in 1966, at Columbia Uni” Nelv Uk c/vY ,1‘‘T/’ “T * *•* 
Marcuse (later at the Universitv of car • • . |f philosopher Ludwig 

Oskar Bie! and the HaK Wehbew la tefafth f 
sitaire des Hautes Studes IntemitionalL fa S S*,he Instltut 

Ring/h^rigiXriilor^a*5°”« ?**> Joachim 
—according to his own boastful admission -1 I'i.fJ/Ti. f caharet singer and tried 

he became a successful poet and writer Ax'ei Ew-ehYU’A Pr°fessions before 
clerk and a traveling salesman but bv 192^ bP fl® ^ k ^eSan his career as a 
radio and screen writer eZ E™ n Lib already had a good income as a 

sailor, film extra in Algierf,^etc^ 

Reporter for a number of well-paying journals. f ““ °f hlS duty &S rasender 
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dun.) Of course, some had opposed the war from the beginning; 

others turned against it because of their front experiences. Leonhard 

Frank, Rene Schickele, and Max Brod went to Switzerland early in the 

war and wrote pacifist articles. Rudolf Leonhard, who had volun¬ 

teered in 1914, was later court-martialed for pacifist agitation. Ernst 

Toller, who received a medical discharge after two years of front-line 

service, was imprisoned in 1918 for incitement to revolution. Erich 

Miihsam, a revolutionary anarchist from the prewar days, declined to 

perform even labor service during the war and was put under surveil¬ 

lance. Although none of the “old” generation went into exile, almost 

all joined the antiwar organizations. This too demanded courage and 

brought about a good deal of police harassment and social ostracism. 

Clearly, little of what has been said until now explains why these 

writers were in opposition. They did not share in the miseries of the 

workers and salaried employees, nor in the fears and frustrations of 

the upper classes. They had, as it must seem, no personal grounds for. 

opposing a state and a society that allowed them freedom of expres¬ 

sion and economic comfort. Nor did they share in the general Welt- 

schmerz or “cultural despair” of the conservative intellectuals. They 

were philosophical and social optimists whose hopes often survived the 

National Socialist oppression. Was their opposition then an act of will 

due to compassion and to premonition? This is undoubtedly true to 

some degree. They were genuinsHmmanitarians, horrified by social 

injustice and the suffering of the poor^ they were also prophets who 

forE'sawThe coming triumph of nihilism. But there were other consid¬ 

erations: their historical heritage as unattached, free German intellec¬ 

tuals, and the Jewish background of most of these writers. 

The role of the free writer in German society was never an easy one; 

the craft of writing was not respected unless the writer was a recog¬ 

nized scholar. Men of letters who hoped to gain a following for their 

ideas generally sought to do so within a university or learned society. 

This is borne out by a random listing of the outstanding intellectuals 

in nineteenth-century Germany who were, for the most part, academi¬ 

cians. Fichte, Hegel, and Schelling held university posts, as did a very 

large number of the German savants who came after them: Niebuhr, 

Ranke, Dahlmann, Treitschke, Hamack, Weber, and Meinecke, to 

name a few. The university professor commanded, and still does, a 

prestige very near the top of the country’s social scale. Schopenhauer’s 

unsuccessful attempt to become a lecturer at one of the great German 

universities made him bitter for the rest of his life. The professor, with 

his traditional role, his central place in the history of his country and 
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his acknowledgment of authority, enjoyed almost a monopoly of re¬ 

spectability in the intellectual world. Even the radical poet Heine, with 

all his unruliness, sought a university post and went abroad when he 

failed to find a niche for himself in the official life of Germany. 

This situation changed somewhat late in the nineteenth century, but 

even when successful the independent writer never gained that re¬ 

spect which the public reserved for academics.” More often than not 

he was regarded by the public with suspicion: he had no “official” 

identity; he moved outside of authority within an urbane and frivolous 

society, and he was arrogant enough to venture into political criticism. 

If his political views inclined to the Left, he was regarded as that 

obnoxious Litem whose disrespect for German traditions bordered on 

treason. Academicians knew well enough, especially after 1848, to 

leave politics to the politicians; Hermann Baumgarten, who taught at 

the technical academy of Karlsruhe in Baden and who played a part in 

the political life of that state, made this point very clear not only on 

behalf of himself and his fellow academicians, but all educated Ger¬ 

mans: “It is one of the most ruinous errors to believe that a good 

scholar, lawyer, merchant, or civil servant, who is interested in public 

affairs and reads the newspapers assiduously, is able to participate 
actually in political life.” 14 

In Britain and in France, the man of letters had an honored place in 

society, and he often outshone the scholar. In Germany, a high-school 

teacher of pedestrian talent (actually there were many brilliant Ger¬ 

mans who taught in the Gymnasiums) was apt to feel himself superior 

—because he was a respected servant of the state—to a celebrated 

journalist or writer. Heine, the successful Literat who left Germany at 

the age of thirty-four and never returned, was something of an enigma 

to his countrymen. To live such a scandalous existence as Heine did, to 

criticize harshly one’s country, and to glorify the German language 

while consorting in Paris with French revolutionary rabble violated all 

the criteria for respectability. Although Heine had considered himself 

a German patriot, these circumstances complicated his relations with 

his fatherland: he had a French esprit which serious-minded Germans 

interpreted as a lack of depth or sincerity, and he was a Jew. Maxi- 

,, Gol° Mann, The Intellectuals,’ Encounter, June 1955, p. 43. Mann reports 
that a public-opinion poll conducted in Western Germany in 1954 on the prestige 
of professions m that country brought the unequivocal response that the univeS 

professor ranked above the parliamentarian, the industrialist, and the trade-union 
leader. No profession ranked above that of the academician. The writer was 
ranked far below the teacher in an elementary school. 
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milian Harden had similar difficulties; he began his career as a 

Prussian conservative but in the end, his rebelliousness and his 

Jewishness caused him to repudiate his conservative past and to be 

repudiated by German society in turn. 

There was still another aspect of tire writing of the free publicist 

which the “true” German found irritating: its frequent Western orien¬ 

tation. A bitterness toward the West, its political institutions and 

modes of life had taken root in German thought after the Napoleonic 

invasion. The alleged materialism and rationalism of the West was 

considered a threat to all that was uniquely German. Beginning in the 

second half of the nineteenth century, this reaction in Germany led in 

some intellectual quarters to an intense preoccupation with a “Ger¬ 

manic” ideology.” The proponents of this ideology regarded Ger¬ 

many’s historical destiny as a thing apart because, it was said, the 

German personality recoiled from the hollow values trumpeted by the 

West, values which would drag Germany down from her spiritual 

heights in the leveling process of democracy. Such philosophical patri¬ 

otism was to be repudiated by the Weimar literary radical who sin¬ 

cerely believed, as did Heine, that Germany’s greatest contributions 

could only be made within the mainstream of Western traditions. 

Because of the conflict between these two schools of thought, the 

so-called Westerner among German intellectuals easily passed for 

subversive.! A very high percentage of the Weimar left-wing intellec¬ 

tuals combined all the characteristics repugnant to the Germanic 

ideologists: Francophile, Jewish, Western, rebellious, progressive, 

democratic, rationalist, socialist, liberal, and cosmopolitan. Heine’s 

contrast of French and German patriotism was as much pertinent for 

the Weimar period as it was in his own day: 

The patriotism of the Frenchman consists in the fact that his heart is 
warmed by it ... it expands and spreads. . . . The patriotism of the 
German . . . makes his heart narrower, so that it contracts like leather in 
the cold—he hates whatever is foreign, and does not wish to be a citizen of 
the world, or of Europe, but only a cabined and cribbed German.15 

It was because of their sense of isolation that the unattached Ger¬ 

man intellectuals, not only of the Left, but also of the Right, tended to 

show an intolerance, an extremism generally missing from their 

FfenchT’BnfTsHror American contemporaries. Zola could pride himself 

n Fritz Stern, The Politics of Cultural Despair (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
1961) , p. xiii, shows that the principal goals of Germanic ideology were “the re¬ 
vival of a mythical Deutschtum and the creation of political institutions that would 

embody and preserve the peculiar character of the Germans.” 
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at the time of the Dreyfus affair for having shaken the French nation 

from the bottom; German writers never had such power. As a conse¬ 

quence, they wanted a fundamentally altered society that would listen 

to their exhortations. When accused of demagogy, they countered 
with heightened criticism. 

Then- criticism became even more radical, or at least more conspicu¬ 

ous, if they suffered from the additional burden of being Jewish. This 

was true of most Weltbuhne collaborators. Of the sixty-eight writers 

whose religious origin could be established—and this, admittedly, was 

a difficult and delicate task—forty-two were found to be of Jewish 

c escent, two were half-Jews and only twenty-four were non-Jews. Of 
the latter, three were married to Jewish women.0 

The term “Jewish origin” is being used here in full consciousness of 

its ambiguities The criterion for “Jew” and “non-Jew” used in this 

study actually bears some resemblance to the stipulations of the Nu¬ 

remberg laws because “Jewishness” was generally defined in1 Germany 

m the spirit of these laws well before their enactment in 1935 Not 

only the Rightists, but many liberals and Jewish writers on Jewish 

accomplishments in Germany (such books were at that time verv 
popular) diligently qualified anyone a Jew who had at least one 

Jewish parent. Even less did it occur to anyone to treat such converts 

as Karl Marx and the conservative theoretician Friedrich Julius Stahl 

or the anti-Semitic Jew Walther Rathenau as non-Jews.p This German 

usage must be accepted here if our examination is to make sense For 

it must be borne in mind that “Jewishness” in Weimar Germany was a 

publicly imposed condition. A significant minority of those whom the 

German public considered Jews were not aware of their Jewishness or, 

her, denied this awareness. Even smaller was the number of those 

w 10 practiced the Jewish religion. Only a few of the Weltbuhne circle 

the Wd&n'e ZJetolTm ^In" §eneration” of 
the two other gelations 

of the century that Jews predominated in the German press Bv Z iqo^ 
non-Jews were in a stronger position and bv IQ'IO “Arvo"- h » 016 s> 

rS ** 
Jews in the twentieth century8 migration (or, re-migration) of the 
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openly acknowledged that they were Jews and hardly anyone (Jew or 

non-Jew) was a believer. Yet, as the years passed, what had been 

avoided as a delicate question in liberal circles began to be openly 

discussed. And the references to Jewishness were all the more painful 

when they came from liberal friends. Alfred Kerr, the drama critic, 
wrote: 

Even people of sensitive nature could put up with such things as when, on 

the Day of Atonement, a boor would call a gentleman with a prayer book 

“damned Jewish dung!” Or when a major of the “Eleventh” [regiment] 

would publicly declare on the streetcar: “There are so many pregnant 

Jewish women—makes you want to vomit!” These things did not hurt. But 

when enlightened, well-meaning, and considerate friends said “The Jewish 

gentlemen”—that hurt.16 

Jewishness indeed was determined not so much by one’s enemies as by 

one’s friends; and it was a source of humiliation, for—all the hypocriti¬ 

cal assertions of the courts of the Weimar Republic to the contrary— 

“Jew” was a pejorative term. 

The Jewish writers of the Weltbuhne grew up, for the most part, in 

a bourgeois milieu where religion was seldom taken seriously, but 

where certain family practices and the circle of friends made Jewish¬ 

ness a foregone conclusion. The rebellion of these intellectuals against 

their bourgeois heritage included their rejection of the formal Judaism 

of their parents. It involved a tacit recognition that Judaism and 

unquestioning German patriotism were mutually exclusive proposi¬ 

tions and that assimilation, heralded since the days of Moses Mendels¬ 

sohn, had failed in the face of German middle- and upper-class 

opposition. Thus some converted to Lutheranism (if the conversion 

was only for the sake of convenience), others to Catholicism (if they 

had some interest in religion).11 The rest generally proclaimed them-W 

selves to be agnostics or atheists. In a way, these intellectuals pro¬ 

posed their complete assimilation, not into Germandom, but into a 

community of progressive Europeans. There was, however, no such 

community; therefore they felt themselves “homeless.” “Homelessness” 

might become an advantage if it allowed the individual the freedom 

of unemotional and uncommitted observation. But these intellectuals 

11 Oskar Bie, the essayist Egon Friedell, and Kurt Tucholsky were Lutheran 
converts. The novelist Alfred Doblin renounced Judaism in 1917 and twenty-four 
years later converted to Catholicism. In his old age Doblin published several re¬ 
ligious essays. (See the similar case of Franz Werfel, another Die Weltbuhne 
contributor.) 
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were neither unemotional nor uncommitted; nor were they allowed to 

be impartial observers. On the contrary, they were urged to alternately 

themselves as Jews and as Germans—being alternately 

chided, when they tried, for clannishness or for “infiltration.” They 

were told that not even their style was their own but an expression of 

Jewish agony.” A moderation of zeal brought accusations of subter¬ 

fuge; a heightening of zeal was damned as Jewish arrogance 

Consequently, the Jewish intellectuals labored under the impression 

that their ideologies were less a product of intellectual conviction than 

o an imposed alienation, that anything they said or wrote would be 

interpreted as abject self-justification. In the words of Jakob Wasser- 
mann, himself an occasional contributor to the Weltbiihne: 

Vam t° adjure the nation of poets and thinkers in the name of its poets and 

thinkers. Every prejudice one thinks disposed of breeds a thousand others 

c can ion breeds maggots.—Vain to present the right cheek after the left 

has been struck. It does not move them to the slightest thoughtfulness- it 

neither touches nor disarms them; they strike the right cheek too They 

f y- He dares to open his mouth? Gag him!—Vain to act in exemplary 

fashion. They say: We know nothing, we have seen nothing, we have heard 

nothing.—Vam to seek obscurity. They say: The coward! He is creeping 

1 ff° dljlyen by his evil conscience.—Vain to go among them and 
offer them one s hand. They say: Why does he take such liberties with his 

Jewish obtrusiveness? Vain to keep faith with them, as a comrade-in-arms 

or a fellow citizen They say: He is Proteus, he can assume any shaped 

°, he P tnem Strip off the chains of slavery. They saw No 
doubt he found it profitable -Vain to counteract the poison. The^brew 

jfresh^venom.—Vam to live for them and die for them. They say: He is a 

There is no attempt here to imply that this too was the attitude of 

the non-Jewish writers of the Weltbiihne: there is no trace of anti- 

Semitism among them and they risked their lives in defense of the 

Jewish community Yet, even they expected from their Jewish col¬ 

leagues m the Weltbiihne that they show solidarity with their har 

assed and ridiculed former coreligionaries. This, of course, contra- 

db W a bglief °f the le^wing intellectuals: that they 
should not be looked upon as Jews, but as Europeans. 7 

From all this the Jewish left-wing intellectual could deduce only 
one thing: that his Jewishness enslaved him. “The Jews are proleta/ 
jans, wrote Arnold Zweig in 1933.- “They are piletaria^SS^ 
their luxury, their ten-room apartments, their university education 
and their intellectual professions. The essence of proletarian existence 
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is also symptomatic of their lives: they have no way of securing their 

present or their future, because they possess neither political guaran¬ 

tees, the right to participate in political decisions, nor do they possess 

the instruments of production.” The Jew in Germany, Zweig argued, 

was a proletarian even at a time when he was granted a privileged 

position. These privileges were always revokable. Consequently, there 

were only two sorts of Jews in Germany: those who persisted in their 

dream of equality and assimilation, and those who, recognizing their 

true condition, joined the working-class movement or at least aligned 

themselves with the proletariat. 

There is no reason for disagreement with Zweig’s argument to this 

extent: the Jew in Germany always bore a stigma. And the only way to 

rid himself of it was to conclude a “silent contract,” in Zweig’s words, 

with that group—the workers—which had no interest in being anti- 

Semitic. Many Jews took this step, from the founders of the socialist 

movement to such twentieth-century figures as Rosa Luxemburg, Paul 

Levi, or Hugo Haase; the Jews in the Weltbiihne were proud to be 

their followers, short of an unconditional, submission to either of the 

two parties which claimed these socialist leaders. The enthusiasm of 

the Weltbiihne writers for revolutionary socialist propositions was to a 

great part due to the recognition of their inescapable Jewish condition. 

With this recognition came a growing pride in particular Jewish 

accomplishments. Or, if it did not come, there was always the consola¬ 

tion of that “characteristic Jewish humor”: “A Jew has said once”— 

wrote Kurt Tucholsky—“ ‘I am proud to be a Jew. Were I not proud, I 

would still be a Jew—then I might as well be proud!’ ” 19 

In the years after the National Socialist assumption of power, Ger¬ 

man exile literature gradually abandoned what had initially been one 

of its favorite occupations: the documenting of Jewish accomplish¬ 

ments in science and culture. In the growing Popular Front atmos¬ 

phere where Communist and anti-Communist emigres referred to each 

other as “antifascist patriots,” specific Jewish contributions to German 

life were passed over in silence to make common cause with the 

non-Jewish political emigres. It was considered indelicate, and even 

suspicious, to mention that most of those “other Germans” who had 

represented German democratic culture, were in fact Jews. Indeed not 

the emigres, but the National Socialists (and a few Jewish nationalist 

organizations) were the Jewish intellectuals’ best propagandists with 

their many accounts of Jewish accomplishments in pre-1933 Germany. 

Inaccurate as these accounts were, they generously granted the title of 
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“Jew” to many outstanding non-Jews/ On the other hand, Western 

liberal historians generally underplay the cultural significance of the 

German Jews while the Communist historians do not mention it at all. 

Yet there is no reason why it should not be acknowledged that, in 

twentieth-century Germany where the Jews formed less than one 

percent of the nation’s population,20 Jews were responsible for a great 

part of German culture. The owners of three of Germany’s greatest 

newspaper publishing houses; the editors of the Vossische Zeitung and 

the Berliner Tageblatt; most book publishers; the owners and editors 

of the Neue Rundschau and other distinguished literary magazines; the 

owners of Germany’s greatest art galleries were all Jews. Jews played 

a major part in theater and in the film industry as producers, directors, 

and actors. Many of Germany’s best composers, musicians, artists, 

sculptors, and architects were Jews. Their participation in literary 

criticism and in literature was enormous: practically all the great 

critics and many novelists, poets, dramatists, essayists of1 * * * S. * * Weimar 

Germany were Jews. A recent American study has shown that thirty- 

one of the sixty-five leading German “expressionists” and 

“neo-objectivists” 8 were Jews.21 It is well known what fatal damage 

the emigration of Jewish physicists and other scientists caused to 

Germany after 1933. 

If cultural contributions by Jews were far out of proportion to their 

numerical strength, their participation in left-wing intellectual activi¬ 

ties was even more disproportionate. Apart from orthodox Communist 

literature where there were a majority of non-Jews, Jews were respon¬ 

sible for a great part of leftist literature in Germany. Die Weltbuhne 

was in this respect not unique; Jews published, edited, and to a great 

part wrote the other left-wing intellectual magazines. Jews played a 

decisive role in the pacifist and feminist movements, and in the cam¬ 

paigns for sexual enlightenment. 

r See, for instance, such standard anti-Semitic diatribes as Theodor Fritsch, 
Handbuch der Judenfrage (Leipzig, 1937) or Adolf Bartels, Jiidische Herkunft 
und Literaturwissenschaft (Leipzig, 1926). Not only do these “manuals” list the 
names of thousands of eminent Jewish Germans, but they qualify as Jews such 
people as Karl Liebknecht (whose mother was Jewish), the Mann brothers (who 
had Jewish wives), Willi Miinzenberg, Bertolt Brecht, and the Weltbiihne writers 
Leonhard Frank, Annette Kolb, and Friedrich Wolf, none of whom was Jewish. 
The same excess of zeal characterizes some Jewish publications as, for instance, 
S. Winniger, ed., Grosse jiidische Nationalbiographie (1925-1936). For a rectifi¬ 
cation of these common errors, see Siegmund Kaznelson, ed., Juden im deutschen 
Kulturbereich (Berlin, 1962), 1043 ff. 

8 “Neo-objectivism” or Neue Sachlichkeit was a major literary movement in the 
second half of the 1920’s in Germany. 
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The left-wing intellectuals did not simply “happen to be mostly 

Jews” as some pious historiography would have us believe,22 but Jews 

created the left-wing intellectual movement in Germany. The extraor¬ 

dinary Jewish participation in German culture is to be explained by 

the peculiarities of the Central European Jewish intellectual tradition 

and by the Jews’ historic exclusion from the more “respectable” profes¬ 

sions as the civil service, the army, the judiciary, or university teach¬ 

ing. The even higher Jewish participation in leftist culture, however, is 

due to a specific development: their recognition of the fact that 

business, artistic, or scientific careers do not help solve the Jewish 

problem, and that Weimar Germany had to undergo dire transforma¬ 

tion if German anti-Semitism was to end. 

In summary, the “typical” Weltbiihne writer in the Weimar era— 

with due respect to significant exceptions—was born into the “war 

generation”; he was the son of bourgeois parents; he belonged to the 

educational elite, and he was more likely to be of Jewish than of 

non-Jewish origin. As a Jew, as a man of the Left and as an intellec¬ 

tual, he undoubtedly belonged to a very small minority of Germans. 

Hence the frequent reference by historians to the “small group” 

around the Weltbiihne.* But the group was not small, nor was the 

Weltbiihne archetype as isolated from the mainstream of German life 

as he felt he was, or as he is often depicted as being. For one thing, he 

was obviously at home in Berlin. For another, as a member of the “war 

generation,” he—as many other German intellectuals—had gnawing 

doubts about the purpose and justification of Imperial Germany, of 

German society, and of his own life. As a patriot in 1914 and as a 

soldier in the war, he experienced the same exaltations and the same 

disillusionments as did the other Germans. As a revolutionary in 1918 

he voiced the hopes of millions of Germans. Finally, as a disaffected 

German in the Weimar era, he showed the discontent of most of his 

compatriots. These experiences, particularly the militant role he 

played, made him a part of German history. 

‘ For instance, Koppel S. Pinson writes in his Modern Germany (New York, 
1954), 459: “A small group of pacifist, antimilitarist, and antinationalist humani¬ 
tarians gathered around the Weltbiihne, edited by Carl von Ossietzky, were 
dedicated to the cause of deflating the pompous fagade of the still flourishing 
Prussianism and of exposing the secret machinations of the old order of officers 

and Reichswehr.” 



Chapter II 

DIE WELTBUHNE AND ITS EDITORS 

Siegfried Jacobsohn 

When Prussian police and the SA seized the editorial offices of the 

Weltbiihne on March 7, 1933, and forbade further publication, the 

journal was precisely twenty-seven and a half years old.1 The first 

issue of the Schaubiihne appeared on September 7, 1905, in Berlin, 

and immediately created a stir through the quality of its contents. In it 

appeared a scene from Hugo von Hofmannsthal’s until then unpub¬ 

lished Odipus und die Sphinx; a remarkable essay on Maximilian 

Harden, and a spirited jibe at contemporary German drama by Julius 

Bab, a young critic, who spared only Frank Wedekind and Hugo von 

Hofmannsthal. The Berlin theater, into which Die Schaubiihne en¬ 

tered with such lusty energy, was a battlefield where naturalists, 

realists, symbolists, neoromantics, and the advocates of Stildrama1 

relentlessly slaughtered each other. Through the audacity and talent 

of its editor, Die Schaubiihne soon rose to the front rank among the 

theatrical journals. 

When he founded the journal, Siegfried Jacobsohn2 was only 

twenty-four years old but already an authority in a field dominated by 

such devastating critics as Alfred Kerr, Fritz Mauthner, Arthur Eloes- 

ser, and Oscar Blumenthal (one of Jacobsohn’s relatives). Jacobsohn’s 

family history reflected the profound effect of nineteenth-century legal 

emancipation on German Jews—indeed it is an example of the radical 

transformation achieved within three generations. Jacobsohn’s grand¬ 

father was devout and orthodox; he spoke Yiddish. Jacobsohn’s father, 

a Writers who insisted on the primacy of form and rejected both the rigidity and 
drabness of naturalism and the unbridled emotionalism of neoromantic theater. 

30 
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a wholesale merchant in Berlin, was a liberal in politics and religion 

who gave the son a Teutonic name and a good secular education. The 

son turned against his father when he was sixteen. He quit the Gym¬ 
nasium to become a Tlieatromane (a “theater maniac”), and a profes¬ 

sional critic.3 In 1901, a Hamburg newspaper printed his first theater 

critique and in the same year he was given charge of the drama 

section of the Welt am Montag, a Berlin newspaper. Three years later 

Jacobsohn published a learned study of the Berlin theater which he 

liked to call his “unrequested doctoral dissertation.”4 The book 

brought him fame as well as serious trouble. On November 12, 1904, 

the Berliner Tageblatt accused him of plagiarism for having borrowed 

a few lines from someone else’s critique. It needed the cultural fer¬ 

ment of Berlin for the mushrooming of such a petty crime into a major 

affaire. Almost all Berlin newspapers gave it prominent coverage and 

well-known writers (Maximilian Harden, Arthur Schnitzler, and oth¬ 

ers) as well as psychologists (C. G. Jung!) came out in Jacobsohn’s 

defense. He himself wrote a book on the subject.11 The fact that twenty 

years later Bertolt Brecht could borrow with casual elegance, and with 

relative impunity, reflects, if not the extent of the moral revolution that 

had meanwhile taken place, then at least the wide conquests made by 

the concept of artistic freedom. Jacobsohn had less luck. He lost his 

position at the Welt am Montag and decided to found his own 

theatrical journal. Die Schaubuhne, after some initial difficulties widi 

financial backers, soon became a successful enterprise/ 

When Jacobsohn left the Gymnasium, the idea of becoming a critic 

was for him not so much a profession as an exalted avocation. The 

b S. J. [Siegfried Jacobsohn], Der Fall Jacobsohn (Charlottenburg, 1913). 
Jacobsohn argued that the plagiarism had not been a conscious act of pirating but 
was due to his extraordinary memory which retained—often word for word— 

everything of value that he read. 
c During the first few years of its existence Die Schaubuhne was published by 

various businessmen but in October 1912, Jacobsohn set up his own publishing 
house, the Verlag der Schaubuhne. Besides printing the journal, the Verlag also 
published about half a dozen books, mostly collections of articles which had 
appeared in the journal. The latter experiment was unsuccessful and cost Jacob¬ 
sohn a good deal of money. Following Jacobsohn’s death, his successors aban¬ 
doned the book-publishing business. Jacobsohn was anything but a financial 
wizard and he barely eked out a living from his very successful journal. (See, for 
instance, Tucholsky’s letter to Fraulein Hiinicke, administrative secretary of the 
Weltbiihne, June 19, 1925, Kurt Tucholsky, Ausgewdhlte Briefe, 106 ff.) Jacob¬ 
sohn’s wife, Edith, a translator, also engaged in the publishing business as owner 
of “Williams and Co.” This too was a financial debacle, but then Mrs. Jacobsohn, 
who was related to Eugen Schiffer, vice-chancellor of the Weimar Republic from 
1919 to 1921, was independently wealthy. (See Kurt Hiller, “Aufstieg, Glanz 

und Verfall der Weltbiihne,” Konkret, June 1962.) 
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Berlin theater critic at the turn of the century was not simply a 

frustrated playwright and professional grumbler; he was a priest as¬ 

sisting the dramatist and the theater director in the performance of a 

sacred function. That function was to inculcate culture and progress 

in the heart of the Wilhelmian Burger. Through the ruthless presenta¬ 

tion on the stage of “truth, nothing but the truth,”—the creed of the 

“naturalists”—the Burger, by definition servile, materialistic, pompous, 

bigoted, and conventional, was to be persuaded to become a modern 

and, therefore, better man. He was to stop prostrating himself before 

the higher orders and through a moral and aesthetic regeneration 

become a self-respecting bourgeois/ Clearly, this metamorphosis 

could not be accomplished through the medium of the officially spon¬ 

sored theaters of the “Hoftheater” variety, nor through the other 

established theaters whose directors rejected “naturalism” as an 

unaesthetic aberration. New society had to be molded by new, free 

theaters. This, at least, was the concept behind the “Freie Biihne,” a 

club founded in 1889 at the instigation of Maximilian Harden. The 

leader of the Freie Biihne, which issued its own journal, called Freie 

Biihne, and organized theatrical presentations, was Otto Brahm, who 

in the “Deutsches Theater” introduced Hauptmann, Shaw, Strindberg, 

Ibsen, and Wilde to the Berlin audience. The crucial piece in Brahm’s 

repertory was Gerhart Hauptmann’s “Weavers,” a drama shocking in 

its stark naturalism and in its social-revolutionary implications. As a 

theatrical trend, “naturalism” was in vogue for only a few years; by the 

time Die Schaubiihne was founded, it was already outmoded. But 

many succeeding movements—and succession occurred at an amazing 

pace—were also understood to perform a revolutionary function. 

Missionary theater did produce some masterpieces, but the intellec¬ 

tuals’ attempt to lead the Biirgertum through the medium of the stage 

proved a failure. It gradually dawned on the Freie Biihne circle that 

its influence was limited to the hours the audience spent in the theater, 

and it was particularly disheartening that not only the Burger but the 

working class itself proved to be immune to the call for an ethico-aes- 

thetic upheaval. One year after the founding of the Freie Biihne club, 

Bruno Wille founded the “Freie Volksbiihne,” an association expressly 

designed to attract the masses. “Art shall belong to the people and not 

d The German word Burger is not equivalent to the French bourgeois, at least 
not in the modern German usage of these words, for the first has a feudal connota¬ 
tion and denotes an estate (Burgerstand) to which one belongs by birth or by 
one’s profession, the second has a French revolutionary and Marxist meaning and 
denotes membership in the capitalist or entrepreneurial class. 
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be the privilege of one class,” Wille announced in his first speech to 

the members of his association. The new experiment was not without 

promise, for many workers trained and educated by Social Democracy 

were ready for the theater. But as it turned out rapidly, it was educa¬ 

tion through the classics they were interested in and not the revolu¬ 

tionizing of their consciences. According to Erwin Piscator, the great 

Communist theater director of the 1920’s, the workers at the turn of 

the century were not ready for the political theater.5 For them, the 

theater remained a Feiertagskunst, a holiday affair, for which they 

wore their Sunday best and were shocked to discover their week-day 

worst paraded on stage. It was not until the Freie Volksbiihne was 

taken over by the trade unions that it became a powerful instrument 

of popular education. By then the Freie Volksbiihne’s original revolu¬ 

tionary purpose was forgotten. Whether Piscator was right in asserting 

that “naturalism” and the Freie Volksbiihne, being typically biirger- 

lich, were bound to remain ineffective because of their indirect 

appeal6 is too complicated a question to examine here. (Piscator’s own 

grandiose experiment with political theater in the 1920’s, although 

very “in” among snobs, did not have a demonstrably greater impact 

upon the proletariat.) The fact remains that in the first decade of the 

twentieth century both social drama and socially conscious directors 

tended to disappear from the great Berlin stage. Social rebelliousness 

fled to the small theaters of the new expressionist literature. The great 

theater gradually succumbed to the genius of Max Reinhardt, whose 

scenes combined the festive with the fantastic, the spiritual with the 

sensual. The founders of the Freie Biihne either retired, as did Otto 

Brahm, or turned to politics, especially to political journalism (Theo¬ 

dor Wolff, one of the founders of the Freie Biihne, became a crusader 

of political democracy as editor of the Berliner Tageblatt). More and 

more the former drama critic waxed political, enlarging his sphere of 

influence through a combination as yet unheard of: culture and poli¬ 

tics. The changing names of the intellectual journals reflected this new 

direction. Thus the Freie Biihne, the journal of Brahm’s club, changed 

its name with successive shifts in editorial emphasis: it became the 

Freie Biihne fiir modernes Leben (Free Stage for Modem Living), 

then the Freie Biihne fiir den Entwicklungskampf der Zeit (Free Stage 

for the Evolutionary Struggle for Our Time), and, finally, in 1904, it 

became the all-encompassing Die Neae Rundschau. 

Die Schaubiihne was relatively slow in going over to politics. As 

Enseling points out, Jacobsohn, who was a member of the Freie Biihne 

club, insisted with a perseverance bounding on “monomania,” 7 that 
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the theater alone was called upon to regenerate society. The primary 

preoccupation of the journal remained the theater almost until World 

War I, yet Die Schaubiihne was by no means the most progressive 

review of its kind. Because it refused to accept much of the real 

avant-garde literature, it was ultimately less successful than such small 

magazines as Der Sturm, Die Aktion, or Pan in exploiting new ideas or 

in appreciating the revolutionary significance of the newest literary 
trend, expressionism.8 

When the journal began to make the shift from theater to politics, it 

was not Siegfried Jacobsohn but some of his collaborators—especially 

young Kurt Tucholsky—who provided the impetus. And it was Tu¬ 

cholsky’s phrase, coined in April 1914, “We dislike our radicals precisely 

because they aren t radical s that might have served henceforth as the 

motto of the journal. With its commitment to political agitation, Die 

Schaubiihne now energetically sought the commitment of others. “We 

have a hundred dogmas on meditation but hardly one on action,” 

complained Tucholsky.9 Taking up Heinrich Mann’s demand for the 

bridging of Macht and Geist, of political and intellectual power, he let 

loose his agile aliases Peter Panter, Theobald Tiger, and Ignaz Wrobel 

(his fourth alter ego, Kaspar Hauser, made his debut only after World 
War I) against the German Burger. 

Tucholsky and Die Schaubiihne were at the beginning of their 

political campaign when they were interrupted by World War I. 

Because they had not yet set themselves a definite political course, 

most writers of the Schaubiihne threw themselves into the August war 

enthusiasm. Julius Bab proclaimed that he himself would “stand or fall 

with Germany.” The Viennese essayist Egon Friedell, an habitue of 

the Cafe Central, who had mocked patriots, politicians, journalists, 

Zionists, Jewish assimilationists, left-wing and right-wing radicals, and 

all other conceivable ideas and organizations,10 asserted that it was 

Germany’s task to colonize France culturally “so as to raise those 

crude Celtic tribes [the French] at least half-way to the level of 

Central European civilization.” 11 He declared in the same article that 

the English were a “nation of dumb criminals” and that Prussian 

militarism was equivalent to “self-sacrifice, dutifulness, fear of God, 

humanitariamsm, knowledge, and progress.”12 It is enough to know to 

what paroxysms of exaltation avant-garde writers rose in those days to 

* Julius Bab pointed to fundamental shortcoming of “expressionism” when he 
questioned in the Schaubiihne the feasibility of a fusion between “brotherly love 

1962)n48CratiC SecluSi°n” See Alf EnselinS> Die Welthiihne (Munster, Westf., 
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be quite confident that Friedell meant what he said and that he, like 

so many of his Jewish fellow intellectuals, was now certain to find a 

warm place in the bosom of the fatherland. Jacobsohn was sober 

enough to protest against the gushy patriotic plays and operettas that 

had invaded the German stage and to ask for serious drama in serious 

days but, in the first years of the war, Die Schaubuhne had no radical 

message. Political commentaries were written by Robert Breuer (he 

signed his name as Germanicus), an experienced socialist politician, 

who followed the patriotic line of the Majority Socialists.1 

In 1917, a literary revolution transformed Die Schaubuhne. Now, as 

prowar idealism gave way to antiwar idealism, the writers of the 

journal began to talk of the “triumph of morality over narrow national¬ 

ism.” They no longer spoke of Germany but of humanity, and shortly 

before the end of the war, Alfred Polgar called the war “God’s great 

antagonist.” 13 In April 1918, Jacobsohn changed the journal’s name to 

Die Weltbiihne. The following years brought contributions by Ger¬ 

many’s best leftist writers and sensational revelations in the journal 

about the “Black Reichswehr,” illegal rearmament, and the antirepub¬ 

lican judiciary. The political image of the Weltbiihne for all later years 

was molded by Jacobsohn who now found in politics his true vocation. 

He was a man in whom everything exuded passion: he was enthusias¬ 

tic,. fanatical, obstinate, often ruthless, and unduly suspicious. “This 

man was full of extremes of emotion,” wrote a Danish friend 14 after 

Jacobsohn’s death, “yet his extremism was genuine. Genuineness at¬ 

tracts and repels at the same time. So does Die Weltbiihne . . . 

because it is Siegfried Jacobsohn’s soul and his truth.” Many of Jacob¬ 

sohn’s writers developed a deep affection for him. “There was abun¬ 

dant goodness and sensitiveness in this man; much leniency and 

understanding,” wrote Walther Victor.15 Enseling writes of Jacob¬ 

sohn’s “Old Testament fanaticism,” 16 of his obstinate search for truth 

relieved by an occasional lightheartedness. Jacobsohn was an unyield¬ 

ing pedant with regard to linguistic purity but he did not refrain from 

colorful Yiddish or Berlin jargon. He was a dictator of style: “His 

almost automatic stylistic mechanism permitted no wild innovations,” 

wrote Tucholsky,17 “no violent punctuation signs, no dash following 

a period (a mortal sin) . . .he was always on the alert. And so our 

contributions were really letters addressed to him; written for him, 

‘In a postwar apology Jacobsohn explained to Kurt Hiller how he had been 
presented, in 1914, with a choice between military service or lending the pages 

of his journal to war propaganda. He chose the latter. See Hiller, “Aufstieg, 
Glanz und Verfall der Weltbiihne,” Konkret, March 1962, p. 7. 
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with our mind on him. We hoped to meet with his approval, his 

agreement—his pleasure.” 

Jacobsohn was a model editor because he allowed his collaborators 

a maximum in thematical freedom and a minimum in stylistic extrava¬ 

gance, but his passionate nature helped to give the journal the epithet 

“hysterical.” He transplanted into the political Weltbiihne the petty 

professional squabbles of a theatrical magazine. He hated with a 

passion Alfred Kerr, Maximilian Harden, and Karl Kraus. Stefan 

Grossmann, his competitor from the Tage-Buch and Montag Morgen, 

he accused—not quite unjustly—of having taken bribes from a drama¬ 

tist and of being a plagiarist.18 The result of all this was a good 

number of libel suits. In the spring of one year alone (1925), Jacob¬ 

sohn fought simultaneous legal battles with the radical socialist 

writer Wilhelm Herzog (whom he had accused of having pocketed 

the money of the workers), Gustav Stresemann (whom Jacobsohn had 

accused of currency manipulations), the German Nationalists (be¬ 

cause the Weltbiihne had asserted that the international smuggler 

Honnef was a prime force in that party), and, of course, Stefan 

Grossmann. Jacobsohn seems to have been in the wrong in most of 

these cases.19 These disputes were characterized by great vulgarity in 

which “dung” was a common epithet. When Tucholsky and, later, Os- 

sietzky assumed leadership of the Weltbiihne, personal attacks on fel¬ 

low left-wing intellectuals disappeared from the journal. But as long as 

Jacobsohn was its editor, Arnold Zweig’s generalized judgment ap¬ 

plied to the Weltbiihne: “They were Heine’s successors . . . these 

founders and publishers of the small, courageous weeklies, who hated 

each other as Heine hated Borne, as the several schools of Greek 

Sophists or the French philosophes of the eighteenth century hated 
each other.”20 

On December 3, 1926, Jacobsohn suddenly died in an epileptic fit. A 

few months earlier he had won Ossietzky over to the Weltbiihne. Now 

it was agreed that Tucholsky should become editor with Ossietzky as 

his deputy. At this time Tucholsky was living in voluntary exile in 

France; he now reluctantly agreed to return.21 

Kurt Tucholsky 

Tucholsky was born in 1890 in Berlin.22 Like Jacobsohn, he was a 

member of the “war generation,” and he too was the son of a prosper¬ 

ous and assimilated Jewish merchant. But there was nothing rebel¬ 

lious, passionate, or dedicated in the young Tucholsky. His father, to 

whom he was devoted, was sensitive, warm-hearted, melancholy, with 
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a considerable gift for music; his mother, whom he apparently 

loathed, was cold, calculating, and something of a tyrant.8 After the 

death of his father in 1905, Tucholsky left home, but he never broke 

away from his family and remained profoundly attached to his brother 

and sister. He attended the French Gymnasium in Berlin, founded in 

the seventeenth century for Huguenot emigres, which was considered 

liberal and progressive and attracted the richest offsprings of the old 

and the new aristocracy. At his best Tucholsky was an indifferent, at 

his worst a failing student. Writing many years later, he attributed his 

low marks to the shortcomings of his teachers: 

Our school wasn’t so nationalistically stirred up as today’s. Our teachers 

weren’t any more unintelligent, lazy, industrious, or smarter than other 

teachers. . . . And what did we learn? 

German: A ridiculous dismembering of the classics; fatuous essays, slop¬ 

pily and injudiciously corrected; Middle High German poetry was learned 

by heart; no one had an inkling of its beauty. 

History: A senseless, incoherent complication of dynastic dates. We 

never had history instruction. 

Geography: Tributaries. Government districts. Names of cities. 

I don’t think back to my schooling with hatred—it has become a matter 

of complete indifference to me. We never had any tragedies in school, nor 

terrible grievances. Bad teaching is what we did have.23 

Indifferent or not, Tucholsky did not forego those diplomas which 

would qualify him for privileged treatment in the army and for admis¬ 

sion to a university. He completed his studies, after much coaxing by 

hired tutors, at a less fashionable Gymnasium. He then registered at 

the faculty of law of the University of Jena but again he made a poor 

student; his doctoral dissertation was at first rejected. Again he ap¬ 

pealed to the assistance of tutors and in 1915 finally became “Herr 

Doktor.” By then, he was a celebrated writer; he also had a private 

income. In the same year, he was drafted into the army. As manager of 

a barbed-wire depot at a quiet sector of the Eastern Front, as a 

librarian at a school for aviators, and, finally, as a police commissioner 

in occupied Rumania, he never fired a weapon nor was ever in serious 

danger. Later he claimed that his war experience had taught him to 

hate the war and the military. This is possible, and certainly he was 

B So Tucholsky relates in a theater critique where the target of his attacks 
is not the fictitious heroine of a play by Strindberg but unmistakably his own 
mother. See Kurt Tucholsky, “Rosa Bertens,” Die Schaubuhne, May 7, 1914, 
p. 520. Also in Gesammelte Werke, I, 190 f, and Kurt Tucholsky, “Letter to 
Mary Gerold-Tucholsky” (September 4, 1918), Ausgewdhlte Briefe, 339. 
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never a war enthusiast, not even in 1914, but his wartime letters betray 

no antiwar emotions. His behavior as a soldier met with the approval 

of his superiors, and he did not begin writing antiwar articles until the 

summer of 1918. 
Reminiscing twelve years after the revolution of 1918, Tucholsky 

saw himself then as having been engaged in relentless revolutionary 

activity, “hitting, first softly, then harder, always harder.” 24 His private 

correspondence in 1918, recently published, tells another story: 20 it 

speaks of bewilderment, of anxiety, of career worries; everything is 

there but a conscious approval of the revolution. “As far as conditions 

here in Berlin are concerned,” he wrote in a letter dated December 19, 

1918, to his future wife,26 “they are more than rotten [oberfaul]. What 

will become of us, no one can tell. For a while, I expected the entry 

into Berlin of the Entente troops. What with the unreasonableness of 

the Berliners, this would have been only natural. They don’t work; 

they hold meetings instead and rampage about. . . . The city resem¬ 

bles a small town, a fourth-class waiting room. It is unrecognizable. 

Well, we must wait patiently to see what the future holds.” Only the 

brutality of the counterrevolutionary soldiers in 1919 brought Tuchol¬ 

sky to a realization of what Germany had lost by not carrying the 

revolution to its conclusion. He then began his phenomenal career as a 

political critic and an agitator. For the only time in his life, he took 

grave risks; it was now that he was “hitting harder, always harder.” As 

one of the most hated Kulturbolschewisten in Germany, his fife was 

often in danger. In 1924, however, he left Germany and thereafter 

returned only for short visits. After 1929, he never again set foot on 

German soil. 

Assuredly, Tucholsky did not always have the courage of his convic¬ 

tions; he ruthlessly abused and ridiculed the liberal bourgeois press 

while drawing a substantial income from the Vossische Zeitung of 

which he was for many years the Paris literary correspondent. Yet 

there was no trace of malevolence in him. In his personal relations he 

was both kind and straightforward. Even when he took up his pen he 

never indulged in the ad hominem attacks that characterized the style 

of Jacobsohn. He loathed the Social Democratic leader Friedrich 

Ebert for his politics, for example, but he was ready to defend him 

against slander because he found Ebert personally honest. 

Tucholsky, whose collected (and by no means complete) works fill 

three bulky volumes totaling 5,000 pages, never wrote a major work. A 

delightful travelogue, Ein Pyrenaenbuch 27 and two delicately erotic 

stories, Rheinsberg: Ein Bilderbuch fur Verliebte and Schloss 
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Gripshohn28 are his longest pieces. None exceeds a hundred and fifty 

pages. The rest are short pieces, essays, feuilletons, political commen¬ 

taries, manifestoes, monologues, reportages, poems, glosses, an unsuc¬ 

cessful comedy, drama and book critiques, aphorisms and chansons, to 

the order of at least two and a half thousand. They can be read 

successively without boredom, despite the author’s insistence on the 

same themes. They are Tucholsky’s “Magic Mountain,” a kaleidoscopic 

picture of his life and times and of the ethos of his period. Perhaps he 

had neither the talent nor the patience for a magnum opus, but each 

of his short pieces aimed at perfection, written and rewritten with 

pedantic care. In the words of Erich Kastner: 

That man who perspired, typed and smoked his pipe in an attic, toiled for 
five people. At his little typewriter he dealt out foil thrusts, sabre blows, 
deft punches. Because even then the gentlemen of the Third Reich, arm in 
arm with the gentlemen of the Reichswehr and heavy industry, were 
knocking rather audibly at Germany’s gates. He tweaked their noses, 
kicked them in the shins, knocked some of them out—. A little fat Berliner 
tried to stop a catastrophe with his typewriter.29 

Tucholsky called his passion for writing under five names “gay 

schizophrenia.” Indeed, his four aliases, with their distinct personali¬ 

ties, were symbolic of his intellectual restlessness and the diversity of 

his thought.30 The “sour and bespectacled” Ignaz Wrobel was an angry 

political and social critic; the “round and agile” Peter Panter dealt 

mainly with literature and was rather tolerant and kind; Theobald 

Tiger wrote poems and songs; Kaspar Hauser was “always slightly 

bewildered,” and wrote mainly thoughtful musings and narratives.31 

The name Kurt Tucholsky was reserved for major political pronounce¬ 

ments. This playful split of personality was sometimes carried to an 

extreme: in 1919, for instance, it was not Kurt Tucholsky but “Ser¬ 

geant Ignaz Wrobel” who mounted the tribune at the first meeting of 

the “Peace League of War Veterans” in Berlin and almost got himself 

killed in the process.” Of course, everybody knew who hid behind the 

many pseudonyms. Tucholsky’s later publication Mit 5 PS could be 

rendered both as “Under Five Pseudonyms,” and in a play on words, 

as “With Five Horsepower.” To avoid all misunderstanding, the cover 

page sported not only the names but also the imaginary portraits of 

h When Tucholsky-Wrobel declared at the meeting that German officers, during 
the war, “had cared more for their whores than for their men,” revolvers were 
drawn; it required the intervention of a sergeant of the republican Security 

Service to disarm the Free Corps officers who had invaded the meeting hall and 
to bundle their weapons into the cloakroom. See “Die Feldgrauen gegen die 
O.H.L. [Army High Command],” Berliner Volks-Zeitung, December 15, 1919. 
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Tucholsky’s five identities. There was a practical reason for the pseu¬ 

donyms: Tucholsky often contributed as many as three pieces to an 

issue of the Weltbuhne.1 
His penetrating and irreverent voice was heard in a variety of other 

literary media. Between 1918 and 1920, Tucholsky was editor in chief 

of Ulk, a satirical supplement to the Berliner Tageblatt; he wrote, 

among others, for the Vossische Zeitung, the Berliner Illustrirte 1 

Zeitung, Uhu, Tempo, and Die Dame—all products of the mildly 

liberal Ullstein Verlag; the democratic Berliner Volks-Zeitung and 

Prager Tagblatt; the radical democratic Die Welt am Montag and 8 

Uhr-Abendblatt; the revolutionary pacifist Die Menschheit and Das 

andere Deutschland; the Social Democratic Vorwarts (only before the 

war) and the left-wing Social Democratic Dresdner Volkszeitung; the 

Independent Socialist Die Freiheit, and the crypto-Communist Welt 

am Abend and Arbeiter lllustrierte Zeitung of the Miinzenberg con¬ 

cern. If this meant writing for the newspapers of three political parties 

(DDP, SPD, USPD) and for so-called independent newspapers whose 

political allegiance ranged from liberal to Communist, Tucholsky 

could, however, draw a line. Thus he rarely wrote for an official 

Communist publication, and to the Vossische Zeitung he contributed 

only nonpolitical articles (nor was he asked to do otherwise). His 

standard of measurement was quality; he would never have thought of 

working for the main Communist newspaper, Die Rote Fahne—“un¬ 

fortunately, it is not a newspaper”—nor did he ever write for the 

Berliner Tageblatt which he, surprisingly, considered journalistically 

unacceptable.32 

Most Berliners never heard of Tucholsky the serious critic; he en¬ 

tered their lives as a cabaret lyricist, writing songs for some of the 

famous singers of his day and often setting his songs to music. His 

talent was one of the principal lights of “Schall und Rauch,” Trude 

Hesterberg’s “Wilde Biihne,” Rosa Valetti’s “Grossenwahn,” and other 

1 Tucholsky’s performance at the Weltbuhne was not quite even. In 1923, for 
instance, when the inflation forced him for a while to take a job as bank clerk 
(an experience that drove him to despair) he wrote only 21 contributions for 
the journal. But almost every other year he turned in at least a hundred signed 
contributions and many unsigned shorter pieces. Thus, in 1922, there were 4 
articles by Tucholsky, 4 by Kaspar Hauser, 40 by Peter Panter, 39 by Theobald 
Tiger and 31 by Ignaz Wrobel, a total of 118. In 1929, Die Weltbuhne printed 
113 of his poems and articles. In the first half of 1932 there were 62 contribu¬ 
tions, but in the second half only 6, and none of these was political. 

1 Because of an early mistake, the masthead of the Berliner Illustrirte Zeitung 
was printed with a spelling error all through the fifty years of its existence. 
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popular night spots.33 “Even today, 25 years after his death”—writes 
Fritz Raddatz— 

these chansons are very much alive. There is no cabaret performance, no 
radio program, without lyrics by Tucholsky. . . . None of these chansons is 
really “funny”; the humorist Kurt Tucholsky—where is he? . . . Once, in 
an article on Roda Roda, Tucholsky called humor “the highest form of 
comicality weighed down by melancholy.” 34 

Because he often wrote in untranslatable Berlin jargon, Tucholsky is 

only moderately well-known in countries outside of Germany despite 

the increasing number of translations of his works. In Germany, his 

works have been sold in close to two million copies/ Wilhelm Stapel, 

Tucholsky’s most articulate enemy on the Right wrote in 1937, that “of 

all the Jewish literati, who, between 1918 and 1933, molded public 

political opinion in Germany, none could equal the effectiveness, in 

breadth and depth, of Kurt Tucholsky.” 35 Success Tucholsky undoubt¬ 

edly had, but was he effective? Tucholsky was the first to doubt the 

force of his political thrust. More realistic and more pessimistic than 

his friends, he was haunted by a sense of futility which was relieved 

occasionally by the tentative conviction that Die Weltbiihne was 

exercising a salutary influence “through a thousand little channels,” 36 

and that “a long line of intelligent and courageous provincial editors 

as, for instance, Walther Victor in Zwickau, pick up the ball thrown by 

the Weltbiihne and with considerable risk hurl it even further.” 37 In 

1931, Tucholsky wrote: 

What worries me most is the problem of effectiveness. Does my work have 
any? (I don’t mean success; that leaves me indifferent.) It sometimes 
seems to me so terribly ineffective. I write and write—and what effect does 
it have on the conduct of the country? Did I get a single one of those foul, 
perverted, tormented and tormenting female wardens dismissed? Or a 
single sadist? Or a bureaucrat .... This often depresses me.38 

Especially painful was the accusation that his, and the Weltbiihne s, 

political impotence was due to “negativism.” “Wir Negativen” (“We 

Negatives”) was the indignant answer to his accusers: 39 “We, the 

writers of the Weltbiihne are being reproached for always saying ‘No,’ 

for not being sufficiently constructive. We are being accused of reject- 

k Up to 1958, Rheinsberg was published in 233,000 copies and Schloss Grip- 
sholm in 258,000 copies. Mit 5 PS, a collection of his articles written for the 
Weltbiihne between 1913 and 1927, reached the publication figure of 25,000 by 
1932; by the same year his Deutschland, Deutschland iiber alles had sold 50,000. 
For a statistical compilation of Tucholsky’s popularity, see Klaus-Peter Schulz, 

Kurt Tucholsky (Hamburg, 1959), 173. 



42 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

ing, of criticizing everything, of dirtying our own German nest. And 

what is worse—we fight hate with hate, force with force, fist with fist.” 

But how could it be otherwise, Tucholsky added, in a country where 

the revolution had collapsed; where the bourgeois—as nowhere in 

Europe—was profoundly antidemocratic and extremist; where the 

civil servant counted far more than his function; where the politician’s 

credo was the prosperity of the well-to-do; where the intellectual 

could plan a revolution, proclaim that God was dead, propagate the 

most dangerous ideas, but always and only on paper. His influence on 

legislation was nil. What else was there to do but to shake this system 

from the very bottom? 

If we others—who have looked behind the scenes, who believe that the 

present state of affairs can not be the final goal of mankind—cannot find a 

way to implement our visions, then we will be damned to five forever, and 

even longer, among butcherboys. Nothing would be left for us but to play 

with books, ink, and paper. . . . They tell us that we should makp positive 

proposals. But these are worthless without a nation-wide epidemic of 

candor. . . . No, we cannot say “Yes.” Not yet. We know only one thing: 

that we must sweep away with an iron broom all that is rotten in Germany. 

We will get nowhere if we wrap our heads in a black-white-and-red rag 

and whisper anxiously, “later, my good fellow, later!” . . . No, we want it 

now! . . . We want to fight with love and hatred.40 

Realism and irrationality, puritanism and self-indulgence, sympathy 

and intolerance mixed incongruously in Tucholsky. He could show an 

inordinate depth of sympathy for an individual weakness; for the 

country at large his tolerance was easily exhausted. “Tucholsky’s atti¬ 

tude towards Germany was a Hassliebe,”—writes Harry Zohn—“a 

mixture of hatred and love; the crux of his problems and the motiva¬ 

tion of his writings was the painful discrepancy between the real and 

the ideal German. It was love which made Tucholsky scourge Ger¬ 

many and the Germans; when he foretold its doom, he did so in an 

agonizing attempt to avert it.” 41 This is the view of all of Tucholsky’s 

sympathetic biographers. Yet it would be better to say that it was a 

love in abstracto, a love for “Germany” but not for her people. He 

punctuated his Deutschland, Deutschland iiber alles with attacks un¬ 

paralleled in their ferocity on Weimar Germany. Then he added at the 
end: 

For 225 pages, we have said no—no, because of pity; no, because of love, 

no, because of hate and no, because of passion. Now we want to say yes. 

Yes to the landscape and to the countryside of Germany.42 

It was, to be precise, the landscape of Northern Germany. While in 

the Baltics during the war, Tucholsky was delighted to discover there 
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a topographical similarity with the region of Germany from which he 

came, describing it in terms of its cool beauty, its puritanical elegance, 

its “divine clarity.” Tucholsky himself was a mixture of the Nordic and 

the Mediterranean and, like so many other Jewish Germans—and 

non-Nordic Christian Germans—he perhaps wished to be identified 

with the Nordic ideal. What emerged, however, was a denunciation of 

all Germans unmatched in bitterness by any of the left-wing intellec¬ 

tuals. He was obsessed by the idea that the Germans “deserved” a 

tyranny, in punishment for the political morass they had created—a 

tyranny which he foresaw well before Hitler’s coming to power. In 

1933, he refused to raise his voice in public because “one can struggle 

in the name of a majority oppressed by a tyrannical minority, but one 

cannot preach to a people the contrary of that which they desire in 

their majority.” 43 Or, as he wrote more than a year later: ‘“What is 

taking place there [in Germany] partly reflects the deepest instincts of 

the German people.” 44 Even if we dismiss these statements as expres¬ 

sions of despair, some simple statistics would show that Tucholsky 

abominated the majority of his fellow citizens. Princes, barons, Junk¬ 

ers, officers, policemen, judges, officials, clergymen, academicians, 

teachers, capitalists, Biirger, university students, peasants, and all 

Bavarians he condemned collectively. These people, he felt, were too 

deeply committed to their estates and institutions to be viewed indi- 

vidualistically. They were, for him, members of tightly knit, and inher¬ 

ently evil, groups which molded their personalities and even deter¬ 

mined their facial characteristics. He wrote in an article, “Face of a 

German”: 

A rather thick-set head, a none too high forehead; cold, small eyes; a nose 

that likes to lower itself into a drinking glass; a disagreeable toothbrush-like 

moustache. . . . 

Company commander in the war. Implacable, cold. Cold toward the 

office attendants who couldn’t defend themselves, cold toward the young 

clerks.—“Had to go through this myself once!”—cold toward the world, 

cold toward God. . . . 

Plays the part. Advances his career. Will probably soon be some big-shot 

ambassador, head of a ministry, secretary of state, or what-have you. 

Germany? Germany.45 

Tucholsky’s literary caricatures are akin to those of the painter George 

Grosz (to whom, incidentally, he dedicated this article). Both created 

disagreeable prototypes for some social groups in Germany and then 

forced all members into the molds. Worse even, Tucholsky—and 

Grosz—saw all these prototypes uniformly as Prussian drill sergeants. 

For the period of the monarchy this might have been true. But it left 
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the public unprepared for the emergence of the Nazi leader who was 
too multifaceted—or faceless—to fit any description. The Prussian 
drill sergeant, although still the favorite Nazi figure of popular litera¬ 
ture, was indeed only one, and not the most sinister, of the Nazi 
characters. There was, also, the soft-spoken dandy (Dr. Mengele), the 
cunning and rapacious operator (Goering), the histrionic demagogue 
(Goebbels), the modest bureaucrat (Eichmann), and the petty bour¬ 
geois of everyday appearance (Hitler or Himmler). 

It was not Hassliebe but intolerance, mixed with wit and icono- 
clasm, that provoked Tucholsky’s characterization of the Germans as 
Ein Volk der Richter und Henker (A People of Judges and Execution¬ 
ers) in a provocative play of words on the popular Ein Volk der 
Dichter und Denker (A People of Poets and Thinkers). In Tucholsky’s 
time at least, the victims of these judges and executioners were them¬ 
selves Germans, and he felt a good deal of sympathy for them. He was 
devoted to the German workers for whom he wrote sentimental songs 
and poems. But he was attracted to the workers because he thought of 
them as internationalists and therefore uncharacteristic Germans. He 
was also devoted to the poor, “to the inarticulate masses who lived 
lives of quiet desperation,” 46 but although he fought for these people 
when, as individuals, they got into trouble, he never knew a poor man. 
Moreover, he was only too well aware that some of the most ardent 
followers of the right-wing demagogues came from the ranks of the 
desperately poor. He alone of all the left-wing intellectuals was never 
to entertain the hope that the German proletariat would rise against 
Hitler. Only by dismissing the sympathetic argument that Tucholsky 
was a suffering patriot can we appreciate the significance of his 
“treasonous” statements: 

I proclaim, fully aware of the meaning of my words, that there is no secret 
of the Germany Army which I would not hand over readily to a foreign 
power, if this were warranted by the preservation of peace. . . . We 
[revolutionary pacifists] hold that the war of national states is a crime, and 
we fight it wherever and whenever we can, with whatever methods. We 
are traitors. But we betray a state that we disavow [verneinen] in favor of a 
land that we love, for peace and for our tine fatherland: Europe.47 

Or as he wrote in another place: 

The moral condemnation we receive from the patriots [durch die Vater- 
landischen] is for us sometimes an honor, but mostly it leaves us indifferent. 
This countiy which I am allegedly betraying, is not my country; this state is 
not my state; this legal system is not my legal system. Its different banners 
[the republican “black, red, and gold” or the monarchist “black, white, and 
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red”] are to me as meaningless as are its provincial ideals. I have nothing to 
betray here, because I have not been entrusted with anything.48 

It was his lack of German patriotism which permitted Tucholsky to 

be a true European and to be a better prophet than were his fellow 

pacifists and fellow literati whom, in the same article, he scolded for 

their patriotic scruples and illusions. Tucholsky, a Jew and an intellec¬ 

tual, had little choice but to become a leftist writer. His decision to 

abominate his fellow Germans was, however, his own, and it was a 

lonely, and therefore courageous, decision. 

There was also a great deal of Hassliebe in Tucholsky which he 

reserved for the German Jews and for himself. Was he capable of love 

pure and simple? “I know what I regret most: our unlived life”—he 

wrote shortly before his suicide to his wife Mary, whom he had 

divorced two years earlier— 

Your loving patience made you go along with this mad joke. The unrest, the 
patience to live with a man who was always hunted, who was possessed of 
a fear, no—an anxiety—that anxiety which has no basis and which no one 
can explain. ... If love is when one becomes turned around and every 
thread of being goes crazy, then it is nothing unusual. That can be found 
almost anywhere. But if we speak of true love, that which endures, that 
which returns again, again, and yet again—: then I loved only once in my 
life. You.48 

Tucholsky had a few close male companions; he was uncritically 

devoted to Siegfried Jacobsohn as well as to his “household gods,” 

Sigmund Freud and Knut Hamsun, the rebellious Nonvegian writer. 

He admired James Joyce, Franz Kafka, Sinclair Lewis, Alfred Polgar, 

Alfred Doblin, Arnold Zweig, and the poet of the absurd, Christian 

Morgenstem. Finally, he genuinely admired the French as a people. 

In 1924, he fled to Paris to “take a rest from the fatherland”; his 

periodic returns to France he celebrated as “homecoming.” In 1926, he 

wrote in his “Parisian Thanksgiving”: 

How nice it is to live here, without those faces that are none; without 
rowdies and bowlers—without that dusty Berlin wind. Ten years too late! 
And yet I can’t complain. It is so good to say “yes” once again.1 

1 This poem which is replete with such statements as “here [in Paris] no one 
steps on my toes; here people are kind and polite”; “here the cars travel 
smoothly and fast”; “here clouds are still clouds and stones are still stones; 
here it still makes sense to be alive,” was too much for Siegfried Jacobsohn 
who printed a preface to the poem in which Tucholsky promised to moderate 
his Parisian zeal in the future. See Theobald Tiger [Kurt Tucholsky], “Pariser 
Dankgebet,” Die Weltbiihne, May 25, 1926, p. 811. Also in Gesammelte Werke, 

II, 448. 
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But even his Francophilism was not unwavering. While he never 

lost his affection for the French way of life, he later became more 

critical of French politics. In his last years he took up residence in 

Sweden and it was to Swedish—not to French—citizenship that he 

aspired, although he spoke little Swedish. It was again his Nordic 

nostalgia that triumphed and perhaps it is fitting that, in 1935, he 

killed himself in a little village in Sweden. 

Categorical judgments permitted Tucholsky to operate with the 

stylistic device of utter simplicity. His sentences were usually short; 

his message easily understandable. He was never afraid of the vernac¬ 

ular, of slang, and even—occasionally—of coarse expressions. He 

avoided and ridiculed circumlocution, pomposity, and verbiage which 

he held for faults inherent in the bureaucratic style of life in Germany. 

He campaigned relentlessly against stylistic prudery. His very first 

book Rheinsberg, which is an idyllic account of the erotic escapade of 

a young Berlin couple, brought about a “revolution of naturalness 

[Natiirlichkeit].” 50 Published in 1912, when eroticism was still either 

taboo or projected in the dramas of Strindberg and Wedekind as a 

lurid but irrepressible passion, Rheinsberg first presented eroticism as 

a healthy and delightful experience.51 

Tucholsky was a genius in giving new uses to conventional expres¬ 

sions, in spinning out bons mots, and in the ironical rephrasing of 

citations. Peter Panter’s famous Schnipsel, these shortest of Tuchol- 

sky’s satirical jibes, contain some of the best examples of his epigram¬ 

matic style: 

On account of bad weather, the German revolution took place in music. 

The rumor that, should Hindenburg decide to resign, the SPD will nomi¬ 
nate Ludendorff for President does not, as yet, correspond to facts. 

KPD. A pity that you are not a Party member—so that you could now be 
expelled. 

Was it a coincidence that the apostles of the wildest theories of violence, 
Nietzsche, Banes, Sorel, were unable to perform twenty kneebends? No, it 
couldn’t be a coincidence. 

There are people who prefer standing room in the first class to seats in the 
third. They are not attractive people. 

Everything is true; also the opposite of that. Only “well yes . . . but” is 
never true.52 
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Tucholsky had mastered that requirement of a short, epigrammatic 

style: an unexpected, rousing, devastating last sentence. At times the 

punch line summed up the argument in a wild exclamation; at other 

times the reader, having been led through a long-winded story of 

impeccable respectability, is suddenly put to shame for his joyful 

acceptance of conventionality. Another of Tucholsky’s popular artistic 

devices was the monologue, construed in the form of endless chatter. 

Two of his best-known heroes, the Jewish businessman Herr Wendri- 

ner and the scatterbrained Berlin girl Lottchen, were such babblers. 

They quarreled, gossiped, argued, joked, complained, nagged without 

ever waiting for an answer. It was a technique which familiarized the 

reader with Tucholsky’s characters to the point of greatest intimacy; it 

also brought home his oft-repeated argument that people, especially 

big-city people, do not talk to one another but “next to one another.” 

Although it is impossible to reproduce from “Herr Wendriner Gets a 

Haircut” either Herr Wendriner’s Berlin Jewish jargon, or his attempt 

to imitate the clipped, harsh language of the upper-class Prussian, the 

buffoonery is not entirely lost in translation: 

Pardon me, but I was first! In any case, I’ve been waiting here longer than 
you have, Mister! But certainly—! Haircut, quite short in the back. As 
usual. And less grease than the last time; you ruined my whole hat-lining! 
Just a second—let me undo my collar first . . . So, good now. Well, let’s 
see, what do you have—a picture magazine or any newspaper—makes no 
difference. Tja—the Lokalanzeiger m—Give it to me. No—I didn’t read 
it yet. Oh, that? That’s an old story, I read it in the B.Z.n No—I don’t 
think so—the French can’t impress me at all. A band of phoneys. Paris is 
not to be trusted. Your machine is pulling at my hair. In my opinion it 
would be wrong to sign a trade agreement with these people—let them 
come to us first. They will come when they need us. . . . 

Nu, Herr Welsch, what’s new. Thanks, I’m alive. And how is your mother? 
Still sick? Well, an old woman ... We once had a great-aunt living with 
us; she stayed with us till she died, she used to say when there was trouble, 
‘Who knows, how long you’ll have me—!” Well, we had her long enough 
. . . I’m just telling Lauch: We should enter into an alliance with [Soviet] 
Russia. Aren’t you of the same opinion? No! Right? But of course. Abso¬ 
lutely out of the question. What, another wage raise? These people must 
be out of their minds. You are quite right: not enough of them were put 
against the wall. Sure, I’m socially conscious myself: I mean, these people 
should be given their wages. But they shouldn’t blackmail us. They are 
ruining the whole middle-class. Of course, the industry too. Where should 

m A nationalist newspaper that Die Weltbiihne never ceased to refer to as 

the Idiotenblatt der Reichshauptstadt. 
n The B.Z. am Mittag was an Ullstein publication, the most successful boule¬ 

vard paper in Berlin. 
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all this money come from. Hey you, don’t let your soap drip on my shoes. 
And after the shampoo something sharp. Bah . . . aah . . . that feels good. 

Look at the pretty girl there! . . .53 

In time, Tucholsky found many critics, not only political but liter¬ 

ary. He was reproached by his friends for his chronic absenteeism 

from the political stage and, again and again, for his negativism. 

Others found him of limited literary talent. When, in 1958, in Berlin’s 

Der Monat, Hermann Kesten ranked Tucholsky low in the literary 

hierarchy, there followed a stormy debate which lasted for several 

months.54 Interestingly, both Kesten who was his friend and Wilhelm 

Stapel55 who was his enemy came to similar conclusions. Both argued 

that Tucholsky’s greatness was limited to “Berlin realism,” that his 

genius lay in the description of the lives of little men, in “written 

mimicry,” best represented by the Wendriner stories.56 Kesten called 

Tucholsky a Volkskomiker and a Volksschriftsteller whose enemies 

were those of the little people: “the high court of justice and the great 

lords, the higher estates and the ruling classes, the officers and their 

cheap ladies and expensive girl friends, the false poets, and false 

pretensions.”57 Worse even, Kesten writes, Tucholsky was a bad 

prophet for although he foresaw the Third Reich, he foresaw it as a 

continuation of the old monarchy ° just as a second world war would 

be a continuation of the first.58 

Perhaps Kesten is right when he says that there was—and still 

is—too much hulabaloo about Tucholsky. A lot of bad stuff issued 

with the good from Tucholsky’s typewriter: cheap jokes, revolutionary 

songs full of pathos (the workers loved them), sentimental idylls, 

abject Francophilism. His great talent was to prod, to sneer, to ap¬ 

plaud, and to satirize. His only attempt at a small, center role was a 

failure: Tucholsky’s editorship of the Weltbuhne had lasted eleven 

months. Being no organizer, and feeling uncomfortable in the Berlin 

chair of his former mentor, he fled back to Paris. 

Beginning October 11, 1927, Ossietzky signed as editor in chief of 

the Weltbuhne. To reassure Tucholsky’s admirers, his name was kept 

on the cover as the journal’s principal writer. 

° What Kesten is referring to is undoubtedly Tucholsky’s famous “Herr Wend¬ 
riner Under the Dictatorship” where this Jewish bourgeois finds that life is not 
at all unbearable under the Nazis as long as one keeps one’s mouth shut and 
attends to one’s own business. (See Kaspar Hauser, “Herr Wendriner steht 
unter der Diktatur,” Gesammelte Werke, III, 547-550. For an English transla¬ 
tion of this article, see Harry Zohn, ed.. The World Is a Comedu (Cambridge 
Mass., 1957), 117 ff.) 
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Carl von Ossietzky 

If Jacobsohn and Tucholsky had wide open personalities and aired 

their individual likes and dislikes in public, Ossietzky was, to say the 

least, enigmatic. Colleagues who later tried to reminisce about him 

were embarrassed to realize how little they knew.59 They remembered 

mainly the appearances: his exceeding modesty, his pedantic working 

habits and his seeming lethargy. Alfred Kantorowicz described Os- 

sietzky’s “fine, dark blond hair, combed to the back, which left uncov¬ 

ered his high, powerfully arched and noble forehead. His rather flat, 

evenly shaped face was unusually pale. His dark blue eyes lay deeply 

imbedded. Rarely did they light up. . . . He was a man of modest 

appearance; a man turned inward: a dreamer, rather than a fighter.” 60 

Axel Eggebrecht found him “a modest, quiet man. He dressed like a 

correct civil servant with a gold watchchain stretched across the front 

of his black vest. He fought his battles against power and the abuse of 

power at his desk, at night, with coffee and cigarettes.” 61 His apparent 

impassiveness estranged even his admirers: “This superior stylist, this 

man with the unequaled courage of his convictions,” wrote Tucholsky 

in 1933, “displayed a singular lethargy that I could never 

understand.” 62 

Ossietzky was bom in Hamburg in 1889 (in the same year as 

Hitler). He was the son of a stenographer.63 His father was Catholic, 

his mother Lutheran; his own religion, if any, remains unknown. On 

his father’s side, Ossietzky was of Silesian Polish descent. The origin of 

the von in his name is uncertain.p He referred to it only in jest: he told 

his friends that in the seventeenth century the Great Elector of Bran¬ 

denburg, with his war chest empty, once made nobles out of two 

entire regiments of his Polish lancers because he could not pay them; 

an ancestor of his, he said, was a soldier in one of these regiments.64 Of 

p The hesitation of friends about Ossietzky’s background might be responsible 
for the confusion reigning in non-German historical sources with regard to 
Ossietzky. It is, for instance, generally assumed that Ossietzky was an aristocrat, 
if not a career officer, who became a convert to pacifism because of his war 
experience. For example, John W. Wheeler-Bennett, The Nemesis of Power 
(London, 1954), 94 n. writes that Ossietzky was “a member of an aristocratic 
Prussian Catholic family,” and that “his experiences as an officer in the First 
World War rendered him a convinced and ardent pacifist.” The mistake is 
understandable for there were a number of active officers (Generals von Schoe- 
naich and von Deimling, Captains von Richthofen, Paasche, Meyer, Persius, and 
others) who converted to pacifism during World War I. On the other hand, it 
was rare for a man of lower-middle-class background, such as Ossietzky, to 

become a militant pacifist. 
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his mother, who ran a small canteen, Ossietzky remarked only that she 

was an anti-Semitic petty bourgeois who would have been horrified by 

her son’s circle of friends.65 His father died when Ossietzky was two 

years old, and he grew up in modest circumstances. Like Tucholsky, 

he was an indifferent student and never finished high school. Between 

1907 and 1914 he was a less than diligent clerk in the Hamburg 
provincial administration. 

The crucial change in Ossietzky’s life occurred in 1913 when he 

married Maud Woods, the orphaned daughter of a lieutenant in His 

British Majesty s 1st Dragoon Guards Regiment. This aristocratic 

woman who, on her mother’s side was partly East Indian, partly 

Biitish, but in both cases of exalted lineage, had been active in the 

English pacifist and feminist movements. Her education and her 

money (the latter incidentally lasted only until the outbreak of the 

war when the couple faced extreme poverty) gave Ossietzky the 
necessary impetus to a writing career.66 

Despite his uninspiring background, Ossietzky became remarkably 

erudite and cosmopolitan. He knew history, the arts, the stage, and the 

English poets: he spoke English well and admired English tradition. 

He shared in the German predilection for citing Shakespeare and the 

other classics. Carl von Ossietzky’s erudition was enormous and well 

cemented,” wrote Walther Karsch, one of his assistants at the 

Weltbuhne; “he had read Mommsen, Treitschke, Sybel, Ranke, Car¬ 

lyle, Marx. . . ,q His intellectual curiosity was not restricted to politics 

alone. A noble soul, he felt great responsibility for the future of his 

nation, and was therefore driven to engage in political activity. But 

secretly he longed for the arts. His book reviews, written under the 

name of Celsus, made delightful reading; his drama critiques were 

well documented as well as humorous, pointed, and revealing.”67 

ome of Ossietzky’s biographers maintain that it was his stepfather 

Gustav Robert Walther, a sculptor and a devoted Social Democrat 

w o introduced Ossietzky to progressive thought.68 This is possible but 

young feefeky did not become a Social Democrat. Instead, around 

1912, he almost simultaneously joined three organizations of the 

progressive upper bourgeoisie, the “Demokratische Vereinigung” 

(Democratic Alliance), the “Deutsche Friedensgesellschaft” (German 

Peace Association), and the “Deutscher Monistenbund” (German 

®Mai?,LaS.d°“b,ful 85 °SSie,^’S Writin8s reveal gre„ „„fimillarity 
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Monistic League). There must have been a certain amount of snob¬ 

bishness and arrivisme in his entering these intellectually refined asso¬ 

ciations of professors, journalists, and Jewish businessmen. But what¬ 

ever his reasons for joining, Ossietzky remained faithful to the end to 

the philosophies of these movements: social justice, peace through 

international disarmament, free thought, and militant anticlericalism. 

To these beliefs he added a strong sympathy for socialism and for 

militant socialist organizations. His political convictions were formed 

at an early date and underwent no substantial changes. 

The Demokratische Vereinigung was founded in 1908 by a group of 

dissenters from the Progressive Liberal Party in Wilhelmian 

Germany.69 The new splinter party repudiated the Progressives’ tacti¬ 

cal alliance with the National Liberals and the Conservatives, and 

vowed to fight for a system of international arbitration, social equality, 

and political freedom. More important, alone of all liberal parties, the 

Demokratische Vereinigung advocated a permanent alliance between 

the progressive bourgeoisie and the Social Democratic Party.70 

The Demokratische Vereinigung failed pitifully. At the January 

1912 election, it won 28,000 votes but not a single seat in the Reich¬ 

stag.71 Of its founders, Theodor Barth had died earlier, Rudolf Breit- 

scheid joined the Social Democrats, and Wilhelm Herzog became a 

radical left-wing writer who later entered the Independent Socialist 

Party. Ossietzky, who in 1913 became the secretary of the Hamburg 

chapter of the Demokratische Vereinigung, assisted in the gradual 

liquidation of this once buoyant undertaking. As one of the main 

writers of Das jreie Volk, the party’s weekly, he faithfully contributed 

to this failing journal—of course, without pay—until its collapse early 

in the war. 

Ossietzky’s editorials in Das freie Volk showed him the full-fledged 

left-wing intellectual for whom nothing seemed impossible: any 

change in the political or social structure could be brought about by 

propaganda and education. Society in its existing form was bad be¬ 

cause the majority of the population, the producers, were unaware of 

their true interests and made themselves prisoners of their narrow 

ideologies. The bourgeois who clung to the notion of profit and the 

proletarian who saw everything in terms of class struggle, behaved not 

only selfishly but suicidally because they did not see their true task: 

cooperation. There was, in fact, no inevitable antagonism between the 

capitalist and the worker, but only between these two and feudalism. 

Accordingly, there was only one genuine conflict, that between the 
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forces of the old and the forces of the new, the one represented by the 

German state, the churches, the army, and the landowners, and the 

other by the mass of producers.72 

The reconciliation of the German workers with the liberal bour¬ 

geoisie had been advocated earlier by such men as Court Preacher 

Adolf Stocker, the sociologist Lujo Brentano, and the founder of the 

“National Socialist League,” Friedrich Naumann. Yet, in each case, 

reconciliation was understood as an integration of the workers into the 

middle class, a winning over of the proletariat for German national 

interests. The Demokratische Vereinigung inaugurated a new—if 

hopeless—program: the aligning of the bourgeoisie alongside the pro¬ 

letariat, with both sides making some concessions. The stubborn bour¬ 

geoisie of course had to be criticized more sharply than the socialist 

workers. Failing to see the growing political and economic power of 

the German bourgeoisie, and its aggressive imperialism, Ossietzky 

bemoaned in his editorials the enslavement of the Burger by the 

aristocracy and called to the barricades those who had more to lose 

than to gain by a revolution. 

Ossietzky turned with fervor to the struggle for social justice. This 

he considered man’s supreme task, his ethical obligation. He spoke of 

a new religious feeling sweeping over Europe, a “religion of hopeful¬ 

ness, of untiring labor, but also of sacrifice and bitter tears.” 73 This 

quasi-religious approach to social problems reflected his early associa¬ 

tion with the then fairly popular “monistic League.” Ossietzky cared 

little for the involved argumentation of the German monists on the 

essential unity of matter and energy as the manifestation of a single 

(monos) reality or substance; he saw only the practical aspects of 

their teaching, the advocacy of a secular, materialistic education and 

militant anticlericalism.74 In his editorials he called for a separation of 

church and state and a mass withdrawal from the Prussian Protestant 

Landeskirche. A weak, and possibly separated, Church would—he 

hoped—deprive the Prussian government of its strongest support and 

force the latter to abolish the archaic three-class electoral system on 

which the power of the Junker aristocracy rested.75 In his enthusiasm, 

young Ossietzky saw an epic struggle developing between Progress 

and Reaction, between the forces of “this-worldliness” in one camp, 

and of “other-worldliness” in the other. His “this-worldliness” was 

Godless: the state of the future was to be based on unconditional 
atheism. 

If the churches were the spiritual arm of the aristocracy, the army 
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was its secular arm. Consequently, the military establishment had to 

be abolished. What might have been useful in the age of feudalism, 

was now only an obstacle to progress and a corrupter of society. 

Here in Germany the military is enormously overestimated. Mars, this rabid 
god of war, lives his golden age. Nowhere does he receive richer offerings, 
nowhere is his authority greater. . . . Militarism has been turned into a 
Moloch; we admire it with gloomy stupefaction while it is about to devour 
one victim after another! . . . Yes, silly and spineless is the flattery and 
incense-burning that the bourgeoisie offers to militarism.76 

Inspired by the then popular work, The Great Illusion (1911), of 

the British pacifist Norman Angell, Ossietzky asserted that economic 

interdependence among the great powers made wars unprofitable and 

therefore unlikely. Who then needed an army? The threat of war in 

the summer of 1914 came as a great shock to Ossietzky, and for the 

first but not the last time in his life he expressed enthusiasm for radical 

socialism by praising Rosa Luxemburg’s efforts to prevent war by 

every method available.77 On one occasion at least, at a meeting of the 

Demokratische Vereinigung in Hamburg, he suggested a general 

strike as a last resort against war.78 But precisely because war seemed 

so pointless among industrialized nations, Ossietzky attributed it when 

it finally came to the forces of the old—not to international capitalism 

—and he blamed Russian reactionary barbarism. Thus, having been 

on the extreme Left in the question of militarism, but not in questions 

of politics, he now involuntarily reversed himself, and voiced the 

patriotic rationalizations of the Social Democratic Party. “Germany 

must become a country imbued with the spirit of freedom,” he wrote 

on the eve of war. “Democracy has the same effect on tsarism that the 

crucifix has on the devil. A feudal, capitalistic Germany may well 

dread the Slavic onslaught. A free Germany has nothing to fear. Let 

the tsar hurry his Hunnish hordes across Europe. They will crack their 

skulls against the wall of our superior democratic Kultur . . .”79 His 

conditional approval of the war reflected no change of sentiments. It 

was entirely in agreement with his concept of the battle of two titans, 

modem man versus the ancient. When he saw that Social Democracy 

was unable or unwilling to wrench democratic concessions from the 

government in exchange for its support of the war effort, Ossietzky 

immediately denounced the war. In surprisingly Marxist language he 

called the war “a manifestation of imperialism and of predatory 

capitalism”80 at a meeting of the German Peace Association held in 

March 1915. 
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Because of his weak constitution, Ossietzky was drafted in the army 

only in 1916. He then served on the Western Front as a private.81 

Having been a radical democrat before 1914, he was not unduly 

influenced by the war experience: it only strengthened his pacifism 

and injected in him a mood of elation for the coming golden age of 

peaceful humanity. While still a soldier he became an enthusiastic 

“activist,” one who demanded that the intellectuals become political. 

His wartime articles, published in a pamphlet in 1919,82 were replete 

with statements on the ivory-tower attitude of the intellectuals in the 

past, on the need to end the fateful dualism of art and power, and on 

the coming conquest of politics by ethics. The revolution of November 

1918 brought him to paroxysms of enthusiasm, and although he 

immediately repudiated the Spartacus League (the far Left of Ger¬ 

man socialism), he called for a struggle with no comprises: 

No! It is better to be like the erring Faust on the Blocksberg, swaying 
between remorse and desire in the midst of the infernal chaos of the 
witches’ sabbath; better to be like the wandering knight, alone in the 
horrible wilderness, threatened by devil and death, than to conclude a pact 
with that Philistine adroitness of emotions and thought, that greasy correct¬ 
ness, that dull and flat single-mindedness which sees only the next step but 
is unable to grasp the essence of things. Thus must be the Man of our days: 
the Man who builds the house in which the generations of the future will 
live.83 

These lines, taken from his pamphlet, were initially written for a 

monistic journal and must have had a bewildering effect on Ossiet- 

zky’s gentle monist readers. They also smacked of bombastic provincial 

journalism. Yet neither their tone nor their message was unusual; they 

faithfully mirrored the prevailing expressionist-activist trend in politi¬ 

cal literature. Of course, Ossietzky also hoped for the triumph of 

socialism: an expectation shared by almost all German intellectuals of 

the period. When the German revolution failed, Ossietzky blamed 

both Mr. Average (Herr Durchschnittsmensch) and the followers of 
Liebknecht (Revolutionshysteriker),84 

For two years Ossietzky continued his collaboration with the monis¬ 

tic journal, the Monistische Monatshefte, but he had less and less 

interest in the monists, most of whom refused to become political. 

Invited by Ludwig Quidde, the president of the German Peace Asso¬ 

ciation, and by Hellmut von Gerlach to act as the association’s secre¬ 

tary, Ossietzky moved to Berlin in 1919. He was then thirty and for the 

first time in his life was to be paid for his journalistic and political 
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activity/ He began his new vocation with great expectations, and he 

was never to lose his loyalty to the pacifist cause though he soon found 

the pacifists exasperating. They were, he often recounted afterward, 

much too scholarly, naive, and inefficient. Still worse, they were bellig¬ 

erent—but only toward each other; in July 1920, Ossietzky resigned as 

secretary of the Peace Association. Having joined, seven months ear¬ 

lier, the staff of the Berliner VoJks-Zeitung, he was now a full-fledged 

Berlin journalist and no longer unknown. 

The Volks-Zeitung for which Ossietzky worked during the next four 

years was an old newspaper, acquired in 1904 by the Mosse Verlag. 

Although it appeared twice daily and had an average circulation of 

150,000,85 it was overshadowed by Mosse’s prestige publication, the 

Berliner Tageblatt, edited by Theodor Wolff. Unlike the Tageblatt, it 

aimed at the average reader, but since it insisted on rather high 

cultural and ethical standards, it was no match for the mass-circula¬ 

tion newspapers of the Ullstein variety. Like the Tageblatt, the Volks- 

Zeitung was consistently democratic, and its editor in chief, Otto 

Nuschke, was a member of the German Democratic Party’s presidium. 

Actual direction was left to a team of young radicals composed of, 

among others, Karl Vetter, Manfred George, and Berthold Jacob, the 

last two collaborators of the Weltbiihne.* They were ardent “activists” 

and ventured outside the field of journalism in their attempts to form 

revolutionary mass organizations. Vetter, their leader, had come from 

the Youth Movement; the war turned him into a pacifist, and, in 

r Besides serving as secretary of the Peace Association, Ossietzky also signed 
as the editor of the Volker-Friede, the association’s journal. When financial distress 
forced the liquidation of this rather ambitious journal in December 1919—“much 
too wise children seldom live long,” Ossietzky commented (Der Volker-Friede, 
December 1919)—he signed as the editor of the more modest Mitteilungen der 
Deutschen Friedensgesellschaft. 

8 The fate of the leading members of the Berliner Volks-Zeitung is worth 
noting. They were close friends, yet each of them went in different directions. 
Nuschke, who in 1931 resigned the editorship of the Volks-Zeitung, remained 
in Germany after Hitler’s seizure of power but was forbidden to exercise his 
profession. In 1945, he was cofounder of the Christian Democratic Union, an 
East-German fellow-traveling political organization. He later became Vice-Chan¬ 
cellor of the German Democratic Republic. Vetter, who in 1924 was to experi¬ 
ment with his own “Republican Party,” later became a businessman, and then 
again engaged in journalism. In April 1933, as manager of the “streamlined” 
Berliner Tageblatt, he declared his loyalty to Hitler. (See Hiller, Koepfe und 
Troepfe, 344.) Manfred George died in 1965 in New York as editor of the Aufbau, 
the prestigious publication of the German-Jewish emigre intellectuals. Berthold 
Jacob generally considered the top antimilitarist reporter of the period, died in 

1944 in Gestapo captivity. 
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November 1918, he sat in the Council of Workers in Berlin.86 Less than 

a year later, he founded a veterans’ organization, the “Friedensbund 

der Kriegsteilnehmer” (Peace League of War Veterans), under the 

slogan, “Veterans of the World—Unite!” 87 The new organization was 

(avowedly) formed in answer to the inefficacy of the Peace Associa¬ 

tion. It was hoped that the war veterans would be more dynamic than 

the professorial types of the official peace movement. In cooperation 

with foreign veterans’ organizations, the German League launched the 

campaign “Nie wieder Krieg” (No More War) and held impressive 

mass demonstrations.1 But the “No More War” movement, ridiculed 

by Communists and snubbed by official Social Democracy, had popu¬ 

lar support only as long as it was espoused by the Independent 

Socialists. When this party dissolved itself in 1922, the “No More War” 

movement gradually declined. Nor was the Friedensbund a match for 

the nationalist and Social Democratic veterans’ associations. Karl Vet¬ 

ter tried to inject some vitality into the League by combining) a call for 

a socialist state with a strong appeal to grossdeutsch patriotism (one 

of his manifestoes called for a “German unitary state from the Meuse 

to the Memel, and from the Adige [South Tyrol] to the [Great] 

Belt”),88 but without political party support the Friedensbund was 

also doomed. 

In all these activities, Ossietzky was an enthusiastic participant. 

Late in 1921, he became editor of Nie ivieder Krieg, the League’s 

erratic journal;89 he also participated, as a member of the action 

committee, in the “No More War” demonstrations. Again and again 

the shy Ossietzky would make public speeches, overcoming his persist¬ 

ent stage fright for what seemed to him worthwhile causes. Like a fair 

number of the left-wing intellectuals he was not loath to enter a 

political movement, yet there was something almost comical in his 

repeated support of luckless undertakings. In 1924, Ossietzky would 

again directly involve himself in political activity; for the time being 

he settled down to political journalism. Of this he was now a more 

sober practitioner. There was to be less dabbling in Weltanschauung, 

fewer Faustian scenes, and fewer sweeping proclamations. Not long 

before,90 he had been bitterly complaining that the voeisse Sekunde, the 

triumph of love and universal reconciliation, so ardently expected by 

‘ In August 1921 and 1922, at the demonstrations held in the Berlin Lustgarten, 
leading German and French pacifists spoke to an estimated crowd of between 
50,000 and 100,000 people. See Otto Lehmann-Russbiildt, Der Kampf der 
Deutschen Liga fiir Menschenrechte, 1914-1927 (Berlin, 1927), 103, and Fred¬ 
erick J. Libby, War on War (Washington, D.C., 1923), 29 f. 
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the wartime activists, had not been realized. Imploring the Germans to 

tear down the accursed frontiers, he concluded his article: “Only when 

this happens [the frontiers crumble], will the bell of reconciliation 

sound, and the last warrior bury his sword under a heap of roses.” 91 

Between 1920 and 1924, Ossietzky was writing in much more meas¬ 

ured tones. 

The editorials that Ossietzky contributed to the Volks-Zeitung be¬ 

tween January 1920 and March 1922u show that he saw enemies both 

on the Right (nationalists, conservative bourgeoisie) and on the Left 

(Leninists), and he saw in both groups the repositories of Prussian 

Kadavergehorsam (unconditional obedience), of the “spirit of 

Potsdam.” 92 

Ossietzky called on the leaders of the republic to combat simulta¬ 

neously both threats to democracy, and he expected of them reforms 

which would reconcile at least the Left extremists to the republic. The 

pattern was clear: the extreme Left was dangerous but not unredeem¬ 

able; it was up to the republic to make constructive left-wing Social 

Democrats of the destructive Communists.93 As far as Ossietzky was 

concerned, the republic was on probation during this period and, 

therefore, despite the catastrophic incidents of the Rathenau murder 

and the Ruhr crisis, it deserved good will and support. The breaking 

point came at the end of 1923 after the Beerhall putsch and the bloody 

suppression of a stillborn Communist revolt. Not only was the Weimar 

Coalition guilty of fighting the Left more violently than it fought the 

Right, but in entering in a Great Coalition with the monarchist and 

reactionary “People’s Party” under Stresemann, it surrendered republi¬ 

can purity. Even worse, the Vetter group felt, the republican parties, 

floundering in one cabinet crisis after another and with hopeless 

ancients for leaders, had failed to create a republican mystique. On 

January 6, 1924, Vetter, Ossietzky, Manfred George, Berthold Jacob, 

the astrophysicist Professor Wilhelm Westphal, and others, founded 

the “Republican Party of Germany.” 94 For party leader they invited 

the pacifist-expressionist writer Fritz von Unruh, the son of a general 

and himself a retired career officer. 
The Republican Party of Germany was an insignificant venture; if 

its story is briefly related here, it is because it shows how weak the 

" Ossietzky continued as editor of the Berliner Volks-Zeitung until 1924, but 
copies of the newspaper for the years 1922—1924 are not available. In the East- 
Berlin Stadtbibliothek, the only repository of the Volks-Zeitung, the issues for 
these years were destroyed by fire. See Raimund Koplin, Carl von Ossietzky 

(Berlin, 1964), 45. 
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parliamentary tradition was among some left-wing intellectuals. The 

founders of the party were out to get votes and to build a mass 

following. In order to achieve this, they were willing to be quite 

realistic. They secured the financial support of at least one great 

industrialist, Robert Bosch in Stuttgart.95 According to one reputable 

source, Vetter and his party also received substantial sums from the 

Soviet embassy in Berlind Their first manifesto distinctly appealed to 

popular political sentiments.96 The abolition of monopolies, the protec¬ 

tion of the economically weak, the reconciliation of Arbeiter and 

Biirger were demands common to almost all parties. The establish¬ 

ment of a unitary Reich and the replacement of the army by a people’s 

militia were radical democratic postulates. But the demand for an 

“active” foreign policy, leading to the “banding of all brothers of the 

German tongue in a unitary Reich,” even if couched in democratic 

grossdeutsch language, were unmistakable concessions to German na¬ 

tionalism. So were the many references to an “indivisible German 

Volkstum,” to the “leadership idea,” or to the “fateful deterioration of 

parliamentarism.” The party’s emphasis on the conflict of generations, 

and its appeal to the “war generation” was another concession to 

antidemocratic sentiments. This “Party of the Thirty-Year Old for the 

Thirty-Year Old” promised, in case of victory, to force every party to 

give half of its administrative positions to young people. Vetter and 

Ossietzky gave campaign lectures entitled “Fort mit den Bonzen” 

(Cast Out the Bosses); others, such as Professor Westphal and 

Manfred George, entitled their speeches, “Youth and Veterans into the 

Parliament!” 97 Berthold Jacob voiced clearly antiparliamentary senti¬ 

ments: “We have declared openly and often that we will hail the day 

when we can dissolve the Republican Party of Germany and join the 

great State Party (Staatspartei) of the German Republic.”98 

This was poor performance. Writing twenty-five years after the 

event, Kurt Hiller angrily rebuked “these so-called left democratic 

frondeurs who infamously fraternized with the spirit of gradually 

rising nationalism.” 99 

The Reichstag elections of May 4, 1924, in which Ossietzky was one 

of the candidates, brought less than 50,000 votes to the party and not a 

single seat in the parliament.100 Shortly after the elections, Vetter, 

Westphal, Ossietzky, and others left the party; its chairmanship was 

thereupon entrusted to Manfred George,101 but it never again partici¬ 

pated in elections. 

T For further details, see p. 162. 
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Earlier, Vetter and Ossietzky had resigned their positions at the 

Volks-Zeitung102 which would not have tolerated the venture of its 

staff members into politics hostile to the German Democratic Party 

(DDP). At the end of May 1924, Ossietzky joined Das Tage-Buch 

whose editor in chief Stefan Grossmann had shown some sympathy for 

the experiment of the “republicans.” For the next two years, he signed 

as responsible editor of this journal.103 He was by no means replacing 

either Leopold Schwarzschild or Grossmann as chief editorial writer; 

he was rather expected to perform the time-honored function of the 

Sitzredakteur, the dummy editor willing to “sit” in prison for articles 

written by his superiors. His numerous commentaries written for Das 

Tage-Buch betray Ossietzky’s growing impatience with the republic 

and the republican leaders. Earlier, he had begged the republican 

leaders to show force and determination; to have confidence in their 

own cause; to be militant. Now his judgment of the republic amounted 

to a proclamation, later to become famous, of despair: 

It is no cheap pessimism but a cogent recognition of facts to say at last in 
public: There is no republic in Germany! One hears people say that this 
republic is without republicans. Unluckily, the situation is just the reverse: 
The republicans are without a republic. And there is no republic because 
there is no [republican] Left in the country. Because the great morass of 
the “Center” absorbs everything. Because people prefer “balance” to 
“struggle.” 104 

Under such conditions, he continued in the same article, written in 

1924, to be a republican is no more than a “private indulgence.” It 

resembles a hopeless love affair—but without a lover.105 

From that time on Ossietzky gradually developed his revolutionary 

program for direct action, no longer in support of but against the 

republic. It was to bring him to a political position which often 

paralleled that of the Communists and provoked his active participa¬ 

tion in Communist-inspired undertakings. The obvious forum for such 

an activity was not the relatively moderate Das Tage-Buch, but the 

more abrasive and exasperated Die Weltbiihne. His initial contribu¬ 

tion to the Weltbiihne appeared in 1926; in October 1927, the widow 

of Siegfried Jacobsohn made him editor in chief of the journal. 

The journal was in healthy condition when Ossietzky inherited it. 

Its circulation had increased from 1,200 copies in 1917 to 12,600 in 

January 1926.106 It eventually reached 20,000 under his editorship, 

providing Jacobsohn’s widow with a secure income. Ossietzky was to 

write a few years later: “Die Weltbiihne, when I took it over . . . was 

a wonderful receptacle in which were assembled many beautiful 
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things, and they shone so seductively in the sunset of the bourgeois 

age! . . . Today, in 1932, all is crammed full with politics and econom¬ 

ics, and this refuge of beauty has become a depot of all anxieties.”107 

This was nostalgia on the part of an artist rate; in fact, Die Weltbiihne 

was as full of politics and economics in 1926 as it was six years later. 

And as for anxiety, it will be shown that it could not have been worse 

in the middle of the Locarno period. 

Did Ossietzky as editor in chief effect any significant changes? His 

only outspoken critic on the Left, Kurt Hiller, answers the question 

negatively. “Ossietzky lacked entirely the passion for editing,” he 

writes in his reminiscences;108 “he had no new ideas, he did not 

inspire, he was not a director; he merely published from the incoming 

leftist contributions what seemed to him stylistically acceptable.” Or 

as Hiller writes in another place: “Ossietzky did not edit the 

Weltbiihne: under him the review edited itself.”109 Ossietzky was 

undoubtedly too distant and retiring to inspire: his unsatisfactory 

relationship with Tucholsky and Hiller is a proof of this. Tucholsky, 

whose articles had been “letters addressed to Jacobsohn,” exchanged 

hopelessly stiff letters with his new superior or would wait in vain for 

a reply to his suggestions.110 But Hiller goes even further. He accuses 

Ossietzky of being essentially negative,111 of being a political impres¬ 

sionist, an artist who had no basis for judgment. He was, Hiller asserts, 

unable to decide whether or not he was a socialist; disgusted by the 

systematic and the methodical, he never bothered to study or recon¬ 

struct Marxism. He didn’t know whether he preferred capitalism or 

nationalization, parliamentary democracy, or the dictatorship of the 

proletariat. Even as a pacifist he failed, because he refused to give his 

pacifism a socialist-revolutionary interpretation (Hiller’s own creed). 

His worst failure was that Ossietzky saw no point in carrying on 

Jacobsohn’s tradition in organizing debates on the question of “Red 

unity.” All in all, Hiller argues, this “natural politician” lacked political 

foresight, whereas Jacobsohn, a politician malgre lui with the instinct 

and enthusiasm of a theater director succeeded in giving his journal a 
positive content.112 

There was between Hiller and Ossietzky an enormous difference in 

temperament; this might account for Hiller’s negative opinion. In 

reality, it was under Ossietzky that Die Weltbiihne achieved world 

fame—partly, of course, because of the treason trial of its editor. But 

under him the journal also became more gracious and respectable, in 

the moral if not in the political sense. There were to be no more 

quarrels, no libel. Ossietzky broke with the tradition of “individualistic 
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journalism” that had characterized the literary efforts of Maximilian 

Harden, Karl Kraus, and Jacobsohn.113 He was no egoist, and although 

the inflated “I” pronouncements of his predecessors were perhaps 

more amusing, the journal gained in seriousness and universality. 

Unlike the “individualistic journalists,” Ossietzky did not claim to have 

special inspiration; his own words did not inebriate him, and he did 

not write for eternity. Although a frustrated artist, he did not act as 

though he were stooping to the lower level of journalism. He took his 

metier seriously and in so doing developed a skill that made him one 

of the best in his profession. He wrote with elegance but also simply 

and understandably; his sources of information were unimpeachable 

—a rarity in German journalism—and, above all, he had the courage 

of his convictions. With Ossietzky as editor of the Weltbiihne, the 

interested reader could every week stake out the battle positions 

between “progress” and “reaction.” When the journal declined in 

quality shortly before Hitler’s triumph, it was because the entire Left 

disintegrated and because the writers of the Weltbiihne, threatened 

by the state prosecutor and the SA, began to tire of dancing on a 

tightrope.114 “Ossietzky was a fanatic of truth and a born martyr, a 

type not unknown in German history,” said his friend, Manfred 

George. “He was always ready to sacrifice himself, for his idol was 

Florian Geyer, the poor German noble of the sixteenth-century peas¬ 

ant revolution, who aspired to the leadership of the oppressed.”115 
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Part Two 

CAUSES AND CAMPAIGNS 





Chapter III 

FOR UNIVERSAL FRATERNITY 
DURING THE WAR 

The outbreak of the war in 1914 and the defeat of the German army in 

1918 were the occasions for two impressive manifestations of German 

solidarity. Both events were marked by a surge of optimism because 

the majority of the German people saw in the declaration of war, and 

again in the armistice, the portents of a great and new era. Yet neither 

occurrence brought about a truly fresh beginning. The Weimar Re¬ 

public inherited the problems of the prewar years and, in turn, failed 

to solve them. Most of the social and political crises of the postwar 

years had their roots in the pre-1914 philosophical idealism, practical 

opportunism, and aggressive imperialism of the bourgeoisie; in the 

utopian socialism, opportunism, patriotism, and pacifism of the work¬ 

ers; and in the intolerant authoritarianism of the aristocracy, espe¬ 

cially of the officers. Germany’s fundamental problem, the inability of 

her tradition-bound society to cope with the machine age, also 

preceded World War I. What mainly differentiated these two periods 

from each other was the self-confidence of the Wilhelmian Germans 

and the pessimism of Weimar society. Only a few intellectuals, more 

of the Right than of the Left, and a significant sector of the educated 

youth, felt before 1914 that Germany was foundering. Most Germans 

were satisfied in their belief that theirs was a relatively decent and 

law-abiding state which, “compared with its sinister Eastern neigh¬ 

bors, loomed like a heaven of human rights and freedom.” 1 They were 

also aware that their country “with its yearly population increase of 

almost a million, with an industry surpassed only by that of the United 

States, with an army of incomparable striking power, constituted one 

of the world’s great energy centers.” 2 

65 
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No wonder that the war was seen by the Germans as a conspiracy 

by Germany's envious neighbors and that, in August 1914, the nation 

was united in its will to victory.1 * 3 The Kaiser’s slogan “I know no more 

parties, I know only Germans” was readily accepted by a population 

that had always looked with suspicion at the squabbles of party 

politics. “When the war broke out, it seemed that a generous angel 

might once more lead the German people,” wrote Friedrich Meinecke 

thirty years later. “All the rifts which had hitherto existed among the 

German people, both among the bourgeoisie themselves and between 

the bourgeoisie and tire working class, were suddenly healed in the 

face of the common danger.” 4 

Ahnost all Europe was gripped by war enthusiasm. But only the 

Germans were to insist then, and later, that theirs was a special kind of 

exuberance: the revival of their country’s proud military traditions and 

the expectation of a resplendent German future. There was a blissful¬ 

ness in the climate of 1914 which permitted the liberal scholar Ernst 

Troeltsch, to speak of a “new religiosity,” 5 a religiosity not denomina¬ 

tional, but emotional and all-embracing. It led Thomas Mann to talk 

of the war as a “heroic festivity” 6 and to place his talent at the service 

of the nation, his Zeitdienst as he called it later.7 The jubilation of 

1914 “has been wrongly interpreted,” writes the American historian 

Fritz Stern, “as proving Germany’s militarism or chauvinism; actually 

it was the response of a nation that had for decades searched for ‘the 

moral equivalent to war’ and now had found in war the equivalent of 

morality. The heroism and the national unity it had sought for so long 

had at last been attained.” 8 Or as Golo Mann has recently written: 

“How beautiful it was to be there as a soldier, or at least as a patriot in 

civilian attire. How sad it was to be excluded. . . . This was the mood 
of August 1914.”9 

If this is how things stood in 1914, if it is true that orthodox Social 

Democrats and liberal university professors joined the masses in sing¬ 

ing the “Song of Hate,” the “Gott strafe England,” ‘ if the eternal rebel 

Karl Kraus could suggest no better than “all those who today have 

something to say should step forward and remain silent,” 10 then it is 

certainly no wonder that Die Schaubiihne fell in step with the rest of 

1 One stanza of this poem, written in 1914 by Ernst Lissauer, a Viennese 
Literat, reads: 

Hate by water and hate by land, 
Hate of heart and hate of the hand; 
We love as one and hate as one; 
We have but one foe alone—England. 
Translation by Pinson, p. 315. 
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the Germans. But it is remarkable how many of those who contributed 

to the journal after 1918 belonged to the handful who voluntarily 

excluded themselves from the national delirium. Hellmut von Gerlach, 

Arthur Holitseher, Otto Lehmann-Russbiildt, Heinrich Mann, Lothar 

Persius, Ludwig Quidde, Helene Stocker, Hans Wehberg, Leonhard 

Frank, Kurt Hiller, Rudolf Leonhard, Walter Hasenclever, Erich 

Miihsam, and Rene Schickele took an antiwar position if not from the 

beginning then after the first months of the war. They were later to 

exercise a decisive influence on the politics of Jacobsohn, Tucholsky, 

and Ossietzky, and were to set the tone of the Weltbuhne. Their 

condemnation of the war had little to do with their earlier political 

involvement; many of them had had no previous interest in politics. 

They opposed the war because their humanity revolted against the 

senseless slaughter. Reaching out for the company of those who 

shared their views they, together with a handful of other intellectuals, 

soon formed two separate groups. The first, consisting mainly of the 

older generation, sought to oppose the war through political agitation. 

The other group, made up of the “war generation,” used literature as a 

weapon. 

The “Bund Neues Vaterland,” to which the older generation be¬ 

longed, was organized on November 16, 1914, by Captain Kurt von 

Tepper-Laski, a noted equestrian.11 It derived from an ad hoc commit¬ 

tee for Franco-German understanding founded in 1913. In the first 

years of the war, the Bund became the refuge of those who felt that 

the war was a fatal mistake. This motley organization of orthodox and 

revisionist Social Democrats (for instance, Eduard Bernstein, Hugo 

Haase, Karl Kautsky, Ernst Reuter, and Kurt Eisner), pacifist profes¬ 

sors (Albert Einstein, Friedrich Wilhelm Foerster, Walter Schiicking, 

and the pacifists of the later Weltbuhne), militant feminists, demo¬ 

cratic journalists (Theodor Wolff), and a number of diplomats 

(Prince Lichnowsky) as well as other aristocrats (Count Georg von 

Arco), was not supported by any political party and had only one 

newspaper, Gerlach’s Die Welt am Montag, at its disposal. In Febru¬ 

ary 1916, their organization was suppressed. Their greatest achieve¬ 

ments had been the publication of some pamphlets and participation 

in a fruitless negotiation with like-minded politicians of the Entente 

powers in Holland in 1915. Still, the Bund was not an insignificant 

venture because, for the first and almost only time, it gathered intellec¬ 

tuals of many political views into one group. Friedrich Meinecke 

wrote of them later: “They were the men in whom the synthesis of 

classical liberalism was still working and in whom the classical idea of 
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humanity and the feeling for the community of Western culture and 

for moderation in victory were still alive.” 12 Their collective efforts 

filled the Bund’s members with pride. It led to the illusion that 

intellectuals as a collective group were destined to play a role in the 

postwar metamorphosis of Germany. 

On the negative side, their experience left behind a deep resentment 

among these intellectuals. In taking their antiwar stand when so few 

others did, members of the Bund were confronted by the hostility of 

the majority of Germans and by official harassment. Gerlach relates in 

his autobiography how, in 1914, his friends in the Demokratische 

Vereinigung and in the Friedrich Naumann Club threatened to de¬ 

nounce him to the Army Command for defeatism. “They believed in 

every pronouncement, be it the most absurd, of that imperial regime 

and of those generals whom, a few weeks earlier, they had fought 

most sharply. . . . They too believed in the spies in nun’s attire ... in 

the poisoned flour, in the hoard of gold being transported by car from 

France to Russia.”13 Those who had braved public contempt in the 

early years of the war never really forgave the chauvinists of 1914 and 

looked with suspicion at the turncoats who, like Maximilian Harden or 

Georg Bernhard, the editor of the Vossische Zeitung, changed their 

opinion when Germany’s defeat appeared inevitable. Much of the 

later dissension among the left-wing intellectuals was due to the 

frequently posed question: “Where did he stand in 1914?” The same 

resentment marked these intellectuals in their attitude toward the 

politicians of the Weimar Republic, especially toward the Majority 

Socialists. The foreign minister of the Weimar Republic, Gustav Stre- 

semann could be forgiven for his rabid wartime annexationism—the 

gradual turn of this conservative-nationalist statesman to a policy of 

international cooperation was rather remarkable—; the wartime be¬ 

trayal of principle on the part of the Majority Socialists Ebert, Noske, 

and Scheidemann was inexcusable. 

The Bund Neues Vaterland inspired the belief of the postwar 

Weltbuhne in international arbitration, legalistic pacifism, and a cul¬ 

tural community of the West European nations. The antiwar move¬ 

ment of some young writers and poets inspired optimism with regard 

to the feasibility of humanity’s ethical and social regeneration. Shortly 

after the outbreak of the war the Alsatian poet Rene Schickele, the 

novelist Leonhard Frank, the literary historian Max Brod, the Austrian 

writer Andreas Latzko—all later collaborators of the Weltbuhne—es¬ 

tablished themselves in Switzerland.14 Their journal, Die weissen 

Blatter, which was first published in Leipzig, followed them in 1916 
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into exile.15 Yet it was still on German soil that Die weissen Blatter 
printed Heinrich Mann’s study on Zola—a categorical denial of both 
the war and the imperialistic state—and also Johannes R. Becher’s 
hymns to universal fraternity. From the very start this journal found 
nothing appealing about the war, nothing elevating. Its writers 
abhorred the war precisely because it debased man to a cipher and 
deprived him of his most essential quality: his personal dignity. They 
compared war to an orgy of self-destruction where—in the words of 
Henri Barbusse—“two armies fight each other like one great army 
about to commit suicide.” b War was “no longer a tournament” (Schick- 
ele) but collective folly where the two camps became indistin¬ 
guishable. But the war’s massive unifoimity—the same atrocities, the 
same crimes, the same heroism—also offered the first ray of hope. If on 
both sides identical little men were thrown into the battle, if neither 
camp had a valid ideal, then perhaps the two opposing armies were 
the generators of some new collective ideal. “Europe has never been 
more strongly united,”—wrote Schickele in 1916. “The solidarity of 
nations has never been greater than at this moment when they are 
trying to destroy each other.” 16 It was the mission of the literati to 
recognize this curious synthesis and to propagate the idea of humanity 
bom from inhumanity. 

The first step toward this collective recognition was self-examina¬ 
tion and confession. All men—not only the war lords—were guilty of 
the war because all men sinned by indifference, gullibility, selfishness, 
and ill-concealed sadism. “Not the English, not the Russians are our 
real enemies,” cried the hero, a melancholy waiter, in Leonhard 
Frank’s antiwar novel, Der Mensch ist gut, “the enemy is in ourselves. 
The real enemy is something we cannot see: it is the lack of love in our 
souls. . . . We must love, and then cannons will be fired no longer.” 71 

The language of these manifestoes was vague and emotional; it was 
punctuated by ecstatic exclamations, impassioned outbursts, and end¬ 
less soliloquies. Characteristically, despite the appeals to mankind and 
the anonymous heroes (the Waiter, the Widow, Man, Woman, the 
Son), the tone was intensely personal and the hero always identical 
with the author. This was the style of expressionism, the major Ger¬ 
man literary trend of that period. 

The expressionist movement was the literary creation of the German 
“war generation.” It began, around 1910, in answer to both the natur- 

b The journal printed excerpts from the antiwar novel, Le feu, of the French 
writer, Barbusse. (See Henry Barbusse, “Das Friihlicht,” Die weissen Blatter, 
May 1917, p. 130.) 
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alist and the neo-romantic or symbolist theater.' It soon turned into a 

social protest against bourgeois society. In the endlessly repeated 

thematic conflict between sons and fathers, the sons strove not only for 

the destruction of the fathers, but also for the annihilation of every¬ 

thing that the fathers represented: conventional order, dull philistin¬ 

ism, materialism, and the capitalistic world order. During the war 

father and fatherland became interchangeable terms in expressionist 

literature. Fatherland, just as father, was guilty of having overdiscip¬ 

lined, oppressed, misled, and betrayed the young generation. But a 

belief in the inviolability of the intellect offered hope, and to the 

condemnation of father and fatherland was added a call for spiritual 

regeneration and universal reconciliation. 

Well before the war, expressionist writers like Georg Heym, Carl 

Hauptmann (Krieg, 1912) Franz Werfel (Der Weltfreund, 1911), had 

demanded “a revolution of brotherly love, of the heart, of gentle 

persuasion, and of serenity” (Schickele). Now antiwar literature took 

up with eagerness the belief in the fundamental goodness of men. In 

Walter Hasenclever’s Antigone (1917), the masses surge forward to 

establish the new world of peace and freedom. Their leader, identified 

as “A Man of the People,” exclaims: 

Palaces totter. Power is at an end. 

Those who are great fall into the abyss. . . . 

Those who have owned lose everything. 

The slave in the sweat of his hands 

Is richer than they. 

Follow me! I shall lead you. 

The wind rises from the ruins, 

The new world dawns.18 

It was precisely this terrible vagueness—a socialism innocent of any 

dogma or program—which appealed to the war-weary German intel¬ 

lectuals. Die weissen Blatter was initially kept out of Germany by the 

censor, but beginning in 1916, a turning point in the war when general 

disillusionment set in, the literature of the expressionist exiles began to 

spread rapidly. Der Mensch ist gut, at first smuggled into Germany, 

was printed in half a million copies on newsprint by the Independent 

Socialists19 and was eagerly read in the trenches. “Man is good!” 

0 Expressionism is a favorite topic in German literary history. The reader is 
referred to the following essential works in English: Walter H. Sokel, The Writer 

in Extremis (Stanford, Calif., 1959) and An Anthology of German Expressionist 
Drama (Garden City, N.J., 1963), edited by the same writer. 
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explained the soldier Ossietzky, “A novel, no: more than a novel, a 

document of our times. . . . Man is rediscovering Man. . . . Man will 

no longer be Man’s devil and desolator, but his brother and helper. 

‘Man is good.’ . . . Like Dante in his dreams, mankind, led by Vergil, 

leaves the inferno of the present to enter the spheres of purification.” 20 

Some writers were not satisfied merely with these lofty pronounce¬ 

ments and attempted to give concrete political meaning to expression¬ 

ist pacifism. Back in 1910, Heinrich Mann had urged the union of Geist 

and Tat, of the intellect and political action. Mann argued that histori¬ 

cal greatness was solely the claim of nations where the masses acted as 

faithful soldiers of the intellectuals. The French were such soldiers 

during the Great Revolution because they willingly sacrificed their 

lives for an idea outlined by the intellectuals. (His subsequent enthu¬ 

siasm for Soviet Russia had its roots in this conviction.) It was the task 

of the German literati to transform the selfish and indolent German 

masses into soldiers of the revolution.21 Five years later Heinrich 

Mann again appealed to the intellectuals to repudiate existing author¬ 

ity and to form a new power elite: “The man of authority and of the 

fist is our enemy. The intellectual who caters to the lordly estate 

betrays the intellectuals.” 22 In the same year, Kurt Hiller formulated 

his revolutionary program. Aktivismus, as he called it, would put an 

end to the intellectuals’ splendid isolation and mobilize their talents in 

the service of humane goals. The intellectuals were to demand the 

outlawing of the war; the promotion of the process of natural selection 

by an equal distribution of all “superficial” or “external” goods; a 

guaranteed minimum wage to all, even to nonworkers; free love; 

eugenics; governmental protection of the psychiatric profession; an 

end to the teaching of philosophic positivism and utilitarianism at the 

universities, and the creation of a true Universitas IJtterarum; the 

suppression of parliaments if they oppose the will of the intellect; a 

House of Lords composed of intellectuals, and Logokratie, the rule of 

philosopher-kings.23 In human history, Hiller wrote, “Paradise was 

followed by hell and hell by the state . . . from the state the intellect 

will lead us back to Paradise.”24 Logokratie was amazingly popular 

among the German literati (and among such non-Germans as II. G. 

Wells) especially because of its call for the “dictatorship of the intel¬ 

lectuals.” Alfred Kerr wrote in the same year: 

I want a Kratie of the Aristoi. I want that in the future the will of the best 
be imposed on the worst among us—unlike today when the will of the 
worst is imposed on the best. ... I want that we, the raped become the 
rapers. I want that the real Kratie of the Aristoi be inaugurated; whereas 



72 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

today in the warring camps of Europe ... an Oligo-Ochlokratie still holds 
sway.25 

Hiller’s program, with its mixture of the feasible and the Quixotic, 

and with its complete disregard of the revolutionary means to power, 

foreshadowed the troubles of 1918-1919. Those intellectuals who had 

expressed only a vague yearning for a revolution were entirely unpre¬ 

pared, and could not find their place in the revolutionary ranks, when 

the forces which toppled the old regime divided into parliamentarians 

and advocates of soviet dictatorship. Those, who like Hiller or Hein¬ 

rich Mann had what they believed were precise aims, found them¬ 

selves ridiculed by the politicians. For the time being, they entered a 

world of wonders: they saluted the collapse of the Imperial regime, 

and the proclamation of the democratic socialist republic as the great¬ 

est event in their fives. 



Chapter IV 

FOR AN INTELLECTUALIZED SOCIALIST 
REPUBLIC DURING THE REVOLUTION 
1918-1919 

Agitation for peace, once the doubtful privilege of some individuals in 

Germany, had become a major parliamentary issue in 1917. The aim of 

an early and equitable peace was pursued, with varying degrees of 

conviction, by the leaders of the parties that were later to form the 

Weimar coalition. In October 1918, these parties came within sight of 

their aim when the Kaiser, driven by military defeat, formed a parlia¬ 

mentary government from the parties that had signed the 1917 Peace 

Resolution. At the desperate prompting of the German High Com¬ 

mand, the new government communicated with President Wilson in 

the hope of obtaining a negotiated armistice and an honorable peace. 

But the government reckoned neither with the determination of the 

Allies to impose an armistice reflecting the measure of Germany’s 

military defeat, nor with the hesitation and maneuverings of the 

Kaiser and of the German High Command. Finally, early in November 

1918, the revolt of the German workers and soldiers forced the abdica¬ 

tion of the Kaiser and the signing of the long overdue armistice. The 

Majority Socialists, anxious lest the radical socialists establish a Bol¬ 

shevist republic, proclaimed Germany a democratic and socialist re¬ 

public. 
November 1918 brought about “das Traumland der Waffenstill- 

standsperiode” (the dreamland of the armistice period), so aptly 

termed by Ernst Troeltsch.1 It was a brief period of euphoria when no 

one in Germany was willing to shed blood—or tears—for the defunct 

monarchy, when the proclamation of the republic was generally cele- 

73 
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brated as the decisive step to set defeated Germany on an equal 

footing with the victors, when the literati from the far Right to the far 

Left confidently expected the birth of a unitary and socialist state." 

“Now, now, finally, now!”—wrote Rene Schickele. 

The new world has begun. It is here: the liberated mankind! A face 

appears in the atmospheric maelstrom of anxiety and lies: the face of Man. 

The face of a creature bathed in heavenly light. . . . He finally sets himself 

to task. The Man. Finally. . . . Now! Let us begin afresh, freed from the 

burden of the Middle Ages. Let us create the Man of Modern Times. 

Forward!2 

The communion of the intellectuals with the nation, once tried in 

1914, was now again attempted. Let us quote Schickele again: 

The ninth of November was the most beautiful day of my life. On the ninth 

of November I was a believer; I would say even that I was positively in 

Heaven. I felt that from that day on I would never again be alone. Never 

again would I be forced to despair for myself and for others. Fey the first 

time I lay, well protected, on the bosom of Germany.3 

The exaltation, however, was of even shorter duration than in 1914. 

Revolutionary harmony ended within a few weeks, and civil war 

began when Karl Liebknecht, Richard Mueller, Georg Ledebour, and 

other radical socialists in the Spartacus League, in the Independent 

Socialist Party, and in the group known as Revolutionary Shop Stew¬ 

ards (“Revolutionare Obleute”), moved to force the establishment of a 

proletarian dictatorship. In their desire to have Germany follow the 

example of the Bolshevik Revolution of the previous year, many of 

these leaders mistook the popular uprising against the old regime and 

against the war for a conscious revolutionary socialist movement. The 

aim of the majority of German workers was not a Soviet republic; they 

followed the moderate Social Democrats whom they elected to their 

councils. It was therefore a badly armed minority of workers who 

were hurled against the Free Corps b troops led by army generals who 

had quickly offered their services to the Majority Socialist government 

a Contrary to a general assumption even the most conservative intellectuals 
placed themselves in 1918-1919 on the Boden der Tatsachen (the platform of 
realities); that is, they accepted the new political situation. Some actually outdid 
the Left in clamoring for a “socialist” Germany of their own imagination. For 
a brief but masterly analysis of this short period of truce between left-wing and 
right-wing intellectuals in Germany, see Klemens von Klemperer, Germany’s New 
Conservatism (Princeton, N.J., 1957), 76 ff. 

b Free Corps (“Freikorps”) were irregular units of volunteers recruited through¬ 
out this period by the High Army Command at the behest of the Social Demo¬ 
cratic leaders for all sorts of patriotic duty. See Robert G. L. Waite, Vanguard 
of Nazism (Cambridge, Mass., 1952). 
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for the suppression of the uprising. The attempt at a “Second Revolu¬ 

tion" thus not only ended in bloody defeat in January 1919, but the 

radicals’ mistake led to the murder of their two most capable leaders, 

Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, by the government’s troops. 

For years the expressionist prophets had preached that the Great 

Day of Mankind would come without bloodshed. “No one should kill 

another for any cause whatsoever,” wrote Ernst Toller. “We want a 

revolution with no other force but that of the heart, of persuasion, and 

of the happy example,” wrote Schickele. The civil war brought a 

painful awakening to the intellectuals and divided their ranks. A few 

writers in the Weltbiihne, Rudolf Leonhard for instance, cast their lot 

with the Spartacus League; others supported the moderate wing of the 

Independent Socialists; again others, mainly of the old generation, 

opted for the emerging parliamentarian and anti-Rolshevist republic. 

Jacobsohn himself embraced the idea of radical socialism without, 

however, accepting the Spartacus League, which he deemed violent, 

uncivilized, and barbarian. He dismissed his wartime chief editorialist, 

the Majority Social Democrat Robert Breuer, and replaced him with 

the Independent Socialist Heinrich Strobel. Under Strobel the journal 

demanded a complete break with the past, an immediate peace treaty 

at any cost, and a recognition of Germany’s responsibility for the war.4 

It insisted that Richard Grelling, a wartime exile in Switzerland, 

whose tract, J’accuse,5 was bought up by the French and distributed 

among the German soldiers across the front lines, be co-opted by the 

newly formed Kautsky Commission on the War Guilt Question and 

that the commission’s findings be immediately published. No sooner 

did the conservatives concoct the legend that the hinterland had 

stabbed the undefeated German army in the back, than Die 

Weltbiihne began a campaign against this legend 6 and availed itself 

of the services of a democratic army officer to show that Germany had 

lost the war well before the revolution.7 

All this was mere talk, however, and worthless from the point of 

view of those writers who during the war had urged the intellectuals 

not only to herald, but to make a revolution. Their attempt to live up 

to their own expectations provided the events of 1918-1919 with two 

side shows: the Bavarian Soviet Republic which ended in tragedy, and 

the Council of Intellectual Workers which ended nowhere. 

The proclamation of the Bavarian Soviet Republic, in April 1919, 

was preceded by a democratic revolution in Munich under the leader¬ 

ship of Kurt Eisner. An Independent Socialist, Eisner nevertheless 

bore all the marks of a nonparty left-wing intellectual. During the war 
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he was a member of the Bund Neues Vaterland; his Marxist socialism 

was overshadowed by ethical and aesthetic considerations. He was 

first and foremost a pacifist, imbued with Kant’s idea of eternal peace. 

His revolution shed no blood, and while he was prime minister from 

November 1918 to February 1919 he sought to introduce scores of 

humanitarian reforms. Shortly before his assassination, Eisner pro¬ 

jected his marvelous vision of the future: 

We swear to hear the call of freedom. 
We shield the holy weald from storms. 
Let mankind recover in common endeavor. 
The new Reich arises. O world, rejoice! 8 

Unpopularity soon dampened Eisner’s ambitions. Heavily defeated 

in the Bavarian Landtag elections of January 1919, he was about to 

surrender power to the Majority Socialists when he was murdered. 

There was, after his death, a period of turmoil, and then, onf April 7, 

1919, two anarchists (the philosopher Gustav Landauer and the poet 

Erich Miihsam), as well as some Independent Socialists (such as 

Ernst Toller), proclaimed in Munich the Bavarian Soviet Republic. 

This was a misnomer, for there were in Bavaria no true soviets, nor did 

this regime emulate the dictatorial Russian Soviet Republic. It 

amounted to a private undertaking by a few gentle souls, one of 

whom, the commissar of foreign affairs, Franz Lipp, was probably 

insane. The soviet republic was denounced by the Reich government, 

the Bavarian Communists, and the Social Democrats as well. Because 

no one else was willing, Ernst Toller, then 26, accepted the chairman¬ 

ship of the soviet republic’s Central Council.9 By the time he “came to 

power,” the Spartacist uprisings had been crushed by the Majority 

Socialists and the Free Corps in all other parts of the Reich. Within a 

few days the soviet of the intellectuals collapsed and the Communists 

seized power in Munich, but even then Toller refused “to leave the 

masses in the lurch.” He led a Red brigade at Dachau against the 

counterrevolutionary troops. At the same time, he tried to prevent the 

extermination of Communism’s enemies. He went around “wringing 

his hands and tearing up execution orders.” Toller’s failure to save a 

group of hostages from the Communist execution squad, the horrible 

revenge of the Whites, the murder of Landauer and hundreds of 

others, his and Miihsam’s imprisonment, marked the end of this chap¬ 
ter in revolutionary idealism. 

“I had always believed that socialists, despising force, should never 

employ it for their own ends,” Toller wrote in his autobiography. 
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And now I myself had used force and appealed to force; I who hated 
bloodshed had caused blood to be shed. ... I meditated on the position of 
men who try to mould the destiny of this world, who enter politics and try 
to realize their ideas in face of the masses. Was Max Weber right after all 
when he said that the only logical way of life for those who were deter¬ 
mined never to overcome evil by force was the way of St. Francis? Must 
the man of action always be dogged by guilt? Always?10 

In his expressionist drama, Masse Mensch (“Man and the Masses”), 

written in prison during 1919, Toller expounded the dilemma of the 

revolutionary idealist. Here, Man as an individual was confronted 

with Man as a member of the community. Man as a part of the Mass 

alternately yielded to and repudiated the common impulses, the mob 

emotions of the Mass.11 The drama was built around three characters: 

Man who represented the state, the unquestioned faith in government; 

Woman who symbolized radical humanitarianism; and the Nameless 

One who stood for the Spartacus League or the ruthless revolution. At 

the drama’s end, Woman was killed because she refused to defend 

herself at the cost of the death of a single hostile guard: “A leader has 

the right to sacrifice no one but himself” is her final warning. 

The Bavarian literati had, at least, understood that revolutions could 

not be made without masses. The founders of the “Rat geistiger 

Arbeiter” (Council of Intellectual Workers), being pure “activists,” 

relied solely upon the magic power of the word pronounced in what 

they thought was the proper historical moment. On November 7-8, 

1918, the Rat geistiger Arbeiter held its first congress in Berlin.12 The 

council’s first manifesto began with a vigorous affirmation of the 

“sanctity of human fife.” It indicted compulsory military service as 

the worst form of slavery and called for a League of Nations and for 

universal disarmament. It demanded, further, the transformation of 

capitalistic enterprises into workers’ owned cooperatives; complete 

educational reform including the supervision of education by interna¬ 

tional committees; a rewriting of history textbooks; equality of teach¬ 

ers and students; abolition of the Abitur (final high-school exam¬ 

ination), and so on. The manifesto of the council advocated the 

freedom of the press (with, however, a purge of the degraders of 

the press); the separation of church and state; the abolition of the 

teaching of religion in schools; an end to capital punishment; the right 

of the individual to use his body as he chooses, and to kill himself. 

Finally, the manifesto urged the creation of an all-German socialist 

republic. The government of the new republic was to be made up of 

delegates of the Reichstag and of the council; the president of the 



78 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

republic would be elected by the Reichstag from among candidates 

selected by the council. As for the council itself, its members would 

not be elected democratically nor appointed, but the council was to 

“regenerate itself spontaneously.” This remarkable program was 

supported, among others, by Otto Flake, A. H. Fried, Manfred George, 

Alfons Goldschmidt, YVilhem Herzog, the writer Lou Andreas-Salome, 

Annette Kolb, Kurt Hiller, the Austrian novelist Robert Musil, Magnus 

Hirschfeld, Arthur Holitscher, Rudolf Leonhard, the young Social 

Democrat Carlo Mierendorff, Hans Natonek, Helene Stocker, and 

Siegfried Jacobsohn. The sociologist Lujo Rrentano and Heinrich 

Mann were chairman of two separate Rate geistiger Arbeiter in 

Bavaria.0 Rene Schickele represented the council in Switzerland.13 

The council’s proposals were subsequently submitted to the Weimar 

National Assembly. Nothing, of course, came of these proposals, and 

most of die founding members soon left the council.3 Yet it is remark¬ 

able how many literati had been ready to endorse a movemeht which 

demanded the immediate transfer of power to the intellectuals. 

Following the early demise of the council—Hiller, the council’s 

driving spirit, admitted readily that they had made grave mistakes— 

some activists held a second congress in Berlin in June 1919. Here, in 

the wake of some spirited clashes,6 the participants set up a new 

program. This time, they stressed aristocratic concepts even more. 

Their new manifesto 14 called for the establishment of a dual dictator¬ 

ship, “the economic dictatorship of those who, by their labor, create 

the material goods, and the cultural dictatorship of those who, by their 

revolutionary creativity, produce the cultural values.”15 Whether these 

dictatorships expressed the will of the majority was irrelevant. The 

c In Bavaria, where the revolution in November 1918 was further “left” than 
in Berlin, one of two Rate geistiger Arbeiter seems to have played a more con¬ 
servative role. Founded by some professors at the University of Munich, it 
attempted to moderate Kurt Eisner’s alleged dictatorial tendencies. Sending 
thirty delegates to the Council of Workers and Soldiers, this Rat participated 
in the first revolutionary government, although the delegates felt rather neglected 
by the proletarian leaders. Eisner attempted to make the chairman of the Rat, 
Professor Brentano, a member of his cabinet, an honor which caused this cau¬ 
tious liberal no little embarrassment. See Lujo Brentano, Mein Lehen um die 
soziale Entwicklung Deutschlands (Jena, 1931), 353 ff. 

d A month after he had published the activist manifesto and had agreed to 
be one of the council’s founders, Jacobsohn withdrew from the movement whicji 
he now termed “idealistic, confused, and childish.” See, “Antworten,” Die Welt- 
biihne, December 12, 1918, pp. 566 ff. 

e In his memoirs, Brentano complained that it “could not have been more 
difficult to preside over a meeting of anarchists” than over the meetings of the 
Rat geistiger Arbeiter. Brentano, 362. 
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signers of the manifesto were still opposed to the use of force for any 

purpose whatsoever: “The congress . . . salutes all methods that 

lead to a change without contradicting our absolute postulate for the 
sanctity of human life.” 16 

The “elitism” of the council was the first but not the last flirtation of 

a few left-wing intellectuals with rightist concepts. It stemmed from 

the general arrogance of German Kultur, the Youth Movement experi¬ 

ence of some of these writers, their hidden admiration for the aristo¬ 

cratic way of life, and their devotion to Kant and Nietzsche. Many 

Weltbiihne writers had only limited patience with elitist ideas. 

Ernst Toller turned against Hiller in a letter written in 1923 from his 
prison cell in Bavaria: 

You assume that every intellectual [Geistige] is endowed with a higher 
faculty of judgment. . . . Remember what sort of judgment the “intellec¬ 
tuals” showed during the war! You wish to set up a Logokratie: the reign of 
the intellect. But where would you take your power from? You know well 
that without a social metamorphosis your Logokratie would mean nothing. 
Yet, if you want power, you must fight. . . . Do you know Napoleon’s 
dictum? “Men who changed the world did not get results by securing the 
support of the leaders but by setting the masses in motion.” 17 

Hiller remained undaunted. This indefatigable champion of human 

rights, of socialism, of radical pacifism, and of Red unity discovered, in 

the 1920’s, a temporary sympathy for Mussolini.18 But he never gave 

up his belief in the historical role of the literati. Back in 1915 he had 

argued that even among the intellectuals, the Literat, that is, the free 

writer alone, was entitled to world leadership. Describing the philoso¬ 

pher as lacking in will, the artist as lacking in universality, Hiller 

designated the Literat as “the builder of the future.” 

The Literat of tomorrow will bear great responsibility . . . he is a thinker 
yet he is unburdened by theories; he is profound, yet worldly. Not only will 
he not be hampered by dogmas, but his instinct will push him toward 
action. . . . He exists already in a few specimens; it is up to us to rally these 

few people.19 

Thirty-two years later Hiller still felt himself undefeated and re¬ 

newed his elitist Ziel-Philosophie for the benefit of a Germany now in 

ruins and divided.20 
The revolutionary period of the new German republic brought 

immense joy to the German left-wing intellectuals; it also brought 

them profound disappointment. Their active role had been at best 

peripheral, at worst ludicrous. Yet even after their disappointment 

with the outcome of the revolution, some of them continued to analyze 
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events largely in the manner of their wartime idealism. Those who had 

assumed that man was good and that, given the opportunity, he would 

spontaneously create a peaceful socialist society, now indicted both 

the Spartacus League and the Majority Socialists for failing to pre¬ 

serve revolutionary harmony. Presented with the reality of a com¬ 

pletely divided society, Rene Schickele fell back on the only expla¬ 

nation he knew for this division: the clash between generations. 

Writing in 1919, he argued that a magnificent opportunity had been 

lost during the “fourteen days” of November. Had elections been held 

in November 1918 rather than in January 1919, and had the war in¬ 

dustry been nationalized, then, perhaps, the revolution could have 

been successful. Schickele indicted the generation of the fathers for 

the vanishing of his dreams. “This had been the hour of the German 

youth, and German youth was equal to the task.”21 Intellectuals, 

students, journeymen, young workers, typists, returning soldiers—in 

brief, the entire “young proletariat” had been ready to create the young 

republic. But the ancients betrayed the youth “to maintain themselves 

for another quarter hour.” Social Democracy had been brought to 

power by the youth but Social Democracy abandoned the young 

generation. There had been a few true leaders, a few “renovators” 

among the politicians, and here Schickele pointed to the heroes of the 

expressionist-activistf literati: the Independent Socialists Kautsky, 

Dittmann, Breitscheid, Bernstein, and Eisner, and the Bund Neues 

Vaterland members Gerlach, Simon, and Count Arco. These men, 

however, had been pushed aside by the mean old men of the Reichstag 

parties. Yet, Schickele insisted, the sounds of November would still 

ring in the ears of German youth. Youth will defeat the fathers.22 

The events of 1918-1919 had shown anything but a clash between 

generations. The line was drawn through the generations: counter¬ 

revolutionary middle-class youth in the Free Corps opposed the prole¬ 

tarian youth in the Communist ranks. Germany’s class lines were drawn 

much more sharply than they had been before the war, and the 

socialist movement was itself profoundly split. The majority of the 

socialists believed that the laws of history, which moved beyond 

human control, had placed bourgeois democracy on the European 

agenda. Telescoping this process by struggling for socialist dictator¬ 

ship was unrealistic. The moderate socialists therefore found them¬ 

selves directly or indirectly aiding in the suppression of those other 

f It is questionable whether these terms are rightfully combined. For a val¬ 
uable attempt at distinguishing between genuine expressionists and political 
activists, see Wolfgang Paulsen, Aktivismus imd Expressionismus (Bern, 1935). 
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socialists who believed that reality could only be changed, that is, 

socialism achieved, by conscious human intervention for the most 

progressive aims possible. The heroes of the wartime idealists fell into 

both camps: Kautsky and Bernstein in one, Luxemburg, Liebknecht 

and Ledebour in the other. It was this split which was to loom 

increasingly important for the left-wing intellectuals, and which now 

rendered them perplexed and powerless. Their idealistic and pacifist 

conceptions did not place them fully in either camp. 



Chapter V 

FOR FRIENDSHIP WITH FRANCE AND 
A EUROPEAN FEDERATION 

The defeat of the extreme Left in 1919 resulted in neither the unifica¬ 

tion of the socialist movement nor the strengthening of democracy in 

Germany. The Social Democrats, heading a so-called Weimar coali¬ 

tion with Democrats and the Catholic Center after the January 1919 

elections, carried opt none of the socialist reforms for which they had 

campaigned—they concentrated on defending the government against 

the threat of Bolshevism. Adopting no measures to undermine the 

social and economic bastions of the Right, and too few measures to 

satisfy the demands of the workers, the Weimar coalition placed itself 

in a dangerous position. The Communists, more sobered with regard 

to their minority position among the German workers, now sought to 

win the working class away from the Social Democrats. But their goal 

remained the seizure of power.1 With the Left front split and polar¬ 

ized, the nationalist Right quickly regained confidence and, in March 

1920 in the Kapp putsch, it temporarily seized power. The “Kappists” 

(so named after the nationalist politician Wolfgang Kapp whom some 

army officers had proclaimed chancellor of Germany) were defeated 

by a general strike in a few days, but this impressive show of work¬ 

ing-class determination did not succeed in bridging the gap between 

the revolutionary and reformist camps of socialism.2 A reflection of this 

disunity was the dilemma of the Independent Socialists, a mass party 

which had broken away from the Social Democrats in 1916 over the 

issue of peace. By 1919 the Independents were hopelessly divided. 

Their moderate wing could conceive of taking power only with a clear 

mandate given by the masses throughout Germany; since this mandate 

82 
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was not forthcoming, the moderates in the USPD had no idea what to 

do. Their left wing, on the other hand, surpassed even the Communists 

in demanding that the offensive be taken against the bourgeois 

republic with or without the support of the masses. Like the Weltbiihne 

intellectuals who generally favored the Independents, this party at¬ 

tempted to straddle the gap between the two socialist camps. It failed: 

in October 1920 the majority of the USPD voted to join the Comin¬ 

tern, and eventually united with the Communist Party, while the rest 

returned to the SPD two years later.a 

The left intellectuals of the Weltbiihne reacted to the failure of the 

socialists to create even a relatively democratized Germany by looking 

beyond the country’s borders for a possible solution. There was in 

their overriding involvement with Germany’s foreign policy in the 

early 1920’s a holdover of the left-wing intellectuals’ wartime idealism. 

It now manifested itself in a postwar version of “universal fraternity”: 

a belief in an international community of Western nations as the only 

hope for peace and justice in Germany. This was the basis for their 

faith in the ultimate wisdom of the Versailles treaty. And if they were 

mistaken in their hope that the great Western powers, especially 

France, would succeed in reeducating Germany and guiding her along 

the path of peace and democracy, there was considerable wisdom in 

their argument that sincere cooperation with the Allies was a sine qua 

non in preventing the resurgence of German imperialism. 

If Europe was to take charge of the German republic, it had first to 

be pacified. The pacification of Europe in turn depended on Germany; 

therefore the first objective was to prevent the remilitarization of 

Germany. For the moment Germany was in a unique position, for she 

alone of all the great powers had achieved the precondition for a 

peaceful foreign policy: almost complete disarmament and the inabil¬ 

ity to defend herself. Free from all resentment and from revanchist 

hysteria, unarmed Germany could, if she wished, take the lead in 

international diplomacy. This was the Macht in Ohnmacht (Power in 

Impotence) theme, a favorite among the pacifists and other left-wing 

intellectuals. The slogan was not entirely new: many intellectuals of 

all political shades had argued since 1918 that undefeated German 

a For instance, Die Weltbiihne writers Heinrich Strobel and Kurt Rosenfeld. 
Even more significant from the point of view of the Weltbiihne was the deci¬ 

sion of Paul Levi, former leader of the Communist Party, to enter the united 
Social Democratic Party in 1922. On the other hand, Georg Ledebour refused 
to join “the party of Noske” and for several years continued as head of a splinter 
Independent Socialist group. See Richard N. Hunt, German Social Democracy, 

1918-1933 (New Haven, 1964), 204 ff. 
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Kultur—and Germany’s economic potential—were the keys to Ger¬ 

many’s future greatness. In the “Dreamland of the Armistice” period it 

was common even among rightist intellectuals to have visions of 

German greatness derived from Germany’s defeat and humiliation. 

“We lost the war but nothing is lost; our economic and intellectual 

forces are healthy. . . . This is death and rebirth at the same time. 

Germany is dead; long hve Germany,” wrote Die Tat in November 

1918.3 But only the left-wing intellectuals insisted then, as they did 

later, that Germany’s unimpaired economic potential should benefit all 

of Europe and not be used for rebuilding German military and politi¬ 

cal power. Military weakness was to be perpetrated as Germany’s 

greatest blessing. “Sixty million producers and sixty million consum¬ 

ers” no longer need waste their production on the maintenance of a 

large army.4 

Of course, the elimination of all Germany military forces—for not 

even the 100,000-man army allowed by the Versailles trdaty was 

needed in the view of the Weltbuhne—meant that Germany could no 

longer resort to the instruments of traditional power politics. There 

were to be no secret negotiations, no bilateral treaties. An Anschluss 

with Austria, however desirable, was impossible as was a separate 

agreement with Soviet Russia, for such moves would be interpreted 

abroad as manifestations of German revanchism. Only by uncondi¬ 

tionally accepting her role as a victim could Germany regain the 

confidence of the other nations and lead them toward peace and 

international disarmament. 

The trouble was, as Die Weltbiilme saw it, that the Germans would 

not accept the consequences of their defeat. Not long before, even the 

left-wing intellectuals had permitted themselves the illusion that uni¬ 

versal fraternity—that is, equal treatment for defeated Germany— 

would emerge from the lost war. A bit wiser, they now urged the 

acceptance of the Versailles treaty. Heinrich Strobel found in the 

general German opposition to the treaty a clear case of German 

nihilism, an expression of the suicidal German desire to pull all Eu¬ 

rope into the abyss of eternal warfare.5 Well before the German 

government made its first modest move toward a “fulfillment policy” in 

1921, the writers of the Weltbiilme had argued in favor of immediate 

reparations payments. For a while they hoped—together with pacifists 

everywhere—that reparations would be limited to the reconstruction 

of areas destroyed in the war. Only this did they recognize as Ger¬ 

many’s moral obligation. They insisted that such reconstruction be 

financed by the German upper classes and carried out by French 
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and German workers.6 Others, like Carl von Ossietzky (at that time 

still writing for the Berliner Volks-Zeitung) put their hope in the 

reparations program of the Vienna or “Two and a Half” International, 

which was convened in February 1921. This abortive congregation of 

French, English, and German left-wing socialists proposed the “inter¬ 

nationalization” of all war debts and recommended that countries 

spared by the war contribute their share to the reconstruction of 

devastated areas.7 Again Ossietzky subscribed enthusiastically to the 

project of the pacifist Count Harry Kessler for the creation of an 

International Institute on Reparations staffed by economic experts and 

trade-union representatives.8 The institute was to become an integral 

part of a new League of Nations composed not of politicians, but of the 

national representatives of workers, employers, consumers, financiers, 

ethical and religious organizations. Kessler’s League of Nations, which 

was to act as a world-wide socialist economic planning board, en¬ 

chanted the left-wing intellectuals and was a favorite subject of their 

discussions.9 Yet when it became clear that nothing would come of 

these projects and that the Allies wanted much more than reparations 

in kind and in labor, Die Weltbiihne recommended that honest efforts 

be made toward meeting these requirements. Only after Geiman good 

will had been demonstrated could the country ask for an easing of the 

truly unbearable reparations burden. 

To counter the seeming naivete of their proposals, which would 

have made Germany lastingly defenseless among heavily armed and 

cynical powers, the W eltbuhne writers argued that Germany had no 

enemies intent upon aggression. For the next twelve years, while the 

bourgeois political parties (and the Communists) alternately conjured 

up the threat of Polish, Russian, French, or English aggression, the 

Weltbiihne insisted that no foreign power threatened German territo¬ 

rial integrity. Moreover, although they themselves were outspoken in 

their criticism of foreign governments, they remained convinced that 

once the peoples of the great powers were reassured of Germany’s 

peaceful intentions, they would coerce their governments to embark 

on the road to reconciliation. 
The crucial point in the left-wing intellectuals’ foreign political 

program was reconciliation with France. On this issue they differed 

sharply from both the Social Democrats and the Communists. As far as 

the Communists were concerned, the Versailles treaty was the product 

of an imperialist victory. The French capitalists were now conducting 

an offensive against German capitalists which, at the same time, 

threatened the national and physical existence of the German people, 
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particularly its lower classes. Ultimately, too, the treaty, by structuring 

Europe into one block under Anglo-French tutelage, was a threat to 

the Soviet Union. The Communist Party therefore decisively opposed 

the acceptance of the Versailles treaty.10 On the other hand the Social 

Democratic leaders11 saw in France a chauvinistic power whose 

aggressiveness could be tempered only by German reliance on Great 

Britain, the one great power interested in weakening French prepon¬ 

derance in Europe.b Most German left-wing intellectuals—and the 

German pacifists in general—were unshakable in their belief that 

aggressive French nationalism was a passing phase and that the 

eventual victory of the French Left would bring about an easing of 

the Franco-German tension. 

The French policy of the Weltbuhne was therefore simple: “fulfill¬ 

ment,” not to achieve Allied evacuation of the Rhineland, or the entry 

of Germany into the League of Nations as an equal and equally 

dangerous partner, but to end all continental antagonisms. Mbreover, 

friendship with France was sought for the beneficial effects that 

French culture might have on the Germans. With a nostalgia, envy, 

and admiration so characteristic of the Central European literati, the 

writers of the Weltbuhne looked to Paris for salvation. They envied in 

the French their civil liberties, Latinity, savoir vivre, gaiety, and 

humanism; they admired the French for their artfulness in juxtaposing 

pedantry and disorder; they saw in France the mirror of democracy, 

intelligence, anticonformism, good taste, artistic refinement, and 

progressive literature—in short, they admired the French for all that 

they felt the Germans lacked. The left-wing intellectuals deemed their 

western neighbors more tolerant, flexible and yet stronger than the 

Germans. They rejoiced over the fact that even the most militaristic 

French general was unable to circumvent the democratic safeguards 

built into France’s political structure. One writer noted with relish in 

the Weltbuhne that the Fcole de Saint Cyr had difficulties in recruiting 

cadets and that contemporary French literature savagely attacked mili¬ 
tarism and the war.12 

b A small coterie of young Social Democratic intellectuals took a foreign policy 
stand similar to that of the Weltbuhne: Carlo Mierendorff, Theodor Haubach, 
and Julius Leber advocated a European federation based on Franco-German 
cooperation. Mierendorff, who had launched the slogan “Transcend Versailles 
by Europe!” argued as late as 1932 that the depression and the danger of fascism 
could be combatted only by an immediate understanding with France and the 
resumption of German reparations payments in kind. See Wolfgang von Manow- 
ski, “Carlo Mierendorff and the Iron Front” (unpublished Master’s thesis, New 
York: Columbia University, 1967), 31 ff. 
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The question can be rightfully raised how these writers were able to 

reconcile their violent anticapitalism with their advocacy of uncondi¬ 

tional Franco-German reconciliation. Even the least dogmatic anticap¬ 

italist was expected to argue that the post-Versailles offensive of 

French capitalism on German capitalism could not be terminated by 

mere political agreements. Was it not an illusion to think of Germany 

as a community of interests which would benefit if it rid itself of nasty 

German nationalism and submit to superior French power? How 

could such submission benefit the German worker? The anticapitalism 

of the left-wing intellectuals was not only determined by their social¬ 

ism, but by undogmatic ethical and cultural considerations. These 

intellectuals loathed the capitalist for his ruthlessness, his arrogant 

self-confidence, and his social callousness, but they held that even a 

capitalist was the product of his national environment; in France, not 

even an armaments manufacturer could wholly escape the civilizing 

effects of a superior culture. Moreover, the left-wing intellectuals were 

confident that France, able to restrain her generals, would eventually 

curb her capitalists as well. In Germany, they argued, capitalism was 

more securely established because it had entered into an alliance with 

the still viable forces of feudalism; it had acquired a monopoly on 

patriotism, and it had caused the German people to transfer their 

submissive loyalty from princes to robber barons. In the Anglo-Saxon 

countries the situation was not much more encouraging; there capital¬ 

ism had become the life and blood of large segments of the popula¬ 

tion. The French bourgeois did not entirely lose his appreciation of 

higher cultural values; the case of the British was more doubtful; the 

American bourgeois seemed beyond redemption. The United States 

was the capitalist country par excellence: money-mad, barbarian, vul¬ 

gar, philistine, sanctimonious, bigoted, and sentimental. Egon Erwin 

Kisch presented the United States as a giant mail-order house: a 

charge account in this august institution alone qualified its holder to 

full citizenship. Those who held no such account, wrote Kisch, “had 

their homes built by architects and not by mail-order firms; bought 

their books in a bookstore and their paintings in an art gallery . . . 

and by these very acts turned themselves into Bolsheviks who ceased 

to be free Americans and individualists.” 13 
Admittedly, there was little in Harding’s and Coolidge’s America 

that a progressive European man of letters could find to his liking. Nor 

is it surprising to see them protest against lynch justice, the monkey 

trial, the filthy stockyards in Chicago, the execution of Sacco and 

Vanzetti, prohibition, and corruption. What made these protestations 
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tasteless was their indictment of a way of life which these writers so 

little understood.' 

And yet, Die Weltbuhne made some efforts to keep itself informed 

on developments in the United States by soliciting contributions from 

democratic Geiman-Americans/ It also gladly risked the accusation of 

“cultural bolshevism” by propagating American jazz, the films of 

Chaplin/ and the writings of Jack London, Upton Sinclair, Theodore 

Dreiser, F. Scott Fitzgerald, and Sinclair Lewis. At one point in his 

commentaries, Tucholsky discovered the not entirely unattractive per¬ 

sonality of the American Burger. In an enthusiastic appraisal of Sin¬ 

clair Lewis’s Babbitt, Tucholsky pointed to the essential youthfulness, 

energy, playfulness, and frustrated longing for goodness of this Ameri¬ 

can equivalent to the German Herr Wendriner.14 But Tucholsky could 

never warm up to the English-speaking peoples. In the words of Harry 

Zohn: 
< 

Tucholsky rejected the Anglo-Saxon world, especially America, which he 
considered cold and reactionary, repeating Heine’s dictum: “I am firmly 
convinced that a cursing Frenchman is a more pleasing sign in the eyes of 
God than a praying Englishman.” He especially lampooned what he consid¬ 
ered typical American advertising copy: “Why does Mona Lisa smile? 
Because she has taken Hitkinson’s Digestion Tablets and thus has been 
permanently cured of troublesome constipation. You, too, can smile if 
you . . . ° 

The general hostility of the Weltbuhne writers toward America 

might have stemmed from their uncertainty about the future of capi- 

c “What objections did I have to the United States? . . . What, indeed, was 
there to say about a state that had not even fought Germany? We studied a good 
deal of Greek and a good deal of Latin, and even a little French; at home we 
had a ‘Bonne’ and a ‘Mademoiselle’: we never had a ‘Miss.’ Pericles and Augustus 
were our friends; the French we knew too because of the battle of Sedan and 
the Moulin Rouge—the English-speaking nations were only earning money. . . . 
I knew nothing of Pitt; less even of Jefferson. When, as a student, I saw the 
title of a book which compared the ideas of 1789 with those of 1776, I learned 
to my great surprise that there had been something like a French Revolution 
on the other side of the ocean. . . . New York and the neighboring colonies 
were farther away than Africa. . . . This then was my image of America: sky¬ 
scrapers, and far-down, in the narrow sunless canyons, an infinite mass of hu¬ 
manity crawling around in the eternal quest for money.” Ludwig Marcuse, Mein 
zwanzigstes Jahrhundert (Munich, 1960), 248 f. 

d For instance, Eduard Goldbeck, the editor of the German Wochenblatt in 
Chicago. 

e Die Weltbuhne prided itself justly for having introduced Chaplin to the 
educated German public. “Chaplin is an oasis” in a drab, stupid, and pompous 
world, wrote Tucholsky, and praised the artist for his ability to illustrate the 
deepest human misery in a seemingly carefree manner. See Peter Panter, “Oase,” 
Die Weltbuhne, May 3, 1923, pp. 522-523. Also in Gesammelte Werke, II, 
1093-1094. 
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talism. As the Soviet experiment was clearly a matter for the Russians 

and could not be exported, there was danger that the world would 

ultimately belong to the United States. Perhaps the United States was 

the land of the future; definitely it was not the Promised Land. There 

was a world of difference between the left-wing intellectuals’ rejection 

of the United States and their criticism of the Soviet Union. The 

United States, and perhaps even Great Britain, were dangerous pow¬ 

ers. The union of France and Germany in a European socialist and 

democratic federation was meant to avert this danger to European 

culture. 

The slogan of Franco-German reconciliation gave the Weltbuhne 

writers a concrete program. They were to help close the terrible gap in 

understanding that separated the two countries, if not to unite French 

and Germans “as two halves of one human soul” (Ernest Renan). In 

the early 1920’s, Die Weltbuhne printed scores of informative articles 

and travelogues on France, gaining the collaboration of such French 

writers as Romain Rolland, Henri Barbusse, and the pacifist Victor 

Basch. When three of its writers—Tucholsky, Moms, and Walter 

Mehring—set out for Paris, it was with the intention of explaining 

France to the Germans. Surveying the scene in 1925, Tucholsky found 

the situation still exasperating: the two nations were purposefully 

ignorant of each other, though the French were infinitely better in¬ 

formed than the Germans.16 Tucholsky found both pacifists and artists, 

the only Germans sincerely interested in working for Franco-German 

friendship, ineffectual. The artists were bickering among themselves; 

the pacifists took themselves too seriously. Both groups abroad gave 

the impression—illusory, of course—that they had some influence at 

home. Meanwhile, the Paris correspondents of the big German press 

behaved like wide-eyed tourists in search of erotic scandals. As for the 

German government, it was unable to get any point across to the 

French people. Consequently, the Germans considered the French 

decadent and dangerous madmen, while the French tended to overes¬ 

timate the strength and aggressive intentions of the German army, 

instead of appreciating the long-range threat of German domestic 

militarism. The businessmen alone showed themselves to be Realpoli- 

tiker, Tucholsky argued in a surprising reversal of his usual anti capi¬ 

talism. They did more to effect a Franco-German understanding than 

the “hysterical old maids” of the pacifist movement.17 Exasperated, 

Tucholsky predicted a Franco-German war for 1939, brought about 

not by the monarchists, but by the German democrats. 

The francophile campaign of the left-wing intellectuals met with its 

severest test in 1923 during the Ruhr crisis. Reproaching the Germans 
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with the sabotage of reparations payments, the government of Poin¬ 

care in January of that year ordered its troops to seize two-thirds of 

the Ruhr area “to secure the rights and claims of France.” The German 

answer was a “scream of indignation.” 18 The conservative Cuno gov¬ 

ernment ordered the workers of the Ruhr to strike, and proclaimed 

“passive resistance” against the aggressors. The consequences were the 

devaluation of the German mark, the ruin of the middle class and of 

the workers, large-scale strike movements in the Reich, separatist 

agitation in Ravaria and the Rhineland, the rise of political extremism, 

and numerous political murders. During these terrible months the 

German pacifists and left-wing intellectuals were again almost alone 

in denouncing resistance to the French occupying forces. The Com¬ 

munists who saw in France the greatest enemy of Soviet Russia,* 

ordered all-out workers’ resistance to the troops of the French bour¬ 

geoisie. Karl Radek, the principal agent of the Comintern in Germany, 

appealed to the German Right to form a common front of Communists 

and Nationalists.19 True, the Communists also proclaimed a simulta¬ 

neous proletarian struggle against the German bourgeoisie, but their 

slogan “Reat Poincare on the Ruhr and Cuno on the Spree” was an 

implicit approval of the German government’s resistance policy.20 

As for the Social Democrats, they were bewildered. Fearing the rise 

of a new stab-in-the-back legend were they to refuse to join in the 

national resistance, they contented themselves with polite criticism of 

the government.21 Only the small reviews of the left-wing intellectuals 

and of the revisionist Social Democratic opposition insisted that resist¬ 

ance on the Ruhr was national suicide and that reconciliation with 

France was mandatory, be it in the presence of the French army of 

occupation. There were defections in their ranks, a few writers having 

again succumbed to the call for national unity, but the majority 

remained undaunted. Germany could have fulfilled her obligations in 

the past, Morus wrote in the Weltbiihne during the first days of the 

Ruhr occupation, if only she had worked harder and placed her wares 

on the world market. To satisfy France would have been both a moral 

obligation and a good strategy. It would have allowed the creation of 

a Franco-German economic alliance against Rritish industry. France 

erred morally by ordering a violent measure; it was up to the Germans 

to score a point by showing more generosity.22 Passive resistance is 

1 As late as 1930 Stalin still considered the French his most dangerous oppo¬ 
nents. He called France “the most aggressive and militarist of all aggressive and 
militarist countries.” See E. H. Carr, German-Soviet Relations Between the Two 
World Wars, 1919-1939 (New York, 1966), 102. 
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senseless, Morus exclaimed a few weeks later. What is the point in 

bleeding to death heroically when the creditor is in firm possession of 

the collateral, the Ruhr area? Only the debtor suffered. There was still 

time for payments but the government must bring itself to tax the 

industry which had drawn enormous profits from the inflation.23 

There was no issue of the Weltbiihne at that time which would not 

have argued, with more or less economic expertise, the possibility of 

paying reparations. Not only Germany, the whole world will suffer, so 

the journal’s argument ran, because the Reichstag lives in mortal fear 

of being called unpatriotic and chooses to submit to the industrialists, 

the true profiteers of the Ruhr occupation.24 

In another article Morus spelled out the conditions of German 

surrender. There must be an armistice, he insisted; French evacuation 

of the Ruhr should follow upon the termination of German resistance. 

It is not true that the situation resembles that of October 1918. Then 

Germany had risked losing her weapons; now she had nothing to lose. 

The French and Belgian troops must consent to return to their barracks 

and end all controlling operations. They must also suspend the state of 

siege and abandon arrests and expulsions. In exchange, the Germans 

must resume work in the mines and the factories. Negotiations on 

reparations can begin after the conclusion of an armistice.25 This was 

written in May 1923. Three months later the Cuno government fell 

and in September, the new chancellor, Gustav Stresemann, liquidated 

passive resistance in the Ruhr area. 

Although Die Weltbiihne weathered rather well the emotional 

stresses of the Ruhr crisis, some of its writers adopted a more tradi¬ 

tional stand in matters of foreign policy when they began to advocate 

a Continental Bloc directed against the Anglo-Saxon powers. Their 

aim, however, remained the same: to foster German democracy and 

European peace through close Franco-German cooperation. Back in 

1920, Die Weltbiihne had suggested that a bloc of European debtor 

states be created against Great Britain, and ultimately against the 

chief creditor, the United States. After 1923, the chief advocate in the 

Weltbiihne of an anti-British “Continental Policy” was Felix Stossin- 

ger, a revisionist Social Democrat and contributor to Joseph Bloch’s 

Sozialistische Monatshefte.26 Bloch and his friends abhorred the con¬ 

stant German, and especially Social Democratic, flirtation with Great 

Britain, the purpose of which was the weakening of French power. 

They saw the balance of power policy of England as an excuse for 

English imperialism and they judged Germany’s position visA-vis 

England as that of a flunky. England, they said, was encouraging an 



92 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

aggressive German Ostpolitik which threatened the French policy of 

international security and was bound to lead Europe to a new war. 

Characteristically, it was in 1925, during the preparation for the Lo¬ 

carno treaty between Germany and the Western powers that Stossinger 

detected the rising threat of an international conflict. For the Locarno 

Pact, although it guaranteed France’s own boundaries, left the ques¬ 

tion of Polish-German settlement open, and encouraged German, Brit¬ 

ish, and Soviet maneuvering in this vital area.27 In the Eastern 

question Die Weltbiihne again took an unusual stand and thoroughly 

repudiated tine politics of all leftist political parties. 



Chapter VI 

FOR PEACE WITH POLAND AND AGAINST 
SOVIET-GERMAN COLLARORATION 

German-Soviet relations presented the Weimar political parties with 

an immediate postwar dilemma. Obviously, there had to be some con¬ 

tacts and even some cooperation between the two great victims of the 

World War but, no less obviously, there were serious ideological and 

practical obstacles in the way of a rapprochement.1 The most vocifer¬ 

ous opponent in Germany of Russo-German cooperation had been the 

Social Democratic Party. Following the Bolshevik assumption of 

power, the Social Democrats exchanged ther traditional hostility to 

reactionary and obscurantist tsarist Russia for a no less intense ideo¬ 

logical dislike of Soviet Communism. They also opposed German-So¬ 

viet cooperation because it threatened the chances of Germany’s even¬ 

tual reconciliation with the Western powers. The Social Democratic 

position was widely shared by the other republican parties. Even the 

Nationalists, steeped as they were in the tradition of Junker sympathy 

for Russia, and of violent anti-Western sentiments, could initially con¬ 

ceive only of an alliance with a counterrevolutionary, “White” Russia. 

Yet it was on the Right that the first break occurred in the front of 

common hostility to Bolshevist Russia. In 1919, a number of conserva¬ 

tive intellectuals came out for a Soviet-German alliance and some even 

advocated the Bolshevization of Germany. There was a good bit of 

masochism and fantasy in the Tat’s advocacy of a German form of 

Bolshevism as the only avenue of escape for future generations of 

Germans from Western imperialism.2 Only through the sacrifice of the 

present generation of Germans, Die Tat contended, could the union of 

all Germans be realized and the greatest threat of all averted: the 

93 



94 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

appropriation by Anglo-American capital of all of Germany’s produc¬ 
tive forces. “Without Bolshevism, the wealth of our capitalists would 
inevitably fall into the hands of foreign countries; Bolshevism would 
turn this wealth over to the German people.”3 Despair over the terms 
of the Versailles treaty and hatred for Wilson, that “high priest of 
Mammon,” that “servant of the Antichrist,”4 caused the arch-conserva¬ 
tive Der Tiirmer to argue that inasmuch as “the German people will 
be plundered in any case, there is only one solution: immediate 
understanding with Russia, and our transformation on Bolshevist 
grounds, but according to German ideals.” 5 

Even after the passing of the first wave of conservative disorienta¬ 
tion, rightist intellectuals continued to toy with the thought of an 
alliance among the “young” or “have-not” nations—by which they 
meant Germany and, alternately, Russia, Japan, or sometimes the 
United States—against the old “haves,” the capitalist, materialist, indi¬ 
vidualist, and liberal Western powers.6 A small but fashionable group 
of conservative intellectuals went even further in developing the con¬ 
cept of German “National Bolshevism,” based on the union of all 
anticapitalist forces within and outside Germany.7 

These intellectual rantings would have been of little consequence 
had a handful of conservative Gennan diplomats and officers not 
embraced similar ideas.a As early as December 1918, General Hans 
von Seeckt, who was to become the chief of the Reichswehr less than a 
year later, mentioned the possibility of a Russo-German alliance di¬ 
rected against Poland and the Western powers.8 In the following year, 
two officers, Colonel Max Bauer and Admiral Paul von Hintze, ap¬ 
proached the Comintern agent Karl Radek, then in a Berlin prison, 
to offer him an alliance between the German working class and the 
“officer class.” The German socialist revolution, the officers argued, 
should be led by professional soldiers.9 Undoubtedly, Seeckt did not 
share the exalted views of these officers; his concept was that of a 
conventional Russo-German military alliance directed against the 
Versailles powers. Seeckt had to proceed slowly because the Soviet 
leaders were divided between those who confidently expected a Com- 

a Needless to say, the German Communists also advocated close German- 
Soviet cooperation, but they did not make clear whether this alliance was to be 
an outcome of the triumph of the German revolutionary proletariat or whether 
a close cooperation between bourgeois Germany and Soviet Russia was also 
desirable. But as the German Communists vehemently denounced any rapproche¬ 
ment between Germany and the Western powers, while they never raised their 
voice against German-Soviet contacts, they indirectly supported the conservative 
advocates of an exclusively pro-Russian foreign policy. 
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munist revolution in Germany and those who believed that since the 

world revolution was not forthcoming, at least one bourgeois power, 

Germany, should be accommodated. Only after the defeat of the Red 

Army at the gates of Warsaw in the fall of 1920, did Lenin conclude 

that an understanding with the Weimar republic was desirable. On 

April 26, 1922, a Soviet-German treaty was signed in Rapallo, ostensi¬ 

bly normalizing relations between the two countries. This would have 

been a perfectly acceptable move on the part of Germany, had it not 

taken place during an international conference, held in Genoa, where 

Germany appeared for the first time as an equal partner. 

The Rapallo treaty came as a surprise to the assembled diplomats 

and was recognized as an open challenge to the Western powers. It 

was suspected by everybody that secret military clauses lurked behind 

the seemingly harmless official agreement.10 There were, in fact, no 

such clauses because they were no longer needed. Following secret 

military conversations, German officers had gone to Russia early in 

1922 to train with forbidden weapons, and German industrialists had 

set up factories in Russia for the manufacture of tanks, airplanes, 

poison gas, and ammunition. These ventures were mostly unsuccessful 

because of Russian incompetence, but Germany continued for the next 

ten years to undertake similar military experiments in Russia. Strategi¬ 

cally negligible, Soviet-German military cooperation proved to have 

important political consequences.11 Not only did the fairly well-known 

and usually exaggerated facts of this secret collaboration irritate West¬ 

ern public opinion, but military cooperation contributed to the ruin of 

democracy in Germany. No matter how hostile some German politi¬ 

cians were to these military contacts, they considered it their patriotic 

duty to remain silent. Worse than that, many cabinet members were 

simply not informed by the army command and consequently knew 

less, or pretended to know less, than some astute journalists. On the 

other hand, Seeckt was allowed to pursue his own foreign policy, as 

unrealistic as it was aggressive. Fancying himself a “global” politician, 

Seeckt greatly exaggerated the occasional tensions between France 

and Great Britain. In September 1922, for instance, he argued in a 

memorandum to Chancellor Wirth that a Franco-British war was 

inevitable and that Britain would soon seek an alliance with Germany. 

As a price for this alliance, Britain would then allow Germany to 

pursue an independent Eastern policy. What Seeckt meant by the 

latter was simply that Germany, and possibly Russia, should occupy 

Poland. Poland was Seeckt’s bete noire, a mortal threat to Germany 

which had to be eliminated.12 
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The worst sufferers of Seeckt’s Ostpolitik were the Social Democrats 

who were so afraid to appear unpatriotic that they usually refrained 

from even mentioning the Russo-German military collaboration. When 

they finally broke their silence, as Scheidemann did in the Reichstag in 

December 1926, it was too late, and their revelations failed to move 

public opinion.13 The fact was that Rapallo proved to be popular 

among the German middle and upper classes. Untutored as these 

people generally were in international affairs, they shared Seeckt’s 

“global” political thinking and his predilection for an apocalyptic view 

of history. The curious situation arose in which the majority of the 

workers condemned the ties that linked Germany to the country of 

socialism, whereas the bourgeoisie hailed the alliance. Tucholsky’s 

Herr Wendriner typified the bourgeois view of the Soviet alliance: 

[Herr Wendriner sits in a barber’s chair and reads the Berliner Lokalanzei- 
ger:\ “The New Russia. Unveiling of the Worker’s Monument.” (The foul 
gangsters! These people are in power today—so they are having a ball. Of 
course, one should conclude an alliance with Russia. You see, England will 
soon march against Russia because of India; then Germany will have to 
help Russia. Let France burst with envy. And after that? After that, we will 
give it to the Russians too.14 

Of all the German political groups only the left-wing intellectuals 

remained forever outspokenly hostile to the Soviet-German alliance. 

Nothing alienated them more from the two working-class parties than 

the left-wing intellectuals’ knowledge that the Social Democrats toler¬ 

ated and the Communists indirectly fostered close contacts between 

the two powers. 

No sooner did the “bombshell” explode in Rapallo than Die 

Weltbiihne denounced what it called a “conspiracy” and an open pro¬ 

vocation of the Western powers. Its first commentary on the subject 

exempted Foreign Minister Rathenau from direct responsibility in this 

move and correctly indicted Baron von Maltzan, a Foreign Ministry 

official, for having masterminded the Rapallo agreement.15 The writer 

of the article, Moritz Fleimann, indicated rightly that Rathenau had 

signed the agreement only reluctantly, but he erred when he thought 

that Chancellor Wirth had also been tricked by von Maltzan into 

accepting the treaty. In reality, Wirth, a progressive Catholic politi¬ 

cian and the first champion in Germany of a fulfillment policy, was 

much in favor of the Soviet treaty.18 Why Wirth chose to follow in the 

footsteps of Bismarck by keeping the line open to Moscow is still a 

mystery.17 In any case, Die Weltbiihne found the situation exasperat¬ 

ing. Rapallo has reopened the Eastern question—Hermann argued— 
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and it has upset the painfully established international order. The 

German Foreign Ministry, by shrouding the preparation for the treaty 

in mystery, had reverted to the prewar practice of secret diplomacy.18 

Rapallo is a tragedy, wrote Moms: “it is a special treaty directed 

openly against Europe. And this at the very moment when the Euro¬ 

pean powers, having lived through four years of war and three years 

of postwar confusion, were meeting for the first time to discuss their 

common future.” 19 Again Germany parades as Europe’s chief trouble¬ 

maker, Moms lamented. In another article Morns became more judi¬ 

cious in reviewing the failure of the Genoa conference. He called 

Poincare’s obstructionist tactics a crime, but labeled Germany’s and 

Russia’s actions worse than a crime: a mistake.20 The Russian Foreign 

Commissar Chicherin acted not as a statesman but as a ghetto mer¬ 

chant—Soviet Russia generally suffered from a ghetto mentality—and 

Rathenau acted the fool by throwing away Germany’s best chance of 

becoming an equal among the European powers. We went to Genoa 

as equals, Moms complained, we returned as defendants: again the 

Germans have become international outcasts.21 Die Welthiihne knew 

nothing at that time of the secret Russo-German military contacts. 

Moms first mentioned the mmor in August 1922, refusing at the same 

time to beiieve it because “it would be too terrible.” 22 Soon thereafter 

the evidence became overwhelming and Die Welthiihne made it one 

of its principal missions to air the secret military contacts. Its military 

experts were thereupon dragged from one treason trial to another. 

German-Soviet relations took a new turn after the liquidation of the 

Ruhr crisis in the summer of 1923. In the slowly developing interna¬ 

tional detente, the Germans found themselves in a central position in 

European diplomacy. Courted from all sides, they could now take the 

initiative in foreign affairs. In 1924, Foreign Minister Stresemann 

began an active rapprochement with the Western powers, a program 

for which he now received the support of General von Seeckt. But 

throughout, Stresemann—and Seeckt—remained intent on keeping the 

door open to an independent German Eastern policy. In this, they 

were greatly aided by both domestic and foreign developments. In 

October 1923 the German Communists made their last unsuccessful 

attempt to overthrow the bourgeois republic. Thereafter the German 

Communist Party became a parliamentary party.23 As for the Russians, 

they became increasingly convinced that France and Great Britain 

were their most dangerous enemies. Weimar Germany seemed by far 

the lesser evil unless she was drawn into a capitalist coalition directed 

against Soviet Russia. It seemed incredible to the Russians, writes 
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E. H. Carr, “that the capitalists should be too short-sighted to form 

such a combination.”24 In 1925 the situation seemed indeed frightening 

to the Russians. Having signed the Dawes Plan on reparations pay¬ 

ments and on foreign loans to be provided to Germany, Stresemann 

signed the Locarno treaty on October 16, 1925, according to which 

Germany promised to respect the sanctity of the Franco-German and 

Belgo-German frontiers. This ended the short-term possibility of a 

Franco-German conflict. But the treaty also made clear that Germany 

had not surrendered her claims on the rectification of her Eastern 

boundaries. Although Germany signed arbitration treaties with Poland 

and Czechoslovakia, it was generally understood that she would not 

specifically bind herself to refrain from aggression in the East.25 Since 

this was the case, the Russians wanted to keep on the good side of the 

Germans. Long before the signing of the Locarno treaty, Russia had 

given several indications of her dissatisfaction with German policy by 

arranging friendly Russian visits to Warsaw and Paris. The (Germans 

understood the hint, and new German-Soviet negotiations began in 

Berlin in December 1925, the month that the Locarno treaty was rati¬ 

fied by the Reichstag. On April 24, 1926, while Germany was actively 

seeking admission to the League of Nations, Germany and Russia 

signed a treaty of neutrality in Berlin.26 

Locarno and Berlin expressed two realities in German life, writes 

E. H. Carr: Germany’s financial dependence on the West, and espe¬ 

cially on the United States,” and her “military dependence on Soviet 

Russia.”27 Indeed, the Berlin treaty included secret clauses on the 

manufacture of ammunitions for Germany and the training of Ger¬ 

man officers in Soviet Russia.28 It was typical of conditions in Ger¬ 

many that while the Locarno treaty was wildly denounced by the 

Communists and the Nationalists in the Reichstag, the Berlin treaty 

was ratified unanimously with only three opposing votes cast by 
dissident Communist deputies.29 

The “spirits” of Locarno and Berlin were mutually exclusive. The 

Locarno treaty was based on the understanding that Germany would 

join the status quo powers, harbor no more resentment against France, 

and fully collaborate with the Western powers in building a peaceful 

but anti-Bolshevist Europe. The secret military clauses of the Berlin 

treaty cast grave doubts on the sincerity of the Germans. In 1927, 

when Anglo-Soviet relations appeared to reach the breaking point and 

Germany was unofficially asked by both Great Britain and Russia to 

take sides, the incompatibility of the two treaties became apparent.30 

Although the Germans gave elusive answers to both powers, they 
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really had no choice but to side with Great Britain, and thereafter 

Soviet-German relations were kept within more cautious limits. But 

even then Stresemann, and the German diplomats in general, were 

ready to use the threat of an intimate Bussian alliance to put pressure 

on the Western powers. Furthermore, they understood friendship with 

Russia to mean the first step toward an anti-Polish Machtpolitik in 

Eastern Europe.31 

The writers of the Weltbiihne found no redeeming grace in Strese- 

mann’s “two-faced” policy. They were distressed to see Germany re¬ 

vert to the secret diplomatic maneuvering which had served her so 

poorly in the decades before the war. What was Germany to gain from 

all this? Why the Soviet alliance if not for a new war? Tucholsky 

addressed an “open letter” to Stresemann from Paris.32 He accused the 

foreign minister of “having recognized at Locarno only half of the 

Versailles treaty.” And even that half was of doubtful value. For the 

military road to Paris did not necessarily lead through Belfort—there 

was also a road leading through Warsaw. Stresemann was clever to 

recognize that Poland represented a vacuum through which Europe 

could again be infiltrated by German power. He was clever but, 

Tucholsky asked, was he also wise? For a while everything would go 

well for Germany, Tucholsky predicted. The Anschluss of Austria will 

be an easy matter; Czechoslovakia will be a harder nut to crack, but 

because of the nationality struggle in that country, Germany will 

succeed there as well. There remains only Poland where Stresemann 

counts on the support of Russia. But the Russians—and here, only, 

Tucholsky’s vision is faulty—will not go along with the bargain. 

Stresemann will also try to protect his back by winning over England 

for his Polish campaign. And this is where his calculation will fail. 

For he is wrong to believe that the Germans are popular in Great 

Britain. In fact, there is less sympathy for Germany in that country 

than there is in France. If not provoked, France might be willing to 

cooperate with Germany. Not so the English. What Stresemann does 

not realize, but the English do, is that this is one world, and that a 

brawl started in one corner of the great hall of assembled nations will 

upset the entire gathering. If Germany attacks Poland, the whole 

world will fight Germany. “You might be betting well in the first half 

hour”—Tucholsky wrote to Stresemann—“but in the end you are 

going to lose the race.”33 

All of the Weltbiihne circle found Stresemann’s policy wanting. 

Felix Stossinger interpreted Locarno as a threat to France and Poland, 

and a stupid submission to British imperialist ambitions.34 Hans 
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Schwann saw no hope for peace as long as Stresemann was directing 

German foreign policy.348 Morus violently attacked the German at¬ 

tempt to conclude a “reinsurance treaty” with Russia. Where Caprivi 

failed in the 1890’s, Stresemann could not be more successful. 

Whoever wants to follow a realistic policy, Morus argued, must ignore 

the Rapallo treaty.35 In April 1926, when the Berlin treaty was about 

to be signed, Ossietzky turned against Stresemann whom he had 

otherwise admired. In his first editorial for the Weltbiihne, entitled 

“The Sealed Railroad Car,” 36 Ossietzky derided the notion that the 

Soviet Russians were brilliant foreign politicians. Ever since Rapallo, 

where, to the general surprise of the Germans, the Russians had 

appeared not as wild barbarians or as slovenly Bohemians but as 

polished gentlemen, the Germans had developed the impression of an 

incomparably cunning Soviet diplomacy. Yet what in reality had So¬ 

viet diplomacy accomplished since the “surprise” of Rapallo? Nothing 

but a series of failures, and this because the plotter and the figitator 

had always followed in the wake of the diplomat. The genius of Soviet 

foreign policy, Ossietzky wrote, consists in providing the world with an 

export article called revolution: 

Revolution in all sizes and qualities: heavy pieces of equipment for China 

and India; delicate little traveling cases for the Nomadic tribes of Arabia; 

Marx theory and pastoral letters for Germany; wild apocalyptic prophecies 

for the pious Anglo-Saxons.37 

The effect of this export trade was the isolation of Soviet Russia. 

Only the Germans, Ossietzky continued, take Soviet diplomacy seri¬ 

ously.15 Here every flag-waving reactionary casts an expectant eye on 

Russia. Not that these Germans are socialists. Far from it. They are 

friends of crises and of international catastrophies. “They think from 

one catastrophe to another.” They want revenge against Poland and, 

to achieve this, they are ready to send new “sealed railroad cars” 

with new Lenins into a peaceful world. That the dilettantes of the 

Wilhelmstrasse are no better than the average conservative Katas- 

trophenpolitiker is understandable. But Stresemann is above these con¬ 

siderations: he is the first Weimar politician with a realistic view. 

Stresemann alone understands that Germany’s road must lead to an 

understanding with France and to the League of Nations. Why then 

this flirtation with the Soviets? Because Stresemann fancies himself a 

b It is small wonder that of all of Ossietzky’s pieces, this commentary is most 
seriously criticized in the highly laudatory East German account of his life. 
Bruno Frei, Carl v. Ossietzky (Berlin [East], 1966), 91 ff. 
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great tactician. Because for him Locarno is not a step toward the crea¬ 

tion of a new supranational order, but toward “pacifist maneuvering.” 

Yet “pacifism is an absolute requirement. . . . One cannot play up 

peace as a threat the way war was played up earlier.”38 

Then and later Ossietzky made clear his conception of Germany’s 

new role: strict neutrality and the surrender of her great power status: 

“Our boot-licking neutrality will not do. It must become a conscious 

neutrality. . . . Here [in Germany] must crystallize all that still re¬ 

mains on this earth of reasonableness and of the will for peace.” 39 

The withdrawal of the Allied Control Commission from Germany in 

January, 1927, all but restored Germany’s military independence 40 and 

increased the domestic political activity of the German army com¬ 

mand, especially as it now professed to be certain of the imminence of 

a Polish attack. This alleged danger was exploited—as it would be 

again and again—by conservative politicians and by the military to 

silence criticism of the army and to push new military appropriations 

through the Reichstag. In 1928, Minister of Defense General Groener 

convinced the German government to proceed with the controversial 

armored-cruiser program because of “Poland’s hunger for German 

territory in East Prussia and Upper Silesia, and the general aggressive¬ 

ness of her policy.”41 In 1932, the military used the argument of the 

Palish war to obtain from the government the prohibition of the SA. 

Subsequently, when the generals reversed their views on the probable 

behavior of the SA in the event of a Polish invasion, they obtained 

from the government the lifting of the prohibition.42 

The unsatisfactory course of German foreign policy, and the ability 

of the German generals to mould policy both abroad and at home, 

decisively influenced the Weltbiihne’s views on the republic. In 

domestic affairs, they set themselves four main tasks: (1) to impress 

on the politicians the need to concentrate all political power in civilian 

hands and to make a “revolution from above”; (2) to weaken by every 

means the prestige of the army; (3) to bring about the reform of the 

judiciary, that other enforcer of public servility, and, (4) to help 

revive prewar working-class unity. When the passivity of the republi¬ 

can leadership toward the officers became unmistakably clear, they 

saw “Red unity” or the Left Front as the last hope for the complete 

overhaul of the republic. 



Chapter VII 

FOR A MILITANT REPUBLIC AFTER THE 
KAPP PUTSCH AND THE RATHENAU 
MURDER 

( 

In 1928, when the Weimar republic congratulated itself for having 

weathered ten stormy years, Kurt Tucholsky asked: 

Happier now, you worker’s wife? 
You, the miner down there? 
And for all of you in the prison block 
Has the republic sweetened the air? 
Ah, but we are a republic 
All black and white and red. 
Doing our best to run the shop 
Just like the founder said. 

We have judges worse than the Kaiser’s 
Industrialists now rob with a sting 
The Junkers—they’re hard to get rid of 
The Church still rides Victory’s wing.1 

What mattered, indeed, was not the individual fate of the miner or 

of the prisoner—certainly no worse than in most other countries—but 

the indestructibility of the forces of reaction. That there had been 

opportunities to suppress them, and that the republican parties had 

not been equal to the challenge, earned for Weimar the epithet “the 

republic of missed opportunities.” Perhaps the best of these opportuni¬ 

ties presented itself in January 1919 immediately after the elections to 

the National Assembly, which had secured an enormous majority to 

parties that stood—at least in theory—for a democratic and socialist 

republic.2 No doubt, the winners were divided. Their strongest group, 

102 
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the Majority Social Democrats, polled a disappointing 38 percent of 

the total vote, not enough to form a government. A new coalition with 

the Independent Socialists being out of the question, the Social Demo¬ 

crats formed a coalition government with two bourgeois republican 

parties, the German Democrats and the Catholic Center. Even this 

coalition held an unmistakable mandate for sweeping reforms. These 

parties together polled more than three-fourths of the total vote; their 

electoral platforms had been almost identical in demanding such 

measures as the socialization of certain industries and mines, drastic 

financial reform based, above all, on taxation of property and capital, 

a far-reaching welfare program, and the democratization of such old 

Imperial institutions as the army, the judiciary, and the administration. 

Furthermore, since the Spartacus League had boycotted the elections, 

the Weimar coalition shared the benches of the left in the National 

Assembly with only the Independent Socialists whose moderate wing 

favored the reform legislation of the Weimar coalition. As if this were 

not enough, the program of the new government enjoyed the theoretical 

support of the Right opposition whose electoral platforms had echoed 

a few socialist reform proposals.3 The Weimar Constitution, subse¬ 

quently ratified by the National Assembly, embodied the achieve¬ 

ments of the November revolution: a republican government, political 

equality, human rights. But it did not provide for institutions encour¬ 

aging social and economic equality, such as the state ownership of 

basic industries. In the words of Evelyn Anderson: 

All these [socialistic] measures could have been carried out even by the 
coalition Government which was formed with the Social Democrat, Philipp 
Scheidemann, as Premier. It would not have been Socialism, but these 
measures would have provided some elementary safeguards for German 
democracy. Moreover, they would have had an immensely popular appeal 
not only to Socialists but equally to the vast number of people who had 
voted for the Democratic and Catholic Parties. However, nothing of that 

sort was done.4 

Many reasons were advanced for the failure of Social Democracy, for 

it was the Social Democratic Party that failed above all: a general lack 

of self-confidence in Social Democratic ranks; fear of economic sabo¬ 

tage by the capitalists and the landowners;5 an unwillingness to dis¬ 

please the Allied Powers; above all, anxiety over the possible resur¬ 

gence of Communist agitation.6 But for the overriding reason, it is 

necessary to go further back. Well before the First World War, the 

SPD had developed a semi-autocratic party machinery committed to 

an unimaginative kind of trade-union reformism and the suppression 
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of revolutionary elements in the party. The great historian of German 

Social Democracy, Carl Schorske, goes so far as to argue that the 

prewar SPD had a vested interest in the preservation of capitalism.7 

Whether or not Schorske is correct, the fact remains that the SPD’s 

electoral platform in 1919 promised the introduction of socialist meas¬ 

ures and that, after the elections, the party did not even try to live up 

to its promises. Never again would the SPD receive such electoral sup¬ 

port. Nor would the combined votes of the working-class parties—and 

these parties remained forever divided—come close to the figures of 

that year. Nor would, finally, the Weimar coalition again command a 

majority in the Reischstag. After 1919 no parliamentary combination 

could muster sufficient electoral support for effective reform legisla¬ 

tion: Weimar history came to be characterized by the stagnation of 

the political parties, a pattern broken only in 1930 with the phenome¬ 

nal rise of National Socialism and the parallel decline of the bourgeois 

political parties.1 

But if the opportunity for sweeping but orderly reform was lost in 

1919, there still remained other avenues for energetic political action. 

On several occasions a sudden political consensus and the pressure of 

mass demonstrations put the democratic minority in a position to im¬ 

pose its will on its divided opponents. It was the kind of action that 

the left-wing intellectuals harped on with maddening; monotonv. Even 

Tueholsky, who had repudiated the bourgeois republic almost as it was 

created, repeatedly called for republican dynamism. In his biography 

of Tueholsky, Harold Poor has commented: 

He [Tueholsky] spoke in the enthusiastic, but generally vague language of 
revolution. Party programs, parliamentary resolutions, political speeches 
seemed to have little to do with the exciting business of sweeping away the 
old order and creating the new. ... He struck a pose of despair before a 
hopeless society, using such words as “spirit,” “sensibility,” and “atmos¬ 
phere.” ... In the early years, he predicted disaster while hoping for, and 
half-believing in, salvation.8 

For the majority of the Weltbuhne writers, separation from the 

parties that made up the republic was a much slower process. It will 

be shown later that in the early years of the republic they consistently 

* There are good surveys of the voting patterns of the Weimar era in Evelyn 
Anderson, Hammer or Anvil (London, 1945), pp. 140 f., and Hunt, 111 ff. Both 
authors demonstrate convincingly the stagnation of all political combinations in 
the post-1919 era, be it of the working class parties or of the “Weimar Coalition.” 
They also show that the combined strength of the bourgeois parties (excluding 
the Center) remained stable only until 1930, when the voters deserted these 
parties for National Socialism. 
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adopted a Social Democratic position, that they considered the Wei¬ 

mar Constitution the basis for further political action. The old, Impe¬ 

rial Constitution had interested no one, Ossietzky wrote on the second 

anniversary of the constitution’s adoption.9 The passions stirred up for 

and against the Weimar Constitution show, he wrote, that it represents 

force. True, it is no work of art; it has little appeal and does not aim at 

man’s soul as does the French constitution; it has no inner music. But 

it represents an element of unity in a divided country. The Weimar 

Constitution “is an attempt,” he affirmed, “to translate into terse sen¬ 

tences the loftiest socio-ethical tendencies of modern society.” 10 But 

the success of the constitution depends on the conversion of the 

Germans’ exaggerated individualism into a feeling of solidarity. 

The trouble was that “democratic solidarity,” although not entirely 

lacking, came to the fore only in extreme emergencies as, for example, 

during the reactionary coup d’etat of March 1920. The Kapp putsch 

had been met by an impressive show of democratic solidarity and a 

grave threat to the republic was thereby averted. But the republic 

proved incapable of exploiting the fruits of its victory. Although the 

Social Democratic minister of defense, Noske, was dismissed for hav¬ 

ing overlooked the threat of counterrevolution, his place was given to 

Otto Gessler, a Bavarian member of the Democratic Party whose 

republican loyalty was at least doubtful. The decidedly antirepublican 

Seeckt was rewarded with the command of the Reichswehr for his 

“neutrality” during the Kapp putsch. The putschists themselves were 

either allowed to escape or were soon amnestied. Finally, the govern¬ 

ment of the Weimar coalition failed to suppress the putsch in Bavaria 

where a Social Democratic government had been replaced by a reac¬ 

tionary regime under von Kahr. Thereafter, this government—openly 

hostile to the Reich—harbored all the counterrevolutionary elements. 

The net result of the Kapp putsch was disheartening. Immediately 

after the suppression of the counterrevolution, the triumphant trade- 

union leaders demanded the formation of a labor government sup¬ 

ported by both socialist parties and the socialist and Christian trade 

unions. Almost inconceivably, the offer was snubbed by the socialist 

parties, whereupon the trade unions acquiesced in the return of the 

Weimar coalition. This was a turning point in the history of the 

German trade unions. A decisive force in the republic, the trade 

unions subsequently concentrated on economic problems, developing 

the republic’s already impressive welfare institutions but repeatedly 

compromising with the ruling powers. On the other hand, the second 

decisive force in the republic, the army, was allowed to be built by 
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Seeckt into a “state withing the state.”11 Temporarily loyal, it proved 

in the long run to be fatal to the republic. 

The Weltbuhne’s only cessation of activity during the entire history 

of the Weimar republic occurred during the Kapp putsch. Two con¬ 

secutive issues could not be published in Berlin while the soldiers of 

Liittwitz and Ehrhardt patrolled the streets. When it reappeared on 

March 25, 1920, Die Weltbiihne launched an immediate appeal for the 

long overdue “German revolution.” In his first post-Kapp article,12 

Tucholsky offered concrete suggestions to the republican leaders. He 

demanded the ousting of all the “conservative Prussian” officers from 

the Reichswehr; the suppression of military jurisdiction; the transfor¬ 

mation of the army into a “reliable people’s militia,” the disbanding of 

all paramilitary units; drastic “enlightenment” of the population on the 

past and present crimes of the nationalists, and, finally, the complete 

overhaul of education in a democratic, antimonarchical and pacifist 

spirit: « 

If the German republic, awakened by the military coup, now makes up for 
the passivity which has dogged it since November 1918, then this [coup] 
has not been in vain. 

No one will raise his voice against the reform of the great public 
institutions; the resistance of small communities and interest groups, down 
to family units, will be considerable. Break that resistance! We have had no 
revolution. Make one! 13 

Two years later Tucholsky repeated his recommendations to the 

republic, adding such other proposals as the demilitarization of the 

“Schutzpolizei,” that mobile police force in which the number of 

officers in relation to enlisted men has come to resemble the situation 

in Liberia; a thorough purge of the judiciary, especially of the state 

prosecutor’s office; the strengthening of the Reich against the Lander; 

immediate amnesty to all except rightist political prisoners (which 

would have meant no amnesty to the Kapp conspirator Herr von 

Jagow, the republic’s only rightist political prisoner), and, finally, 

permission for all citizens to display medals and to claim honorific 

titles, including titles of nobility, whether or not they had ever been 

officially bestowed.14 This charming frivolous demand, inspired by the 

French model, was characteristic of Tucholsky’s approach. No less 

characteristic was his omission of a recommendation that the republic, 

again following the French model, finally begin to hand out medals 

and titles of its own. Yet, according to Erich Eyck, the republic’s 

puritanical refusal to engage in such activity contributed greatly to its 
unpopularity.15 
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What Tucholsky recommended was, in essence, the fulfillment of 

the traditional Social Democratic demands but it was unlikely that the 

demands would be met. How could substantial educational reforms 

get under way as long as even the Social Democrats insisted on 

fostering “patriotic values’? Or a purge of the judiciary as long as the 

government saw the radical Left, and not the Right, as its main 

enemy? And as for a “people’s militia”—an army of organized workers 

under socialist officers—this extraordinary feat was nearly accom¬ 

plished in Austria where the old army had evaporated at the end of 

the war; in Germany it was all but hopeless because of the pact that 

the Social Democrats had concluded with the military in November 

1918 for the suppression of Bolshevism, and because of the pacifist 

mood of the workers who had no interest in playing soldiers. 

But perhaps the workers’ reluctance to bear arms for the bourgeois 

republic was only temporary, a direct consequence of their disillusion¬ 

ment. Perhaps these writers were correct in asserting that the workers 

would respond if rallied at the proper time. Leo Lania wrote in a 

retrospective article: 

What was the duty of Social Democracy after Kahr had formally taken over 
command in Bavaria? To sound the alarm. There was not a minute to lose. 
. . . It should have mobilized the masses—everybody who stood for the 
republic! The Kapp Putsch, one thought at that time, had shown them the 
way. What happened instead? “Social Democracy kept its cool and waited. 
. . .” Its main worry was how to maintain the parliamentary-democratic 
fa£ade in all its beauty.16 

The republican parties could not find their way out of the impasse: 

distrusting the masses, they did not dare take energetic measures, 

above all the purge of the army. But without such energetic measures 

they could not win the active support of the masses and consequently 

did not dare purge the army. 

Two years after the Kapp putsch an unmistakable opportunity for “a 

revolution from above” presented itself following the assassination of 

Foreign Minister Rathenau. Rathenau’s tragedy—he was murdered by 

a group of young men for no other apparent reason than that he was a 

Jew accorded cabinet rank—was only one in a long series of attempts 

on the lives of democratic politicians. But while previous murders had 

grieved only the victim’s political friends (not even the assassination 

of the Center politician Erzberger in 1921 had met with widespread 

indignation), there was now an immediate and vehement public reac¬ 

tion. In the words of Erich Eyck: 
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Rathenau’s murder caused greater and more general excitement than had 
Erzberger’s. This time no normal man could say that the victim had 
deserved his dreadful end. Republican elements of the nation were the 
most disturbed, for they regarded the assassination as a crime against the 
state. Rathenau had been murdered because he had served the Republic; 
indeed, because his remarkable talents lent the new state a certain pres¬ 
tige. . . . Gigantic mass demonstrations filled the streets. Labor protested 
with a twenty-four hour strike. A few unfortunate incidents occurred, as 
was to be expected at a time of such tension. But in general a sober 
discipline was maintained. And everywhere it became apparent that some 
thorough, radical step had to be taken for the protection of the Republic 

and of republicans.17 

Chancellor Wirth voiced the feelings of a majority of Germans 

when, a few days after the murder, he declared war on the nationalists 

in the Reichstag: 

There stands the enemy, where Mephisto drips his poison into the nation’s 
wounds; there stands the enemy and there can be no doubt abdut it: the 
enemy stands on the Right.18 

Die Weltbiihne had had little sympathy for Rathenau, this exotic 

businessman who mixed socialist theories with mystical philosophy, 

cosmopolitan cynicism, German chauvinism, democratic convictions, 

and anti-Semitic racial ideologies. Now the journal joined in the 

general indignation and, in clear allusion to the fact that the enemy 

was isolated, demanded that the “insane adventurers” be eradicated 

from “the universities, army barracks, and sports associations.” 19 Even 

Tucholsky felt that he was speaking for the majority of Germans: 

In thousands of beer halls toasts are being drunk to celebrate the bloody 
occurrence. But we other Germans, we hundreds of thousands and millions, 
refuse to wait any longer. We declare that if the republic does not help us 
then we will help ourselves! . . . All that has been neglected since 
November 9, 1918, since the Kapp putsch, since the murder of Erzberger, 
must be accomplished here and now. Out with the thousands of civil 
servants who conspire against the republic! Out with the unreliable gener¬ 
als! Dissolve the nationalist leagues! Tear down from the buildings the 
monarchist flags! Rathenau must not have died in vain. It is up to you to 
create a republic at his bier.20 

Again, Die Weltbiihne was not short of concrete reform proposals. 

The most interesting was a call for the abolition of proportional 

representation. Back in 1921, Morus had bemoaned the multiparty 

system and asked for klare Fronten in the Reichstag with a republican 

front facing the nationalists. He discerned the main difficulty in the 

existence of the Center which gathered Catholic votes all the way 

from extreme reactionaries to democratic socialists. Such unpolitical 
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interest groups should not be tolerated, Moras declared: the Center 

was to be cut into democratic and conservative groups.21 After the 

Rathenau murder, Otto Flake, one of the moderates in the Weltbuhne, 

took up the cry for a two-party parliament of republicans and nation¬ 

alists.22 Proclaiming himself a pacifist, Flake nevertheless insisted on 

the use of force against the Right and repeated Voltaire’s slogan: 

Ecrasez Tinfame! Only by the application of force could the republic 

provide its citizens with a republican temperament and the spirit of 

adventure. “A nation without political temperament has no right to 

political existence. . . . Beasts must be slain; reconciliation leads us 

nowhere.” 23 

Again almost nothing came out of the general clamor for action. An 

emergency presidential decree for the “Protection of the Republic” 

ordered the Lander to suppress the antirepublican leagues and to 

prosecute the vicious slanderers of the republic but, despite its subse¬ 

quent ratification by the Reichstag, it was openly and unconstitu¬ 

tionally rejected by Bavaria, and even in the rest of the Reich it was 

not put into effect except against the Communists. 

There would be periods of republican resurgence even after the 

Rathenau affair. In the summer of 1923, a general strike helped to put 

an end to the conservative Cuno government and to “national resist¬ 

ance” on the Ruhr. The December 1924 elections reestablished the 

balance of power in the Reichstag, so badly shaken by the rightist 

electoral victory in May of the same year. There was, as will be shown 

later, an impressive democratic mass movement in 1926 and a leftist 

electoral victory in 1928. But those events interested the left-wing 

intellectuals only because they manifested popular dissatisfaction with 

the republic. After the election of Hindenburg to the presidency, no 

one could doubt the judgment of Tucholsky that this was a “republic 

until further notice.” It was a regime that merited no consideration. 

And why? Because it was ashamed of the upheaval that had brought it 

to power—instead of commemorating the November days, it cele¬ 

brated the Day of the Constitution (and celebrated it unctuously and 

without emotion); because it was afraid to criticize its main opponents 

for fear of alienating the already alienated; because it did nothing to 

combat the very agencies whose intent to overthrow the republic, the 

international situation permitting, had never been masked. The left- 

wing intellectuals found Weimar hopelessly philistine, without a re¬ 

publican mystique, and therefore not viable. But Weimar was still 

better than the nationalist regime to which it was bound to cede 

power and, therefore, worth rejuvenating. This, however, became 

inconceivable without a revolution. What Germany needed was an- 



110 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

other, more successful November 1918, this time directed not against 

the Kaiser but against the Kaisers successors. 

Ossietzky saw the murder of Rathenau as the turning point in the 

fortunes of the republic: 

[In June 1922] the Germans were confronted with a vision of the republic 
that was always before French eyes: a militant republic, a daughter of 
freedom wearing a Phrygian cap—not that bonnet crocheted by the old 
maids of the Weimar National Assembly. . . . Then, and only then, the 
German republic could have acquired an essence, an idea.24 

The French republican revolutionaries had been able to win, Os¬ 

sietzky wrote in another article, because they had aimed for conquest, 

not only survival; they had been ready to behead their unsuccessful 

generals. “The republic here does not appeal to the citoyen; it appeals 

to the bourgeois. Never would it be capable of symbolizing the God¬ 

dess of Reason in a harlot.”25 Ossietzky, who personally abhorred the 

pompous and the theatrical, longed for Germany to imitate the 

theatrical verve of the French. For the benefit of the socialists he 

recalled the personality of Lassalle, “this most independent and pro¬ 

found thinker of German democracy . . . this first champion of the 

industrial proletariat, who had died the death of a Byronic hero.”26 

Lassalle, he wrote, had brought the German workers’ associations out 

from behind the shelter of the hot house into the arena of world 

events. When he died,b the German socialists—this “brotherhood of 

skittle players”—were left orphaned. Never again could they find a 

true leader. Marx was a mighty man of action, he wrote elsewhere; his 

German followers, with their blind belief in the ultimate success of his 

philosophy, lacked the spark that alone could have led them to suc¬ 

cess.27 

Whoever saw the picture of President Ebert, dressed in a cutaway 

and striped pants, marching past the iron wall of an honors’ guard of 

the Reichswehr, must agree with the Weltbiiline that this “me-too” 

approach was not the way to deal with the aristocratic and bourgeois 

enemies of the republic. Try as he might, this former saddler’s appren¬ 

tice could not earn the respect of those he imitated. True, Ebert had 

been a party functionary for several decades before he assumed the 

presidency of the republic: his masquerading as a worker would have 

been only slightly less preposterous than his masquerading as a gentle¬ 

man. And yet, this was the disguise that he and his Social Democratic 

b Ferdinand Lassalle (1825-1864), founder of the “Allgemeiner Deutscher 
Arbeiterverein” (General German Labor Union), was killed in a duel over the 
honor of a lady. 
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companions should have assumed. In the 1920’s, the German upper 

classes lived in profound fear of the “Worker.” A persistent play on 

this fear, and an occasional show of working-class force, would have 

achieved more than all the sober Social Democratic appeals to na¬ 

tional unity and interclass cooperation. In a society where the figures 

of the Worker, the Peasant, the Officer, the Jew, the Bolshevist loomed 

large in popular imagination, it was a grave mistake not to exploit 

these simplistic concepts. In a society where force was highly re¬ 

spected, it was wrong to dismiss force, or at least a threat of force, as a 

tactical weapon. How could Ebert and his companions overlook the 

fact that prewar Social Democracy had thrived on its ability to conjure 

the giant figure of the Worker who could, if he wished, cast away the 

empire! These were tactics that Die Weltbuhne urged Social Democ¬ 

racy to employ; today, forty years after these events, it is still hard to 

see why so few of these tactics were adopted. 

Unfortunately, not even Die Weltbiilme writers could remain con¬ 

sistent in their call for leftist militancy. These writers were not only 

republicans and socialists but also pacifists, and they could never quite 

overcome their abhorrence of violence in any form. At one occasion, 

Ossietzky greeted the creation of the “Reichsbanner Schwarz Rot 

Gold,” a Social Democratic veterans’ organization, as both “necessary 

and useful.” He acknowledged with only slight sarcasm that “appar¬ 

ently some people now wished to defend the republic.” 28 But suspi¬ 

cion got the better of him, and he foresaw the Reichsbanner units as 

future “henchmen of the Bonzokratie,” the party bigwigs, and he 

derided as signs of militarism the Reichsbanner’s predilection for 

uniform windjackets, caps, canteens, haversacks, and marching music. 

Contradicting his own theory on the advantages of republican pagean¬ 

try, he deplored the fanfaronade of the Reichsbanner.29 

Ossietzky was of course right in his recognition of the unrevolution¬ 

ary character of the Reichsbanner. Nor was he far off the mark when 

he argued that many members of these organizations were only frus¬ 

trated soldiers. But such extremely popular institutions (the Reichs¬ 

banner alone had three and a half million members) 30 nevertheless 

acted as powerful deterrents to rightist conspirators. Only in the early 

1930’s, when there was no republic to speak of, and no pacifist move¬ 

ment, did the writers of the Weltbuhne advocate the creation of 

armed antifascist units in the factories and the trade unions. Until 

then not only the republic, they themselves faced an impasse: the 

extreme Right could be fought only by armed workers. But the arming 

of the workers threatened to undermine the democratic mentality of 

the workers, and therefore it was better not to arm them. 



Chapter VIII 

AGAINST THE REGULAR AND THE 
SECRET REICHSWEHR 

Die Weltbiihne was justly regarded as a forum, if not of organized 

pacifism, then of all pacifist sentiments. Its collaborators were at the 

head of various peace organizations and practically every well-known 

German and foreign pacifist contributed to the Weltbiihne,a Ludwig 

Quidde was, for many years, the chairman of the German Peace 

Cartel, an attempted coordinating organization of all German peace 

associations; Quidde and General von Schoenaich were successive 

chairmen of the “Deutsche Friedensgesellschaft” (German Peace As¬ 

sociation), the largest single pacifist group; Otto Lehmann-Russbiildt, 

Hellmut von Gerlach, Rudolf Olden, Robert Kuczynski, E. J. Gumbel, 

Ossietzky, Tucholsky, Lothar Persius, Heinrich Mann, Alfons Gold¬ 

schmidt, Arthur Holitscher, Ernst Toller were, at one time or another, 

board members of the “Deutsche Liga fur Menschenrechte” (German 

League for Human Rights), perhaps the most dynamic pacifist organi¬ 

zation. Hans Wehberg edited the Friedenswarte, one of the more 

durable pacifist publications; Berthold Jacob was an editor of the 

“radical pacifist” journal, Das andere Deutschland; Lothar Persius, 

Veit Valentin, Erich Miihsam, and Ossietzky edited various short-lived 

pacifist publications. Helene Stocker founded the women’s peace asso¬ 

ciation and Kurt Hiller headed his own “Gruppe revolutionarer Pazi- 

fisten” (Revolutionary Pacifist Group) of which Tucholsky was a 

surprisingly devoted member. During its heyday in the early 1920’s, 

* For example the founder of “Pan-Europa,” Count Coudenhove-Kalergi; also 
Romain Rolland, the French pacifist leader Victor Basch, and the British pacifists 
Norman Angell and Arthur Ponsonby. 
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the German Peace Cartel counted 100,000 members,1 a figure undoubt¬ 

edly inflated by the multiple membership of the more dedicated 
peacefighters. 

A product of late nineteenth-century agnostic liberalism, German 

pacifism lacked entirely the nonconforming religious fervor of its older 

Anglo-Saxon counterparts. There were but a handful of clergymen in 

the German peace movement. Again unlike its Anglo-Saxon counter¬ 

parts, early German pacifism had no labor contacts; it was categori¬ 

cally rejected by the orthodox Marxist German workers’ movement. 

International Pacifists held their first conference in London in 1843, 

but not until 1874 did German opponents of war form their initial 

“peace committee.”2 The first Universal Peace Congress, held in 1889, 

did not include a single German delegate among its ninety-seven 

participants.3 Then, growing international tension, general rearma¬ 

ment, and a piece of sentimental fiction, Bertha von Suttner’s b Die 

Waffen nieder (Lay Down Your Arms) turned German attention to 

the peace movement.4 In the words of Ossietzky: 

The point of departure [of German pacifism] was the sniveling novel of a 
very sensitive and very unworldly woman. . . . She [Suttner] fought guns 
with holy water; she adored, with touching innocence, all treaties and 
institutions; she was a priestess of emotion. She addressed her appeals to 

b Bom Countess Kinsky in 1843, Suttner was the daughter of an Austrian 
general and of a burgerliche mother. The mesalliance of her parents beclouded 
her life as did poverty. Never admitted to the Austrian “first society” she had 
an errant youth that brought her into close contact with Ekaterina Dadiani, a 
beauty from the Caucasus who bore the unlikely title of Princess of Mingrelia; 
in her company, the young countess experienced the thrills of the court of 
Empress Eugenie. Later, she took employment as a governess in Vienna. At 33, 
she married the son of her employer, a Baron von Suttner, over the violent ob¬ 
jections of the bridegroom’s family. Appropriately, the young couple spent their 
honeymoon in Mingrelia in the Caucasus where they stayed for nine years, wit¬ 
nessing the Russo-Turkish war of 1878. Following their return to Austria in 
1885, she developed a passion for peace through international arbitration. When 
already a celebrated author, she persuaded her long-time admirer, Alfred Nobel, 
to found a peace prize, to be awarded every year by the Norwegian Storting. 
She was president of the Austrian Peace Association and official representative of 
her government at several international peace conferences. In 1905 she was 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, and subsequently prevailed upon Andrew Car¬ 
negie to donate ten million dollars to the cause of international peace. Fortu¬ 
nately for the old lady, she died a few days before the Sarajevo murder. See 
Ann Tizia Leitich, “Bertha von Suttner,” Grosse Osterreicher (Vienna, 1957), X, 
66-75. Also E. Reut-Nicolussi, “Drei osterreichische Rufer zum Frieden” (B. v. 
Suttner, A. H. Fried, and H. Lammasch), Gemeinschaft des Geistes (“Schriften- 
reihe der Osterreichischen Unesco-Kommission,” 14, 1957); Beatrix Kempf, 
Bertha von Suttner (Vienna, 1964), and Bertha von Suttner, Memoiren (Stuttgart, 

1909). 
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kings and statesmen, and considered her task accomplished when she met 
with friendly approval. . . . There floated around the Peace Bertha 
[Friedensbertha] a gentle perfume of absurdity; that perfume has unfortu¬ 
nately stayed with the German peace movement.5 

A year after Die Wafjen nieder appeared, the Austrian Alfred Her¬ 

mann Fried formed an “Austrian Peace Association,” and in 1892 a 

German Peace Association.0 By 1900, there were in Germany alone 

about one hundred different peace clubs.6 Several members of the 

Reichstag attended the conferences of the “Interparliamentary 

Union,” and German pacifist clubs sent their delegates to the “Interna¬ 

tional Peace Bureau,” a coordinating organization. But the imperial 

government participated only out of politeness at the two Hague 

peace congresses initiated by the tsar;d at home, the title Leutnant der 

Reserve on one’s calling card remained the key to social success. A 

pacifist, although held in less contempt than a Social Democrat, could 

not aspire to a public career in Wilhelmian Germany. « 

During the war the peace movement experienced the usual tribula¬ 

tions. Some clubs enthusiastically dissolved themselves, others 

launched appeals to their foreign comrades affirming Germany’s inno¬ 

cence. Only a few prewar pacifists dared to “betray” Germany: “I had 

no intention of surrendering my belief in humanity,” wrote Hans 

Wehberg in retrospect, “therefore I could not possibly desire the 

momentary triumph of my fatherland.” 7 

Inevitably, the end of the war and the defeat of Germany enhanced 

the cause of organized pacifism. On November 2, 1918, under the 

banner of the Bund Neues Vaterland, 100,000 people demonstrated in 

“Alfred Hermann Fried (1864-1921), who was of Hungarian-Jewish middle- 
class background, worked for the Neue Freie Presse in Vienna. As leader of both 
the Austrian and German Peace Associations, he edited a monthly pacifist bulletin 
and in 1899 founded Die Friedenswarte, the pacifists’ leading publication. In 
1911, he received the Nobel Peace Prize. His Handbuch, der Deutschen Friedens- 
bewegung (1905; new extended edition 1911-13) became the bible of German 
pacifism. Fried was one of the few professional pacifists who combined zeal 
with journalistic talent. He spent the war years in Switzerland, and returned 
to Germany in 1919. When he died in 1921, Die Friedenswarte came under the 
direction of Ludwig Quidde, Walter Schiicking, and Hans Wehberg. Its last 
editor in chief in Germany, Hans Wehberg, took Die Friedenswarte in 1934 to 
Geneva. For a reliable account, see Hans Wehberg on Fried in Neue Deutsche 
Biographie, V, 441 f.; also E. Reut-Nicolussi, “Drei Osterreichische Rufer zum 
Frieden,” 121 ff. On Die Friedenswarte, see K. F. Reichel, Die pazifistische 
Presse ( Wurzburg, 1938), 7 ff. 

d It was on the occasion of the first Hague Peace Conference in 1899 that the 
Kaiser wrote his famous marginal note on a report of the conference: “I . . . 
on all these resolutions and prefer to trust my sharp sword.” Quoted in Richard 
Barkeley, Die deutsche Frieaensbewegung, 1870-1933 (Hamburg, 1948), 14. 
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Berlin for universal disarmament.8 Now labor also discovered the 

attractions of organized pacifism and entire socialist locals, especially 

those of the Independent Socialists, joined the Peace Association. This, 

in turn, made the split between socialist or “young,” and bourgeois or 

“old” pacifists inevitable. The old pacifists stood for international 

arbitration and for the League of Nations; the young pacifists argued 

that war could be prevented only by categorical conscientious objec¬ 

tion, a general strike, and a socialist revolution.6 9 Their foremost 

spokesman was Kurt Hiller, and he at the same time called for civil 

war and insisted on the “sanctity of life” and on the obligation of the 

pacifist not to shed blood even in self-defense.10 Yet Hiller was not 

without followers. His Revolutionary Pacifist Group was supported at 

one time or another by Rudolf Leonhard, Tucholsky, Erich Kastner, 

Count Harry Kessler, the philosopher Theodor Lessing, Klaus Mann 

(the son of Thomas Mann), Helene Stocker, and others.11 

The notion that the individual had the right, if not an obligation, to 

refuse military service, and that he had to prepare a revolution to 

prevent war, proved to be enormously popular among educated youth 

in the Anglo-Saxon countries. This amalgamation of Tolstoyan reli¬ 

gious pacifism with elements of Marxism was to culminate in 1933 in 

the famous resolution of the Oxford Union in England “that this 

House refuses to fight for King and country.” In Weimar Germany 

very few students joined organized pacifism. Comparing the German 

pacifists with their Western counterparts, Ossietzky found the Ger¬ 

mans unrealistic, dogmatic, and overenthusiastic. He wrote about the 

annual congresses of the peace movement: 

The main purpose of these events seems to be the physical training of its 
participants. . . . As a consequence, these congresses are dominated by the 
most turbulent instincts. They resemble an enormous bloodbath, accompa¬ 
nied by a massive chopping off of leading heads. . . . Herr Hiller swings 
his tomahawk, dripping with ink. ... He says “humanity” but means 
“bludgeon”!12 

Or as he complained in the same article: 

This movement is inundated by fanatics and sectarians of every conceiv¬ 
able denomination. Project makers with wonder drugs for all the ills of 

e While the call of the socialist pacifists for the prevention of war through a 
general strike and a revolution was similar to Karl Liebknecht s and Rosa Luxem¬ 
burg’s prewar platform, it contradicted the Third International s call for the 
infiltration of the armies at war by Communist agitators and the revolutionary 
overthrow of the capitalist system not at the beginning, but at the end of the 
war. Hiller never ceased to point to this essential difference between his and 
the Communists’ program. See, for instance, Kurt Hiller, “Kriegsdienstverweige- 

rung,” Die Weltbiihne, May 7, 1929, pp. 694—696. 
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society; universal reformers who hate meat. . . . These people produce 
children only because they see no other solution, but they do it with a 
pronounced dislike. They would be happy only if they were allowed to 
prescribe a diet of kohlrabi for the entire human race.13 

The pacifists are pure and courageous, Ossietzky commented, but 

utterly without talent. It is dreary enough to go through life as a 

peaceable man; the affair becomes hopeless if one is also stupid into 

the bargain.14 
Nonetheless, German officialdom took the organized pacifists seri¬ 

ously. General Freiherr von Schoenaich and several other pacifist 

leaders were tried for treason.15 Writing in 1958, the former Reich- 

swehr minister of the republic, Otto Gessler, called the pacifists of the 

Weimar era “rootless Literaten of test-tube purity,” “doctrinaire fanat¬ 

ics,” or “scoundrels in French pay.” Gessler regretted that the republic 

“had not exterminated these big-city sewer weeds [Sumpfbliiten] root 

and branch.” The pacifists, Gessler asserted, contributed to ‘anti-Semi¬ 

tism because “they tore down, with cold cynicism, everything that 

healthy German national sentiment held sacred; because they hailed, 

as a sign of progress, every symptom of decadence.”16 As for the 

radical Right, it subjected the pacifists to the vilest terror. The pacifists 

Alexander Futran and the former captain Hans Paasche were mur¬ 

dered by nationalists; Lehmann-Russbiildt, Gerlach, Harden, and oth¬ 

ers were cruelly beaten.17 

Even Ossietzky admitted that “leaders like Quidde, Gerlach, and 

Kessler achieved a great deal. At least at certain points, they broke 

through the dikes of German isolationism.” 18 The German Peace Asso¬ 

ciation, and especially the Bund Neues Vaterland or Deutsche Liga 

fiir Menschenrechte as the Bund was renamed in January 1922, made 

strong efforts to combat German chauvinism. As early as December 

1919, they invited French pacifists to speak in Berlin. They aided 

unjustly accused or imprisoned leftists or brought their case to the 

attention of the Reichstag. They played a major role in unmasking 

the “patriotic” murders and illegal German rearmament. In 1926, the 

pacifists Kuczynski, Quidde, and Stocker participated vigorously in the 

popular republican movement for the expropriation without indemnity 

of the rights and holdings of the German princes.19 Following the 

example of the English Ponsonby, German pacifists attempted in the 

spring of 1927 to conduct a private plebiscite where the signatories 

pledged “not to take up arms, nor to support the armed forces in case 

of a war.” Using the overwhelmingly leftist and working-class district 

around the city of Zwickau in Saxony for their experiment, the paci¬ 

fists collected 86,000 signatures in a region inhabited by 650,000 peo- 
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pie. Ninety-eight percent of the signatories were workers and house¬ 
wives.20 

Fairly popular in the early 1920’s, the German peace movement lost 

much of its support when the German government officially embraced 

the policy of international arbitration after Locarno. The “No More 

War” demonstrations and the “War on War” exhibitions had to be 

abandoned for lack of public interest. Hans Wehberg openly ques¬ 

tioned in 1927 the justification of organized pacifism in the Locarno 

era.21 As the moderates in the peace movement gradually dropped out, 

the radicals advanced into more important positions. In 1927, Quidde 

was replaced in the presidium of the Peace Association by a triumvi¬ 

rate in which Quidde represented the moderates, Schoenaich and 

Friedrich Kiister, editor of Das andere Deutschland, the radicals.22 An 

extraordinary congress of the Peace Association in the spring of 1929 

brought tlie final triumph of the Kiister faction; Quidde, Gerlach, and 

Kessler seceded from the association. Even Kurt Hiller failed to live 

up to the expectations of these radicals. He was expelled from the 

association in 1930 for having accused some pacifists of practicing 

“nationalism in reverse,” and serving the interests of French imperial¬ 

ism.23 The two previously sympathetic political parties, the SPD and 

the “Staatspartei” (the former Democratic Party) put the Peace Asso¬ 

ciation under interdiction, a move hastened by the association’s sup¬ 

port of socialist and democratic splinter parties (SAPD f and “Vereini- 

gung unabhangiger Demokraten”) ,24 The great liberal newspapers, 

which until 1930 had faithfully reported on all pacifist activity, began 

to adjust themselves to the new temper of the nation and simply 

ignored the pacifists. By January 1933, the Peace Association had 

fewer than 5,000 members. The German peace movement had expired 

before Hitler came to power. 

Tucholsky commented that organized pacifism with its abstract 

theories and philosophical loftiness never reached the “little” German. 

He recommended “guerilla methods”: infiltration of the family and an 

appeal to the instinct of self-preservation. People must be told, he 

argued, that the only effects of war are a missing eye and a miserly 

pension. They must understand that one need not go to war at all. 

“This is a simple, a primitive, an uncomplicated, and great truism: one 

can just as well remain at home.”25 

f “Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands,” the Socialist Workers’ Party, 

a left-wing splinter group which seceded from the Social Democratic Party in 
October 1931. The history of the SAPD (or SAP) has been thoroughly studied 
by Hanno Drechsler, Die Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands (SAPD) 

(Meisenheim/Glan, 1965). 
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Tucholsky objected to the tendency of the German antiwar novelists, 

such as Erich Maria Remarque, to present war as a tragedy mitigated 

by the experience of human solidarity or by revolutionary zeal. War 

taught nothing except hatred for war: the literatis’ task was to “unro¬ 

manticize” war thoroughly and to show the murderer and the mur¬ 

dered in the soldier. As for the officer, he was a professional killer. A 

class-conscious aristocrat, selfish, self-indulgent, orgiastic, thievish, 

and profoundly reactionary, the German officer was worse than his 

worst social peers in civilian occupations. Corrupted by his occupa¬ 

tion, he corrupted society. Tucholsky wrote in his postwar series of 

articles, Militaria: 

The German officer [during the war] . . . stole without hesitation, although 
almost always in great style. It began with some “souvenirs” (many an 
officer’s wife still wears these souvenirs) and it ended with crammed 
boxcars.26 

Or as he wrote in another place: 

In the East the Rittmeister [cavalry captain] posted himself before the . . . 
women auxiliaries [of the army] and indicated clearly that in the German 
army there was a far greater gap between officers and enlisted men than in 
the Russian army and that they should therefore have no commerce with 
enlisted men. “You belong to us officers!” 27 

Tucholsky’s Militaria evoked an uproar of indignation in nationalist 

and even in republican circles. It was argued that most of the active 

officers fell in the campaign of 1914, and that thereafter the bulk of 

front-line officers was made up of civilians in uniform, clerks, teachers, 

and shopkeepers.8 Unperturbed, Tucholsky pointed to the misbehav¬ 

ior of the staff officers in the wartime Hinterland and accused the 

German reserve officers of having feverishly embraced the debased 

values of the professional soldiers: 

The reserve officers in no way lagged behind [the professionals]. Op¬ 
pressed by a strong sense of moral inferiority in respect to the “genuine” 
officers, they did their best to emulate their exalted prototypes, and they 
parodied and copied with varying ineptness the dashing lieutenant.28 

Tucholsky cared nothing for the fact that his generalizations alien¬ 

ated even the officers of republican sentiment. He declared that there 

8 “From among the 33,000 active officers with whom the German Army had 
marched to war, a majority of the captains and lieutenants were billed within 
the first few months. But even without these losses, the old corps could not have 
begun to fill the need for officers. At the start of the offensive of March 1918 
there were in service over 176,000 officers.” Erich Eyck, A History of the Wei¬ 
mar Republic (Cambridge, Mass., 1962), I, 3. 
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were in the Weimar republic only a handful of republican officers and 
predicted rightly that even these few would be gradually eased out of 
active service. To court the officers in words and in deeds, as the 
government insisted on doing, guaranteed the continued hostility and 
contempt of the officer corps toward the republic: 

There is no point in enlightening the officer on the anachronism and 
inhumanity of his mission; nor does it make sense to soften his hostility with 
concessions. It is not to the officers that we are talking but to our compa¬ 
triots, the Germans, whom we love and whom we ask to categorically 
refuse obedience to those who demand of him deeds that debase the 
dignity of man. It debases the dignity of man to place discipline above 
moral insight.29 

This last was a prophetic condemnation, to be leveled against the 
German nation after 1945. 

In later years, when Tucholsky began to use Communist slogans, he 
adopted the simplistic view of the officer corps as a mere servant and 
defender of the capitalist class, that is, not a caste with its own interest 
and purpose. This approach, reflected in his Deutschland, Deutsch¬ 
land iiber alles (1929) blunted his antimilitarist campaign. For 
whether or not the Communists were correct, the Welthuhne’s highly 
specialized attacks on the officers were neither useless, nor were they 
unpopular. More than once Die Weltbiihne forced democratic politi¬ 
cians to start proceedings against the excesses of the Reichswehr, if 
not against the institution of the Reichswehr itself. Some of the jour¬ 
nal’s revelations involved the exploits of the short-lived “Black 
Reichswehr.” 

The Black Reichswehr had its origins in the Army High Command’s 
preoccupation with the alleged threat of a Polish attack, and in the 
army’s need to accommodate former members of the Free Corps who 
were unwilling or unable to return to civilian life.30 The result was the 
formation in 1923 of the so-called “Arbeits-Kommandos,” popularly 
known as the Black Reichswehr. The men of this secret reserve army, 
formed with the knowledge of President Ebert, Chancellor Cuno, and 
the Social Democratic Prussian Prime Minister Otto Braun, were 
financed, garrisoned, equipped, and trained by the army and placed 
under the immediate authority of the Berlin divisional commander. By 
September 1923, there were between 50,000 and 80,000 men in the 
Black Reichswehr under the organizational leadership of a Major 
Bruno Buchrucker and a Lieutenant Paul Schulz. The trouble came 
when the Free Corps element in the Black Reichswehr grew more 
interested in a political coup than in preparing for a defensive war 
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against Poland. Misunderstanding Seeckt’s immediate plans, Major 

Buchrucker in September 1923 ordered the mobilization of his troops 

for the overthrow of the republic. When, however, he realized that 

Seeckt did not desire a putsch at that time (Seeckt had just been made 

temporary dictator of Germany by Ebert), Buchrucker betrayed his 

own plans to the local army command. His men could no longer be 

stopped, and the ensuing “Kiistrin putsch” of October 1, 1923,31 was 

nipped in the bud by the regular army. The Black Reichswehr, its 

secrecy betrayed by its own men, was subsequently suppressed. It was 

to be replaced eventually by the “Schutzpolizei,” a heavily armed 

police force of almost 70,000 men. The Kiistrin putsch itself was 

branded a “National Bolshevist” outrage by the army command and 

was soon forgotten." In 1925, however, a certain Carl Mertens ap¬ 

peared before Siegfried Jacobsohn, identifying himself as a former, 

and now disillusioned, member of the Black Reichswehr. He submit¬ 

ted a lengthy memorandum which Jacobsohn printed in d series of 

sixteen articles, and later also published in book form.32 The articles 

contained ample evidence to show that the Black Reichswehr was 

counterrevolutionary and terroristic, that its kangaroo courts (Feme 

courts) had sentenced and executed several so-called traitors to the 

Black Reichswehr, that Lieutenant Schulz at Kiistrin was personally 

implicated in these murders, and that there were intimate connections 

between the commands of the Black and the regular Reichswehr. Soon 

after the publication of these articles, the German Peace Association 

submitted to the Reichstag a “white book” on the past exploits of the 

Black Reichswehr.33 In response to this campaign, the Prussian Land¬ 

tag formed a special commission under Social Democratic leadership 

to investigate the Feme murders.34 The reports of the commission 

made public in January 1926 fully corroborated Mertens’ statement. 

Since the Reichswehr was washing its hands of the whole affair, the 

judiciary was called into action and several of the Feme murderers, 

Lieutenant Schulz among them, were sentenced to death.* 1 Now Die 

Weltbiihne again stepped into the picture. In his “Plaidoyer fur 

h Major Buchrucker was given ten years fortress confinement for his coup 
d’etat but was released in 1927. Embittered by the army command’s lack of 
interest in his fate, he later developed sympathy toward “National Bolshevism” 
and had friendly words for the left intellectuals. See his memoirs, Im Schatten 
Seeckts (Berlin, 1928), and also Emil J. Gumbel, “Verrdter verfallen der Feme,” 
(Berlin, 1929), 235. 

1 According to Alfred Apfel, Behind the Scenes of German Justice (London, 
1934), 92 f., at Schulz’s numerous trials “the army experts withdrew visibly 
farther and farther from Schulz,” until the court had no alternative but to find 
him guilty of murder. At the end, neither Schulz nor the other convicted Black 
Reichswehr murderers suffered greater indignation than a few years in prison. 
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Schulz,” written in March 1927, Berthold Jacob protested against the 

persecution of this young officer and indicated that persons responsi¬ 

ble for the summary executions should be sought for in high army 

circles.35 He implicated Colonel (later Field Marshal) von Bock 

directly in the murders and hinted that Colonel (later General and 

Chancellor) Schleicher and Seeckt were also responsible. As a result 

of the article, Jacob and the “responsible” editor of the Weltbiilme 

(Ossietzky) were brought to trial. They were given sentences respec¬ 

tively of two and one months in prison (reduced in the appellate court 

to a fine and in 1928 commuted), but the Feme trial of the Weltbiihne 

brought fresh revelations.36 Lieutenant Schulz, who was called as a 

witness at the trial, did his best to protect his superiors, yet it became 

clear that the regular army was implicated in the murders and that the 

High Command had put pressure on Schulz to sacrifice himself for the 

prestige of the army. The “experts of the Beichswehr” who testified at 

the trial were repeatedly embarrassed by the defense, a humiliation 

for which the Reichswehr never forgave Jacob or Ossietzky.J 

The running battle between the Reichswehr and the self-appointed 

investigators of army activities continued throughout the 1920’s. After 

the Black Reichswehr affair, Friedrich Kiister of Das andere Deutsch¬ 

land, Berthold Jacob, and others concentrated on secret rearmament 

and on the financial scandals that accompanied the army’s handling of 

secret funds. It is more than likely that Gessler’s resignation in January 

1928 was triggered by a leftist press campaign against the war minis¬ 

ter; Gessler affected ignorance of his subordinates’ rather disastrous 

ventures into private business (Lohmann-Skandal).37 Paralleling this 

activity was a phenomenal rise in indictments for treason. Before the 

war, there had been at most two or three treason trials a year; by the 

late 1920’s they were to be counted in hundreds, with an increasing 

number of indictments for the hitherto unknown crime: “treason via 

the press.” 1138 
It was against the judiciary, this faithful servant of military inter¬ 

ests, that the Weltbiihne writers ran their other campaign. In attack¬ 

ing the judges, these writers aimed also at the general overhaul of 

Weimer society: the “debarbarization” of its anachronistic mores. 

1 In March 1928, Jacob was sentenced to nine months’ confinement in a 
fortress for an article written three years earlier in Kiister’s Das andere Deutsch¬ 
land on the Reichswehr’s violation of the Versailles treaty (Ponton Affare). On 
the Jacob-Kiister trial, see Kurt R. Grossmann, “Der Landesverratsprozess gegen 

Pazifisten,” Die Menschenrechte, March 31, 1928, pp. 8 ff. 
k It must be stated in defense of Weimar, that at least until the 1930’s, 

practically none of these treason trials landed the accused journalist in prison. 



Chapter IX 

FOR A HUMANE SOCIETY 

The Reform of Justice 

In Kurt Tucholsky’s Deutschland, Deutschland uber alles, published 

in 1929, there appeared a photograph of two young men proudly 

exhibiting horribly lacerated faces and bloodied aprons, surrounded 

by cheering friends. The photograph—of duelling law students at a 

traditional Mensur and captioned by Tucholsky, “German Judges of 

the Year 1940” 1—was a reflection of the left-wing intellectuals’ night¬ 

marish view of the academic training of Germany’s future masters. 

What the law faculties were turning out, according to this view, were 

self-mutilating madmen who would one day doff their blood-streaked 

aprons for judicial robes and sit in Bloody Assizes over progressive 

thought, cultural avant-gardism, and socialist aspirations. 

Jabs at the German judiciary in left-wing intellectual literature were 

as constant as they were fierce. The German judge was presented as 

the quintessence of horror: brutal, power hungry, arrogant, and pomp¬ 

ous. More unforgivably, he was a sanctimonious bookworm without 

charity or imagination. Solidly and stolidly ensconced on his bench, he 

used his overwhelming authority to regiment society and to crush the 

lower classes, robbing them of their dignity before robbing them of 

their freedom. The left-wing intellectuals viewed the members of the 

German judiciary as they did the military. The judges, too, tran¬ 

scended the authority vested in them by the ruling class to constitute a 

self-seeking, radically reactionary state within the state. Imagining 

themselves in acute danger from the republic, the judges were more 

ferociously antirepublican than other, less insecure groups within the 

establishment. With minds unopened by tutoring in the humanities, 

and having received the narrowest, meanest concepts of their own 

122 
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profession, the judges stood bewildered before the ethical, philosophi¬ 

cal, and social upheavals of their age. Exasperated by a world they did 

not understand, they grew more cruel with every new generation.2 

Against these people only one policy could be effective: outright and 

unrelenting criticism. All trials, political as well as criminal, were to be 

subjected to careful scrutiny and abuses brought into the open. “There 

is no such thing as an unpolitical criminal proceeding,” wrote Tuchol- 

sky,3 and with this dictum, he, Kurt Hiller, and other writers of the 

Weltbuhne used the force of their considerable legal insight to plead 

the case not only of accused pacifists, Social Democrats, and Commu¬ 

nists, but of those other victims of German class justice: common 

criminals.4 

The left-wing intellectuals’ image of German justice was undoubt¬ 

edly overdrawn but in respect to political trials at least, it was correct 

in its essentials. The unethical comportment of German judges—and 

prosecutors—in political trials makes a separate chapter in Weimar 

history.5 There is impressive statistical evidence, prepared mostly by 

Weltbuhne collaborators, to prove that the judges of the republic were 

harsh on leftist political offenders and soft on “patriotic,” nationalist, 

and anti-Semitic defendants. The Weltbuhne writer Emil J. Gumbel 

demonstrated, and his statistics have never been challenged, that in 

the first four years of the republic German courts convicted 38 leftist 

offenders accused of 22 political murders. Ten of these defendants 

were executed, the rest were given an average of fifteen years in 

prison. In the same period, there were 354 rightist political murders 

but the courts convicted only 24 rightist offenders. Not one of these 

defendants was executed and those convicted received an average of 

four months in prison. Twenty-three of the confessed rightist murder¬ 

ers were acquitted.6 “Political murder was not a risky undertaking,” 

wrote Gumbel. “There were some political con men who made a good 

living parading as murderers, with financial support from rightist 

circles—until they were unmasked and done away with.” 7 

Such a parody of justice could not have taken place without close 

cooperation from other official quarters. It was common for the police 

to ignore the well-known hiding place of a “patriotic” murderer or to 

let him escape if arrest was unavoidable. It was equally common for 

the prosecutor’s office to delay the investigation of rightist offenses, to 

lose dossiers, or to suppress evidence. As to the judges, they found 

extenuating circumstances, or no guilt, in the face of the most blatant 

evidence. If sentence was meted out at all, it was invariably imposed 

on the little henchmen caught in the act. But it was also customary to 
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accept the plea that the murderer had acted on higher orders. If the 

courts consented to name this higher authority, it was only to point an 

accusing finger at some republican politician. Following the 1919 

massacre of Spartacist sailors in Berlin, the court gleefully cited the 

orders of the Social Democratic Minister Noske, without indicting the 

generals and officers who had given his orders (to shoot) the most 

liberal interpretation.8 It was not unusual for the courts to take into 

consideration the political affiliation of the victim when deciding on 

the guilt of the murderer. In the trials that followed upon the Bavarian 

white terror of 1919, the murderers of pacifists, Social Democrats, or 

Communists were almost invariably found not guilty, while severe 

punishment was imposed on the counterrevolutionary soldiers who 

had killed a group of young Catholic workers.9 The callousness of the 

judges toward the victims of nationalist terror went to ridiculous 

extremes; it also pointed up the courts’ old-fashioned contempt of 

public opinion. Thus the courts consistently denied even the most 

miserly pension to the widows or orphans of murdered proletarians.10 

All this is made somewhat understandable if one considers that, of 

the 12,000 practicing judges of the Weimar period, only 400 were 

members of the League of Bepublican Judges (“Republikanischer 

Richterbund,” founded in 1922).11 That none of the other judges was 

forced to resign, or that none voluntarily did so, was a catastrophe for 

German democracy. 

Die Weltbuhne and other radical democratic journals did their best 

to protest this intolerable situation. Indeed, next to the Communists 

and some Social Democrats, the left-wing intellectuals were the most 

effective in airing the scandal of political mistrials. It was as common 

for a defense attorney in a leftist political trial to vent his indignation 

in the pages of the Weltbuhne, as it was common for the lawyer-jour¬ 

nalists of the Weltbuhne, Alfred Apfel, Kurt Rosenfeld, Rudolf Olden, 

and others, to assume the legal defense of leftist political offenders. 

The campaigns of Die Weltbuhne, Das Tage-Buch, Die Justiz (the 

journal of the republican judges), and especially of the German 

League for Human Rights were neither unpopular nor always unsuc¬ 

cessful. They contributed significantly to the partial amelioration of 

the situation after the first turbulent years of the republic. As political 

murders declined after 1924, so did the political mistrials and, begin¬ 

ning that year, Die Weltbuhne could devote its attention to general 
judicial reform and to the fate of common criminals. 

The Weltbuhne s indictment of nonpolitical criminal proceedings 

was as harsh as that of political justice and it was more often unwar- 
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ranted. The humane practices of a great number of judges and their 

conscientious application of modern penological concepts received 

little acknowledgment. Nor did Die Weltbiihne take into account the 

public clamor for harsh sentences on common criminals. But it is also 

true that there were several mistrials. There was the famous case of 

Josef Jakubowski, an illiterate Polish laborer who though innocent was 

sentenced to death for murder and executed in 1925.12 One must agree 

with the Weltbiihne that Jakubowski’s foreign origin, poverty, and 

ignorance played a role in the hasty sentence and execution. Nor can 

the authorities be excused for having delayed revision procedures. The 

“Jakubowski revision” was the German left-wing intellectuals’ Sacco 

and Vanzetti affair and here too they were not unsuccessful. The 

Jakubowski Foundation of the German League for Human Rights 

which included the Weltbiihne collaborators Heinrich Mann, Hellmut 

von Gerlach, Arnold Zweig, Alfred Apfel, Kurt Grossmann, Helene 

Stocker, Paul von Schonaich, and Veit Valentin, as well as Thomas 

Mann and others, was highly persevering. Finally, in 1929 the real 

murderers were tried and sentenced, and the dead Jakubowski was 

partially rehabilitated.13 But the high functionaries responsible for the 

mistrial and for the delay in revision proceedings were never brought 

to account. 

The Weltbiihne’s criticism of criminal proceedings can be briefly 

summarized. It began with the contention that because of their social 

background and biased education, the judges could not possibly be 

objective toward proletarian criminals.14 This was a convincing argu¬ 

ment, for neither in the Imperial era nor during the republic could a 

judicial functionary hope to draw an income before the age of thirty- 

five. Then, his beginning salary amounted to a few hundred marks.15 

Consequently, judges were recruited from among the “better estates.” 

Having been subjected to the severest discipline in his years of train¬ 

ing, the new judge expected the same abject obedience from his 

underlings and from the defendants. Tucholsky was outraged by the 

judges’ insistence that the defendant show soldierly discipline, that he 

be stramm in the dock and accept with humility the sternest pro¬ 

nouncements. Repeatedly Tucholsky scorned the barrack-room atmos¬ 

phere prevailing in the courts, the contemptuous tone used by the 

judges, and their predilection for assuming the role of the prosecutor.16 

Self-respect on the part of the defendant was equated with arrogance; 

protestations of innocence with lack of repentance. Unusual morality 

or asocial behavior were taken as evidences of guilt for any crime, or 

at least as aggravating factors. “The judges consider acquittal a defeat 
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not only for the prosecutor but even for themselves/ wrote 

Tucholsky.*17 They assume the guilt of the defendant “for were he not 

guilty he wouldn’t be in the courtroom.” Alfred Polgar ridiculed the 

judges’ tendency to expect higher moral standards from a criminal 

than from an ordinary mortal.13 If he falls short of this expectation he 

is taken for a particularly heinous criminal. The woman accused of 

murder is burdened with the additional crime of bestiality for having 

eaten something after the deed, worse even, if she happened to eat a 

delicacy.19 The defendant who receives a twenty-year sentence and 

cries miserably is severely admonished by the judge: “You must be¬ 

have correctly!” Easier said than done. How is one to behave under 

similar circumstances? What does the Ehrenkodex prescribe for such 

occasions? The judge first denies the status of gentleman to the 

defendant and then he expects from him gentlemanly behavior.20 

One particular sore point in the eyes of the left-wing intellectuals 

was the seeming failure of the system of lay judges (Schoffen) and 

jurors (Geschicorene). The introduction of laymen in certain court 

proceedings had been an accomplishment of the 1848 revolution; now 

jury trials were to be the mainstay of Weimar democracy, the popular 

alternative to professional jurisdiction. Unfortunately, the lay jurors 

proved to be as exasperating as the professional members of the court. 

They were either too harsh or incomprehensibly lenient in their deci¬ 

sions. Hans Gathmann discussed in the Weltbiihne the famous jury 

trial of the butcher Trautmann:21 Back in 1911 Trautmann had been 

sentenced to twelve years in prison for having killed a young girl. 

There was in this case not a shred of evidence, but because the victim 

had been masterfully dissected and because Trautmann had been 

guilty, among other things, of incest, the jury brought down the 

verdict of murder. Finally proved innocent of murder, the butcher 

was not rehabilitated, nor did he receive any compensation for the 

twelve years he had spent in prison. On the other hand, complained 

Ernst Emil Schweitzer in the Weltbiihne,22 two women who had 

slowly poisoned their husbands were so mildly treated by the jury that 

they could be given only four years each in prison. 

When it came to political trials, the juries showed less inconsistency. 

* Tucholsky knew that his general indictment was exaggerated. But he excused 
himself by saying: “Collective indictments are always unjust, but they should 
and ought to be unjust. The critics of society have the right to regard the 
lowest type in a group as representative of that group. After all, the group 
tolerates that type; by not expelling him, it approves of him and thus incorpo¬ 
rates him into the group spirit.” Ignaz Wrobel [Kurt Tucholsky], “Deutsche 
Richter,” Gesammelte Werke, II, 773. 
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Invariably protective toward rightist defendants, they were vicious 

toward leftist offenders. They simply refuse to indict a patriotic mur¬ 

derer, wrote Schweitzer.'3 As a result, prosecutors interested in obtain¬ 

ing an indictment, any indictment, were forced to change a first-de¬ 

gree murder into involuntary manslaughter, and an attempted murder 

into an assault-and-battery charge. 

A flagrant case of mistrial by a jury, one that particularly outraged 

the writers of Die Weltbiihne, was that of the would-be assassins of 

Maximilian Harden.24 On July 3, 1922, the 61-year-old Harden was 

attacked by a group of young men and nearly beaten to death. One of 

his assailants, a radical nationalist office clerk was immediately cap¬ 

tured; the other, a former officer, escaped to Austria and was extradited 

only a year later. It became unmistakably clear at the first two trials 

that the assailants had been hired by a nationalist bookseller who in 

turn had acted as middleman for the “Organisation Consul,” a notorious 

white-terrorist organization. The murderers’ wage amounted to 766 

gold marks. Despite the undisputed evidence, the jury found all sorts of 

extenuating circumstances at the second trial. The one assailant pres¬ 

ent was given two years and 9 months in prison, the middleman four 

years and 9 months.b Leaders of the Organisation Consul were never 

indicted. What seemed terrible was not so much the mild verdict of 

the jury but the general conduct of the trial. The defendants were 

treated most politely and Harden as a criminal. The attorneys for the 

defense—both Jews—were allowed to argue that Harden had 

brought upon himself the attack by his unpatriotic literature. The 

judge—also a Jew—and the attorneys made sarcastic references to the 

Jewishness of Harden. According to Tucholsky, the judge did his best 

to silence the witnesses for the state. “This was no bad justice—wrote 

Tucholsky—this was no defective justice. It was no justice whatsoever. 

. . . The verdict is clear. It amounts to incitement for the next 

[murder].” 25 
The rightist bias of most juries was only partly explained by their 

unrepresentative social composition. As Rudolf Olden has shown, in 

some rural areas, especially in East Prussia, practically all jurors were 

landowners or other “better people.” In the cities it was rare to see a 

workingman among the jurors.26 But even juries of somewhat more 

mixed social composition seemed to show tolerance toward “patriotic” 

b Lieutenant Ankermann, who had escaped to Austria, was tried in 1924 and 
was sentenced to six years in prison. He benefited from an amnesty four years 
later. See Heinrich Hannover and Elisabeth Hannover-Driick, Politische Justiz 

1918-1933 (Frankfurt/M., 1966), 132. 
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offenders. As Schweitzer pointed out, juries were responsible both for 

the scandal of the Harden trial and for the acquittal of the Kapp 

putschists. Moreover, wrote Schweitzer, when in Berlin the jury sen¬ 

tenced to death an innocent Communist defendant, the three expert 

judges used their legal authority to overrule the mad verdict.27 What 

then was to be done? The writers of the Weltbiihne reluctantly sug¬ 

gested measures that in any genuine, democratic state would have 

qualified as antidemocratic. The dilemma of the left-wing intellectuals 

was rarely as evident as in their grapplings with legal justice. Highly 

suspicious of the state and of the educated public, but even more 

suspicious of those on the bench, they recommended state and public 

interference with judicial proceedings. Schweitzer dismissed the Social 

Democratic argument that jury justice was but the expression of the 

will of the people. In politically and socially divided Germany, he 

held, there is no such thing as the will of the people: jury trials must 

be suspended!28 Schweitzer also recommended that the Mftiister of 

Justice apply rigorous standards in the selection of judges to criminal 

courts, and that he be obliged to consult private lawyers when making 

such appointments. Political crimes, especially crimes committed 

through the press (Pressedelikte), mutiny and revolutionary agitation, 

were to be tried not by a corps of judges (Kollegien) but by specially 

selected justices (Richter-Konige) as it was done in England. This 

would provide for the individual responsibility of judges. Further¬ 

more, Schweitzer suggested that the Minister of Justice exercise strict 

control over the state prosecutor’s office. He cited as particularly 

outrageous the notorious case of the Marburg students who, in 1920, 

had brutally murdered fifteen suspected Spartacists and who were 

subsequently acquitted by a jury upon the prosecutor’s recom¬ 

mendation.29 The government should have the right, Schweitzer 

insisted, to examine and overrule miscarriages of justice. Finally, 

Schweitzer recommended that both lawyers and prosecutors be enti¬ 

tled to appeal to the Supreme Court against all miscarriages of justice. 

Philosophic or ethical objections to a sentence should have the same 

validity as legal objections.30 Besides requesting extensive state in¬ 

terference, Schweitzer also asked for public, especially journalistic, 

control of judicial proceedings. This request was repeated by several 

other Weltbiihne writers who insisted that the state prosecutor be 

obliged to provide the newspapers with relevant trial material. Con¬ 

trol by “publicity,” by the political parties and the trade unions, was 

the remedy of Manfred George.31 The basic problem, the writers of the 

Weltbiihne clearly saw, was the immunity, independence, and irre- 
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movability of the judges. In obvious reversal of the old democratic 

creed, they demanded an end to these privileges: “German judicial 

reform is simply unthinkable without the suspension by the parliament 

of the present irremovability of the judges,” wrote Tucholsky.32 What 

he and the other left-wing intellectuals sought, essentially, was the 

replacement of one brand of politically influenced justice by another. 

This was a revolutionary demand. Could it be accomplished without a 

revolution? And would “proletarian justice” heralded by the Commu¬ 

nists come any closer to the ideal of humanitarian Rechtsstaat that 

these intellectuals so doggedly pursued? There was no answer to these 
questions. 

Fortunately for the writers of the Weltbuhne there was simply no 

end to the republic’s juridical and penological scandals, and other 

battles beckoned: capital punishment (institutional murder, they 

called it); the archaic prison system (Tucholsky led a vigorous but 

unsuccessful campaign for alleviating the sexual deprivation of 

convicts);33 compulsory religious training in prison;34 the bureaucratic 

and social ostracism of former convicts.35 Finally, there was the vast 

question of public morality, or rather the anachronistic and hypocriti¬ 

cal public control of private morals: the legal persecution of “sexual 

aberration,” incest, abortion, indecent exposure, pornography, and 

blasphemy. On all of these issues Die Weltbuhne took a radically 

progressive stand. 

Sexual Ethics and Artistic Freedom 

The German intellectual ferment in the first years of the twentieth 

century was above all a revolt against conventional morality. It was in 

protest against the morality of their elders that the middle class boys 

and girls of the “Wandervogel” movement fled to the forests, there to 

“live in a state of nature.” The term was as ingenuous as the sentiment. 

What this youthful communion with nature amounted to was little 

more than the singing of folksongs, the celebration of the winter 

solstice, and the scientific discussion of sex.36 Even those in the Wan¬ 

dervogel (the later Youth Movement) who went beyond that culti¬ 

vated not so much the pleasures of the flesh as an exalted form of 

homosexuality with emphasis on the “true” friendship between men. 

As late as the 1920’s, rebellious young Communist intellectuals en¬ 

gaged in free love with a dead seriousness that, according to Marga- 

rete Buber-Neumann, an early disciple, imposed harsher rules than did 

the worst of the philistine regulations.37 

The tone of the campaign against conventional morality which 
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pervaded much of the prewar German literature—particularly the 

dramas of Frank Wedekind, Carl Stemheim, and Walter Hasenclever 

—was as defiant as it was hesitant and guilt-ridden. In the final act of 

Hasenclever’s drama, Der Sohn (1914), the hero triumphantly de¬ 

clares to his prudish father that he has just spent a night with a 

woman, an act to be redeemed by death—not his own, but his fa¬ 

ther’s.38 
But whereas, before the war, sexual freedom had been the preroga¬ 

tive of fictional heroes, or the rather ritualistic practice of some literati, 

it became at the war’s end a concern in the everyday life of millions of 

Germans. If Ossietzky was correct in his contention that the sole 

achievement of the war and of the revolution was the emancipation of 

German women,39 then a drastic change in sexual mores was an 

obvious concomitant. 

The numerous and enormously popular books on contemporary 

mores (Sittengeschichten) 40 attest the fact that, in the Roaririg Twen¬ 

ties, Germany offered the most to seekers of erotic freedom. It was a 

time when every conceivable form of sexual indulgence was given the 

freest expression. There was a boom in erotic literature, and in the 

cabarets and theaters the nouveaux riches were treated to a then novel 

display of female nudity.41 A curious consequence of the November 

Revolution, and of the German predilection for forming clubs, was 

that homosexuals, nudists, or prostitutes could found their own organi¬ 

zations, complete with a board of directors and a monthly journal.0 

But if there was a change in practice, there was none in legislation. 

On the contrary, because they needed Catholic support, the Social 

Democrats and the Democratic Party threw to the winds their enlight¬ 

ened moral reform program.42 Thus the state continued as the stem 

guardian of private morals. While this did not seem to disturb the 

neoconservative intellectuals of the Stefan George type for whom 

sexual freedom had always been an affair of the elite, it angered the 

left-wing intellectuals who perceived in official puritanism a strong 

weapon of the bourgeoisie. For the bourgeois was allowed to punish 

the proletariat in public for acts he himself committed in private. 

Shortly before the war, Heinrich Mann erected a monument to the 

repressed and repressive bourgeois in Der Untertan whose hero, a 

champion of purity, discipline, and all other German virtues, found his 

c See the biting satire in the Welthiihne on the homosexual association 
“Deutscher Freundschaftsverband” (German Friendship Association): Peter 
Squenz, “Sexual Schlaraffia,”Die Weltbuhne, October 6, 1921, pp. 359-360. Here, 
the author wrote, homosexuals cultivate German pathos and idealism, i.e., they 
preach “pure love” as opposed to filthy carnal relations with women. 
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greatest satisfaction in being thrashed and humiliated by his wife in 

the secrecy of the bedroom.43 Their wartime experience in officers’ 

quarters convinced many of these intellectuals that this was no mere 

fiction and that sadomasochism, and the cult of the raucous and the 

vulgar, were indeed the dominant traits of gutbiirgerliche or aristo¬ 
cratic sexuality. 

Bourgeois hypocrisy created a world of intolerable contradictions. 

In Germany, where there were every year more than a million illegal 

abortions,44 section 218 of the criminal code forbade abortion even in 

cases of rape or incest. The victims of this law were naturally the poor 

and the unwary. Section 175 threatened with prosecution any form of 

homosexuality, and the Law Against Trash and Smut (Schund- und 

Schmutzgesetz) adopted by the parliament in December 1926, prom¬ 

ised severe punishment to the corrupters of youth through literature. 

Adultery and blasphemy, among other things, were also strictly for¬ 
bidden.45 

These laws, the left-wing intellectuals argued, were divorced from 

reality and invited criminal action. Starting out from the utilitarian 

premise that “society has only one right: to protect itself against those 

who threaten its order,” 46 and from the Freudian premise that for the 

individual to flourish, he must have the right to use his body as he 

chooses,47 the writers of the Weltbiihne demanded that in sexual 

matters the state restrict itself to the protection of youth and of the 

defenseless. 

Kurt Hiller, who founded the “Kartell fiir Reform des Sexualstraf- 

rechts” (Cartel for the Reform of Sexual Legislation, 1927), believed 

that only complete sexual freedom would permit the “liberation of 

Eros from the Babylonian captivity of Sexus,” meaning the decline of 

both unnatural asceticism and exaggerated preoccupation with the 

sexual impulse. He coupled his campaign for the “intellectualization of 

politics” with a call for the “intellectualization of Sexus.”48 Most of the 

other Weltbiihne writers viewed the reform of moral legislation as a 

social rather than a philosophical problem. Compassion and charity 

demanded that the laws against homosexuality be abolished. In a 

diatribe against the part of the projected German criminal code deal¬ 

ing with homosexuality, Magnus Hirschfeld pointed to the ridiculous 

extremes of the new law which threatened with imprisonment any 

adult who engaged in immoral acts with minors or with his own 

employees. This means, Hirschfeld wrote, that a 19-year-old boy who 

kisses an 18-year-old can be sent to prison.49 Such a law would only 

benefit the blackmailers, he warned. 

Far more serious than the interdiction on homosexual practices was 
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the law against abortion which, as the years progressed, was applied 

with increasing vigor. The strong stand taken on this issue by the 

writers of the Weltbiilme coincided, however, with the program of the 

Social Democrats and was less sweeping than the postwar Independ¬ 

ent Socialist plan. Writing in 1925, Erich Leisar imputed to the 

Church and the military authorities responsibility for the ever-growing 

number of convictions for illegal abortion.50 He demanded that abor¬ 

tion be made permissible to all unmarried women within the first three 

months of pregnancy and also to those married women who already 

had two children. Charlatans were to be prosecuted, and only medical 

doctors allowed to perform abortion. In an earlier article, Manfred 

George complained about those who refused to understand the differ¬ 

ence between conception—due to passion or drive—and birth, which 

was a matter of reasoned decision.51 The state had no right to control 

births, especially after the abolition of universal military service, the 

only justification for enforcing birth after conception. Uncorfditionally 

progressive on the issue of abortion, George was more cautious when 

it came to the political rights of women. Confessing disappointment 

over the conservative voting pattern of women in Germany, he advo¬ 

cated in the same article the replacement of ordinary female suffrage 

with a separate female suffrage on questions affecting women. Thus a 

Chamber of Mothers was to decide on birth and war, questions related 

to the life of the nation.52 

The cruelty of the anti-abortion law became conspicuous during the 

Depression when the government of the Catholic chancellor Briining 

came down hard on poverty-stricken women who could not afford the 

secrecy of professional abortionists. Led by Helene Stocker, another 

founder of the Cartel for the Reform of Sexual Legislation, the 

Weltbiilme writers intensified their campaign against section 218.d In 

1931, the Weltbiilme collaborator Dr. Friedrich Wolf and his col¬ 

league, Dr. Else Kienle, were arrested for practicing abortion. Wolf 

was a Communist; his 1929 play Cyankali had most violently de¬ 

nounced the abortion law of the republic. Since he himself had not 

performed a single abortion, his arrest was undoubtedly a form of 

literary censorship. Dr. Kienle’s hunger strike in prison and the subse¬ 

quent release of the two doctors were celebrated in the Weltbiilme as 

one of the few victories of that sad year.53 

The battle between the republic and the left-wing intellectuals over 

d This campaign coincided with that of Miinzenberg’s “Internationale Arbeiter- 
hilfe” for the repeal of section 218. 
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sexual freedom had its ironical overtones. For on few other issues were 

both the government and the radical Left similarly attacked. Entirely 

innocent of the writings of Magnus Hirschfeld and the other 

Weltbuhne writers, the republican government was nevertheless in¬ 

dicted by the entire Right for catering to these ideas. Left intellectual 

ethical radicalism was a heaven-sent gift to the nationalists. But as the 

Right would have besmirched the republic in any case, there was no 

reason for the left-wing intellectuals to abandon a fight in which they 

strongly believed. 

The problem of “blasphemy” was closely connected with that of the 

rights of the artist. Article 118 of the Weimar Constitution guaranteed 

the freedom of expression “in words, writing, print, or pictures” and 

forbade censorship except over films and pornographic literature. 

Later, because of political terror from the Right, the state felt obliged 

to supplement this article with emergency laws for the defense of the 

republic. These laws were implemented more against agitators from 

the Left than from the Right. There were, for instance, a series of 

court proceedings against revolutionary proletarian writers.54 The pros¬ 

ecution of the painter George Grosz, however, had less political than 

religious overtones. No doubt, the political caricatures of Grosz for a 

long time had irritated the authorities. Were this not so, matters would 

hardly have come to a trial in 1929 where Grosz and his publisher, 

Wieland Herzfelde, were condemned by a law court (“Schoffenge- 

richt”) for blasphemy (Gotteslasterung) and sentenced to two months 

in prison convertible into fines amounting separately to 2000 marks.65 

The artist and his publisher were tried for the content of three draw¬ 

ings, one of which depicted Christ on the Cross wearing a gas mask 

and military boots. The inscription read: “Shut up and obey!” (Maul 

halten und weiterdienen). As it was not clear whether these words 

were meant to issue from the mouth of Christ, or of the onlooker, the 

inscription became one of the fine points debated at the trial. That the 

artist had not intended to insult God, religion, or the churches, was 

affirmed in the appellate court by the judge himself who explained that 

Grosz had only satirized those priests who preached war in the name 

of Jesus. Ruling twice, successively, that God or the churches had no 

reason to feel offended, Judge Siegert acquitted the defendants. It is 

true that the Supreme Court reversed this acquittal and referred the 

case to a lower court,6 but Judge Siegert’s rulings were nevertheless 

e There was to be no new George Grosz trial because the artist left Germany 

on January 12, 1933, to settle in the United States. 
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considered a major triumph for artistic freedom. Die Weltbuhne, which 

had helped to make this a cause celebre, was again jubilant.56 The 

ruling did not, however, reverse Tucholsky’s earlier verdict: “We have 

no more justice. II y avait des juges a Berlin.” 57 

The occasional prosecution of pornography led the Weltbuhne to 

discuss the exasperating problem of the sources of moral authority in a 

secular state. Even before the adoption by the Reichstag in 1925 of a 

rigorous law against pornography, some courts showed an excess of 

puritanical zeal by confiscating valuable literature. Thus in 1922 a 

criminal court ordered the seizure of a German edition of two volumes 

of poems by Verlaine, and the novel Venus und, Tannhduser, by 

Aubrey Beardsley. The Reichsgericht upheld the ruling of the lower 

court with the argument that these publications, despite their artistic 

merit, offended the sensibilities of a majority of Germans. Tucholsky 

found this ruling ridiculous on two grounds. He held that more than a 

minority of the population acknowledged the prerogative of *the artists 

to use erotic subjects, and, secondly, that the Reichsgericht had no 

competence to inculcate morals. There are two possibilities, Tucholsky 

argued: either the Reichsgericht believes that it is its duty to protect 

existing cultural standards and thus to proclaim “what is.” In this case, 

the majority opinion should be somehow ascertained and the minority 

allowed to argue its own case. For the court has no right to treat a part 

of the population as nonexistent. Or again the court asserts its compe¬ 

tence to ignore public opinion and to dictate desirable standards. In 

this case, it erred in its ruling for it defended false, hypocritical 

values.58 

The daring artist, the convicted criminal, the abortionist mother, the 

homosexual, and the prostitute were members of defenseless minori¬ 

ties. They were little people confronting a powerful state and class 

dictatorship. It was the duty of the Weltbuhne to plead their case. 
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A CRUSADE FOR SOCIALIST UNITY 





Chapter X 

UNITY ON A SOCIAL-DEMOCRATIC 
PLATFORM, 1918-1923 

When they went down in 1933, Social Democrats and Communists 

could look back on fourteen years of working-class disunity, unmiti¬ 

gated by a single instance of genuine interparty cooperation. The 

Social Democrats wondered whether they could justify having collab¬ 

orated with bourgeois parties that had ultimately betrayed them, and 

the Communists ought to have wondered whether they had been 

reasonable in maintaining themselves in isolation, or in voting (and 

occasionally working) with the Nazis. Both groups had always recog¬ 

nized working-class unity as a necessity; they made it their main 

program, and devoted infinite rhetoric—and energy—to its realization. 

But ideological, strategic, and personal differences, as well as the habit 

of appealing to members of the other party over the heads of its 

leaders, made even tactical alliances between the two parties almost 

impossible. This was the tragedy of the German Left, the impasse for 

which the writers of the Weltbiihne struggled to find issue. They 

tirelessly canvassed the possibilities for socialist unity, reviewing in 

the process their own uneasy relationship to the two socialist parties 

and to Marxist ideology. With their views unobscured by the fetishism 

of the “Party,” and their journal wide open to debate, they presented 

themselves as sincere advocates of unification. 

In the first six or seven years of the republic, the journal called for 

the realization of socialism and for unity among the workers on the 

basis of the Social Democratic program, although certainly not under 

the auspices of the SPD Bonzen. When these hopes foundered, the 

Weltbiihne tentatively suggested the creation of a “New Left,” that is, 

137 
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a common front of individual Communists, Social Democrats, and 

other leftists, independent of the SPD or KPD executives. At the same 

time, although they never accepted Communist ideology or the KPD 

leaders, most of these writers tended to look with sympathy at some 

manifestations of Communist militancy. They themselves were ready 

to cooperate with the Communists in a number of political undertak¬ 

ings. After 1928, when hopes for the new German Left had to be 

abandoned, an increasing number of Weltbiihne writers embraced a 

Communist revolutionary program and tried to persuade the do-noth¬ 

ing leaders of the KPD, as well as the left-wing Social Democrats, to 

make a revolution against the growing threat of German fascism. 

Socialist unity was the supreme goal of the Weltbiihne writers. 

They, who knew so little of the workers, devoted a great part of their 

energies to ending disunity in the working-class movement. This was 

because they recognized that only the workers had the discipline, the 

courage, and the devotion to prevent the triumph of baVbarism in 

Germany. The failure of the Weltbiihne, insignificant compared with 

the massive failure of working-class leadership, does not in any way 

distract from the value of its efforts. The journal’s running analysis of 

the policies of the working-class parties was, if not always profound, 

at least always provocative; its propositions were often utopian but 

just as often tempting. Who is to say today that the recommendations 

of the Weltbiihne circle, had any of them been accepted and tried, 

would not have helped save Germany from fascism? 

Essential agreement with the Social Democratic platform in the early 

1920’s did not mean approval of the SPD. First and foremost, it was 

the issue of peace and pacifism which separated the journal from this 

party. The Majority Socialists’ role during the war, their extreme 

reluctance, when they headed the republic, to accept the peace terms 

of the Allies, their later support of passive resistance in the Ruhr, 

made them the object of bitter attack. 

The Weltbiihne writers were convinced, at least in the early 1920’s, 

that only from Germany did a dangerous imperialism emanate. It was 

therefore rational and incumbent upon the SPD to cooperate with the 

Allies. The Marxist precept, that capitalism and its later stage of 

imperialism necessitated war, could be invalidated: violence, argued 

Norbert Rosenberg at the time of the Ruhr crisis, did not always 

enhance the prospects of capitalist competition, and some capitalist 

powers such as England and the United States had not really been 

imperialist until after World War I, and still had no highly developed 
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war industry. If war was not inevitable, it was in the interest of 

socialists to ally with pacifists in mass movements against war.1 The 

SPD’s refusal to give such a policy whole-hearted support was irra¬ 

tional: “Is it really a law of nature,” asked Heinrich Strobel, “that 

reason should forever be excluded from the international life of 
peoples?”2 

The criterion of “rationality” was frequently used in the 

Weltbiihne’ s critiques of the socialist parties. Because of “irrationality” 

the journal did not side wholly with the Independent Socialists whose 

leaders it generally preferred to the Majority Socialists. The Independ¬ 

ents, or at least their radical wing, espoused the program of prole¬ 

tarian revolution and proletarian dictatorship through a soviet regime, 

a doctrine which Die Weltbiihne categorically rejected. Heinrich 

Strobel’s campaign against Rdtediktatur (Soviet dictatorship) was all 

the more vehement, as the dominant message of the journal to the Left 

throughout these years was for a coalition of the SPD and the moder¬ 

ate wing of the USPD. 

On November 21, 1918, the Spartacus League held a great public 

meeting. The address to the meeting by the moderate Independent 

Emil J. Gumbel was printed in its entirety in the subsequent issues of 

the Weltbiihne. Gumbel stressed his lack of sympathy with the Major¬ 

ity Socialists who had betrayed the workers all through the war, and 

who now seemed unwilling or unable to counter the reassertion of the 

militarists. And yet, Gumbel asserted, the National Assembly had to be 

supported because proletarian dictatorship had no chance of survival. 

In the first place, the proletariat of the rest of Europe, that is, of the 

Entente countries, could not be counted on to be as revolutionary as it 

was in a defeated country. In the second place, any program which 

went too far in nationalizing the economy would antagonize the rest 

of the country outside of a few centers such as Berlin. A breakdown in 

production would follow, and the prospects of counterrevolution 

greatly enhanced. Only through the National Assembly, said Gumbel, 

could a program of reform be instituted because only the Assembly 

could control the old-regime bureaucrats. If the proletariat truly con¬ 

stitutes a majority, then socialists should have nothing to fear from a 

Constituent Assembly, Gumbel concluded. Anything else would 

merely show a lack of faith in the working class.3 

The main themes of this address—the inevitable isolation of the 

working class when acting in its own interests alone, the inevitability 

of economic chaos were such action successful, and the superiority of 

the counterrevolutionary forces—were essentially those expounded 
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time and again by the Weltbiihne writers during the next five years. 

Ratediktatur was irrational, that is, impossible, therefore it was in the 

best interests of the proletariat to support parliamentary democracy. 

All this did not prevent the Weltbiihne from expressing contempt 

for the government Social Democrats. “The wretched state of politics 

in Germany is reflected in the condition of German Social Democ¬ 

racy,” wrote Strobel. Scheidemann and Ebert were too dull, soft, and 

narrow to be real leaders. They “connect an undeniable business sense 

and the unspeakable self-confidence of mediocrity with the greatest 

ability for self-adjustment” to any situation.4 While covering the SPD 

leaders with invectives, the Weltbiihne called the Spartacus League 

leaders Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht “children of fire” and 

“tragic heroes.” 5 Contradictory as this might seem, it expressed the 

journal’s conviction that Ebert and his friends were traitors to a good 

cause, or at best inadequate to their task, while the Spartacist leaders 

were courageous and attractive champions of a false idea. Following 

the suppression of the Spartacists, the Weltbiihne accused the SPD of 

ignoring the real need of the workers, of relying on reactionaries for 

their suppression, and thereby driving the workers to all the more 

revolutionary illusions. It was a critique of the SPD on the basis of its 

own program. 

When in the spring of 1919 the Socialists in the Prussian govern¬ 

ment called in the army against the Communists, or when the Reich 

government used the army to break the strikes of the Ruhr miners, 

these actions were condemned in the Weltbiihne. Although, wrote 

Heinrich Strobel, the demands of the miners were economically im¬ 

possible, the workers should have been won over through understand¬ 

ing and reason. The SPD ought to get rid of its Noskes; “a Socialist 

republic can never be achieved through a pact with militarism, but 

only through a block of the democratic Left.” 6 The workers’ uprising 

in Hamburg in the autumn of that year, against which Noske had sent 

the Free Corps, exasperated Strobel. The workers had risen, he wrote, 

because of their wrath “against the scandalous capitalist economy 

which endures despite revolution and republic.” 

All these sections [of the population] are embittered bv privation and 

indignant about capitalist profiteers who are getting rich at the expense of 

the working classes . . . ; they are disappointed in the government which 

recoils from any effective intervention into the rotten system. . . . What 

has the clique in Weimar done for us? It has allowed the war profiteers to 

drag away their billions abroad and intends neither to carry out a radical 

taxation of the rich nor a real socialization . . . We . . . want them to put 
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an end to capitalism and its exploitation. If the class-state cannot fulfill our 
demands, if capitalism thereby is ruined, so much the better! We do not 
want to galvanize it, but to build up a new social system on the rubble of 
the old, collapsed system.7 

Such militant language, not at all infrequent in the Weltbuhne 

stemmed from a genuine concern with human suffering; it did not 

stem from any real belief in the necessity of overthrowing capitalism 

and was indeed belied by the journal's concrete politics. For, as 

Strobel continued in the same article, it was a “fatalistic self-destruc¬ 

tiveness which has befallen the masses of people,” against which the 

government was desperately fighting but with the most unenlightened 

and helpless methods. Noske’s prohibition of strikes was oil cast on 

fire. Because of men like Noske, the radical Left was growing in the 

whole country along with all the other signs of inevitable political and 

economic dissolution. Economic anarchy cannot be reined in with the 

machine guns of the officers’ guard.8 Obviously, the exhortation to rid 

the country of capitalism could not be squared with a concern over the 

dissolution of the state and economy. Strobel’s editorials in the 

Weltbiihne were intended, rather, to warn the SPD that unless it used 

its power to reintegrate the rebellious workers into the current social 

order, the result would be a bloody revolution. Certainly, wrote 

Strobel, still in 1919, capitalism had “outlived its time . . . socialism is 

the order of the day.” A planned economy should take the place of an 

arbitrary market in which labor was so unproductively allocated. But 

there were two ways of attaining socialism: “organically,” or through 

“painful convulsion”; 

those who want to bring the world, recently brought out of balance, back 
into equilibrium, and wish for a peaceful balance of social forces in place of 
the brute force of both Left and Right, must make all effort to participate 
in the execution of socialist economic principles.9 

What Strobel meant by these principles was the amelioration of the 

living conditions of the proletariat.10 Thus, his socialism was not 

different from the program of reform advocated and eventually car¬ 

ried out by Social Democrats wherever they were in power in Europe. 

The Weltbuhne was telling the SPD to be consistent with its own 

reformist platform. 
As to the USPD, and the Communists, they were to give up their 

basic programs. The Spartacists, through their “uncritical parroting of 

the Bolshevik ABC, which has not even been adequate for the primi¬ 

tive economic conditions of Russia, have forfeited any right to be 
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considered as agents for political and social transformation.’ The 

USPD had to break with these elements decisively, ally itself with the 

SPD, preferably under the leadership of Rudolf Hilferding and Karl 

Kautsky.11 When, in October 1920, at the Halle Congress, the majority 

of the USPD leaders followed Zinoviev’s exhortations and joined the 

KPD, Strobel commented in the Weltbuhne that ultimately Zinoviev’s 

real “allies” in this deplorable act were the miserable conditions of the 

German workers and the arrogance of the wealthy.12 

The Weltbiihne’s opposition to Ratediktatur was in part determined 

by its early evaluation of the Bolshevik revolution. The journal had a 

keen analyst of Soviet affairs in Elias Hurwicz, a Russian emigre, who 

shared with Strobel and other writers the conviction that the Soviet 

regime was a dictatorial, utopian experiment in a backward country, 

entirely the product of Russian history and having nothing to do with 

Marxism.13 He tended to sympathize with the exiled Constituent As¬ 

sembly, but opposed any foreign intervention as well as Menshevik 

hopes for deposing the Bolsheviks.14 Nevertheless, articles condemning 

“Tartar Socialism” were very frequent.15 The Bolshevik goal of world 

revolution, pronounced particularly at the Second Congress of the 

Third International in July 1920, was regarded by Strobel as proof that 

the Bolsheviks were “determined that no country should avoid that 

period of economic destruction resulting from the irrationality of a 

soviet directed economy.” 16 World revolution meant sabotage of the 

world economy, on the shambles of which the Bolsheviks expected to 

take over. What would actually result, as was clear from the history of 

Bela Kun’s Hungarian Soviet Republic, was the triumph of counterre¬ 

volution.17 At the same congress, Trotsky had attempted to refute these 

arguments, publicly posed by Karl Kautsky. Trotsky’s protestations— 

that economic stagnation was due to the blockade, intervention, and 

the necessity imposed on Soviet Russia to fight a civil war—were, 

wrote Strobel, correct but irrelevant. Here lay “the basic mistake of 

Bolshevik calculation”: 

They proclaimed the Soviet dictatorship without realizing that this step 

would tear Russia up, plunge it into the bloodiest civil war and make it 

prey to foreign imperialism! They were satisfied with the incredible illusion 

that Russia’s example would spark world revolution everywhere. . . . 

Instead of learning from their first mistake, Trotsky and Lenin have made a 

system out of it: the theory and strategy of world revolution, to be 

unleashed in all of Europe. Once again, they see nothing but their own 

strength, calculate only their own chess-moves, without considering the 

enormous counter-forces. Their world-revolutionary speculations must end 

in the same Russian failure.18 
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Economic chaos, inevitably resulting from a transfer of power was the 

lesson to be learned from the Bolshevik experience. For, speculated 

Strobel, if the working class in North Germany were successful in 

setting up a Soviet republic—an admitted impossibility—what then? 

They would face “the break-away of the Rhineland and South Ger¬ 

many, the most terrible shortages of coal, iron, ore, wheat; in short, the 

same economic catastrophe that Soviet Russia has undergone.” 19 Nei¬ 

ther a civil war nor the truncation and destruction of Germany was in 

the interest of general cultural development and world socialization; 

the building of socialism is only possible in peace.20 

The argument that Ratediktatur was irrational because of the eco¬ 

nomic chaos it would incur is based on the assumption that a revolu¬ 

tionary proletariat was, and would indefinitely remain, only a small 

part of society as a whole. The ultimate argument against Ratediktatur 

during these early years was therefore determined by the Weltbuhne 

writers’ view of the German working class. The 1918 revolution, in 

Germany, as Strobel wrote in an early criticism of Georg Ledebour’s 

Rateschwarmerei (Soviet fanaticism), had not been “the result of 

revolutionary perception and determination,” but “only due to mo¬ 

mentary exhaustion and helplessness.”21 He and the other Weltbuhne 

writers argued correctly that the 1918 revolution was a manifestation 

of general despair and of a vague longing for a better society and not 

an expression of socialist consciousness. Therefore, the Weltbuhne 

reasoned, the workers would only play a limited role in bringing about 

socialism. The proletariat must first be educated for socialism, wrote 

Strobel, and continued: “An adequate possibility for such schooling is 

practice in social and political life, the participation in democracy.”22 

Not only Strobel, but Hurwicz and Karl Rothammer (the latter was 

the journal’s other editorialist in the early 1920’s), maintained that the 

only kind of revolution historically, socially, and economically possible 

at that juncture was a democratic revolution in the style of 1848. The 

revolution in 1918 was to be carried on by a block of the democratic 

Left. The similarity to the ideas of the Forty-Eighters is striking in a 

passage by Karl Rothammer written in his attack on the KPD for its 

abortive March Action in 1921: 1 

a The March Action was the KPD’s two-week campaign for general strike and 
armed insurrection. It was, at first, to take place in Saxony in retaliation for 
police occupation, and then to spread throughout Germany as an “offensive” 
against all state authority. The strike did not spread beyond Central Germany, 
and the whole action was marked by isolated, confused, and senseless incidents, 
sharply condemned by Paul Levi, former leader of the KPD who had resigned 

because of the putschist tactics of the Comintern agents in Germany. 
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The right to revolution is a natural basic right of the majority of the people. 
It is a moral obligation to raise the Red Flag when a feudal minority . . . 
sets itself up in opposition to the highest law of democracy. . . . The 
excesses of the Communists [show they are] nothing else but saboteurs of 
the right to revolution.23 

This conviction, that a democratic and not a proletarian revolution 
was the order of the day, caused the Weltbiihne to oppose any 
extraparliamentary moves by the working-class parties. Thus the 
USPD-KPD action against the new law on factory councils of January 
1920, was condemned as having, predictably, merely incurred greater 
dictatorial measures by the government.24 The one exception to this 
approach was the Weltbiihne’s celebration of the general strike which 
brought Kapp down in March. Obviously, the workers were allowed 
to act on their own only in defense of the bourgeois republic. Other¬ 
wise, as Strobel wrote, the workers would only isolate and weaken 
themselves by pursuing nonsensical, unattainable goals in their strug¬ 
gle against capitalism: 

As long as the left-wing socialists chase after the Ratediktatur, and carry on 
a senseless policy of sabotage, they will frighten into the arms of a 
scornfully laughing capitalist class all those social layers who basically 
would be the natural allies of the revolutionary proletariat. But those circles 
—the Christian and Democratic workers, the officials, many intellectuals, 
even hundreds of thousands of self-employed middle-class people—would 
join a radical workers’ party which would fight for a democratic anti-capital¬ 
ist program with convincing, effective arguments and intelligible goals . . . 
Why do we not want to finally try things with reason, instead of biting into 
our own flesh?25 

“Reason” and “intelligible goals” stood for a policy of economic recon¬ 
struction—consisting of the nationalization of such basic industries as 
coal and steel—and a social welfare program.26 When the Second and 
Second-and-a-Half Internationals united, in 1923, over the objections 
of such Independents as Ledebour, the Weltbiihne called it an impor¬ 
tant step in the right direction. “Not only the fate of the socialist 
parties,” wrote Eugen Lanz, “not only that of the workers, but of all 
mankind depends on the development of the new International.” 
Lanz, however, noted that there would be no real International unless 
Communist workers were induced to work with it.27 

The journal’s conception of working-class unification in the early 
twenties did not include cooperation with the KPD as a party, but 
rather foresaw winning Communist workers over to an essentially 
Social Democratic platform. At first, the Weltbiihne welcomed the 
Saxon “workers’ government” of 1923 in which Social Democrats and 
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Communists were united. As Hans Bauer wrote, in spite of the fact 

that the Communists were inherently “not good company, particularly 

in Saxony, where they lack minds,” coalition was a positive step 

because Saxony thus provided a balance to the rightist rule in Bavaria. 

There was no danger of a Soviet Saxony, for the “Red Hundreds” were 

in fact unarmed and defensive rather than aggressive. Further, Prime 

Minister Zeigner was an admirable and capable person: “He is an 

intellectual, and as an intellectual, he is a socialist.”28 

When the Reich government, with the consent of the Majority 

Socialists in it, ordered the army to dissolve Zeigner’s government, 

arrest its leaders, and declare martial law, the Weltbuhne writers were 

outraged. The events in Saxony prove, wrote Hermann Windschild, 

that there was no hope for a republic and democracy in Germany. 

The action of the federal government—in which there were two Demo¬ 
crats and three Social Democrats—against the constitutional Saxon state 
government is a perfectly worthy counterpart to the treatment of Belgium 
in 1914. . . . He who experienced the dull, desperate, helpless anger in 
the faces and words of the workers in the Saxon cities last week, as well as 
the entry of the Reichswehr, the bloodletting in Freiberg, and the spiteful 
glee of the order-loving Burger—is forever disabused of every illusion 
about the German republic. . . . Throughout the nation the workers are 
today decimated, leaderless, discouraged, enfeebled because of years of 
privation. . . . On the other side stands the Reichswehr . . . well-fed, 
well-clothed, and well-armed, and ready to fight against “Marxism” and 
democracy. . . . We want to raise our voices again and again, with all the 
radicalism in our hearts, and prepare for that day of the German, which 
must come, if German history is to make any sense at all.29 

The suppression of the Saxon government elicited some of the 

Weltbuhne’s most passionate statements for democracy and for the 

cause of the German working class. Arno Voigt, writing in the 

Weltbiihne, nevertheless imputed the blame directly to Zeigner: 

Instead of basing himself on all willing republican forces, Zeigner made an 
alliance with the Communists. The Communists want to overthrow the 
republic and that is why they cannot be a government party. The Commu¬ 
nists act according to Moscow orders, and that is why the people of 
Germany must stand up against their rule. It is self-negation if we allow 
ourselves to have somewhere in Germany a Communist minister, who 
wants nothing else but to destroy our constitution. . . .For that matter, we 

might as well have a Hitler.30 

Zeigner’s mistake, wrote Voigt, was to make an uneducated Commu¬ 

nist a minister, thus destroying the balance which Saxony was to offer 

in regard to Bavaria. Zeigner’s one-sided policy awakened great oppo- 
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sition among the non-Socialists of Saxony, and Voigt’s concluding 

implication was that the army’s arrival was unavoidable.31 

Voigt’s article was not commented upon by other Weltbuhne writ¬ 

ers. Yet, many of his assumptions, if not his conclusions, were similar 

to those of the leading political writers of the journal in the first five 

years of its republican existence. But the 1923 events marked a turning 

point in the histoiy of the German working-class parties. Not only 

were the exponents of Ratediktatur defeated throughout Germany for 

a long time to come, but the Social Democrats suffered political 

setbacks as well. The Weltbuhne writers were quick to sense the 

change resulting from the defeat. The current crusade against Marx¬ 

ism, wrote Morns, was showing itself ever more clearly to be a class 

struggle, involving not only guns being used against the workers, but 

the loss of many of their former gains, such as the eight-hour day.32 

And Otto Flake, commenting on “the move to the Right,” wrote: 

Marxism has failed, quite true . . . because Marxism has failed, they want 
to take away from the working classes their right to advocate their beliefs. 
. . . They want to turn the workers into an object instead of a factor in the 
state. Hunger for power is behind that.33 

Flake’s piece ended on a note often to be heard subsequently in the 

Weltbuhne: subjecting themselves to a right-wing course was endemic 

to Germans. That was “the main defect of the German: his lack of a 

sense of the present, of new ideas, of an honest relationship to the 

ideas of progress, freedom and dignity.” 34 

Blaming the German national character, or rather German historic 

development, was perhaps for some of the Weltbuhne intellectuals a 

desperate explanation for the malaise of Weimar. As Ossietzky wrote: 

“The desire for a dictatorship is in our blood.”35 It may even have 

been a way of ending what was an obvious dichotomy in their position 

toward socialism and toward the working-class parties at that time. 

But that dichotomy remained. The Weltbuhne espoused the politics 

characteristic of Social Democracy, that of working within bourgeois 

society for democratic processes and institutions. Whenever the SPD 

showed itself inadequate to this task, the Weltbuhne writers expressed 

their solidarity with the immediate victims of this inadequacy, the 

German workers. Yet their counsels to the working class were to reject 

any other program but the only “reasonable” one, essentially the 

program of the Majority Social Democrats. This dichotomy was strik¬ 

ingly expressed in the Weltbuhne at the time of the SPD Congress at 

Gorlitz, in 1921. The commentary on the congress was divided into 
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two parts. One, entitled “Verstandskritik” (Reasoned Criticism) by 

Karl Rothammer, was a report on the outcome of the congress, approv¬ 

ing the SPD’s affirmation of coalitions, which showed its elasticity, and 

its affirmation of political strikes, which showed it still had revolution¬ 

ary will.36 The other part was a poem by Tucholsky, entitled 

“Gefiihlskritik” (Criticism from the Heart), expressing a less sanguine 

view of tire SPD’s revolutionary will: 

Once we were sitting in prison and in chains. 
We had sacrificed for the sake of the party 
Money, freedom, position, and security. 
Today we are blase about ideologies, 
We sneeze at the hardy old Bebel, 
We smile when we see young people rebelling, 
And while we are being attacked in hundreds of conventicles 
By new wage laws and in editorials 
We remain Realpolitiker. 
Class struggle is good for the Bolshevists. 
Once we poked fun at cabinet ministers— 
That was long long ago ” 
Today we see things in different fight. 

We are thrilled by 
Cigars, automobiles and polite conversation— 
After all, we aren’t Bolshevists; 
We are philistines [Skatbruder] who have read Marx. 
We have never been farther away 
From the road shown to us by Lassalle.37 

b Last three words are in English. 



Chapter XI 

A NEW GERMAN LEFT, 1924-1927 

Beginning in 1924, Die Weltbiihne became decidedly more radical. 

First of all, it found that the economic stabilization initiated by the 

Dawes Plan on reparations payments was being carried out at the 

expense of the working and middle classes. Morus described the harsh 

conditions of the workers victimized by economic reconstruction and 

“rationalization” which, he said, meant longer hours and layoffs. Leo 

Lania, after traveling in Saxony in 1925, wrote: 

This is the German hunger area. It is not located on the Volga—no crop 
failure, no civil war, and no Bolshevism is to blame for this ghastly misery. 
There is peace in the land and the reconstruction of our economy proceeds 
splendidly. The intelligence and sobriety of its inhabitants have saved 
Germany from revolution. This exalted realization may make dying easier 
for them.* 1 

Even when the bourgeois coalition government" of Wilhelm Marx in 

1927 passed a series of welfare laws which definitely improved the 

material conditions of the workers, Morus called this mere “enlight¬ 

ened despotism.”2 

Secondly, as has been already noted, none of the Weltbiihne writers 

considered Stresemann’s policy a real path to international peace.3 

England, upon whose urging and cooperation the Locarno policy was 

a The term “bourgeois coalition” is misleading to some extent as would be 
any other designation. There were, between 1919 and 1930 (end of parlia¬ 
mentary government), essentially four types of coalition cabinets in Weimar: 
1) Weimar coalition (SPD, Democrats, and Center); 2) Great republican 
coalition (SPD, Democrats, Center, and People’s Party); 3) Bourgeois coalition 
(Democrats, Center, People’s Party), 4) Great bourgeois coalition ([Democrats], 
Center, People’s Party, Nationalists). 
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based, was no longer looked upon with such sympathy as in the early 

years of the republic. It was recognized as an imperialist power, 

determined to hold its own in its colonies and in China. Ramsay 

MacDonald’s Labor government of 1924 was at first celebrated in the 

Weltbiihne as the historic alternative to Leninism,4 but subsequently 

Jacobsohn printed as editorials a series of letters by Joseph Friedfeld, 

the journal’s London correspondent, which described the misery of the 

English workers, the radicalism of the British trade-union movement, 

and its hostility to MacDonald’s evolutionary policy. Friedfeld called 

the Labor cabinet a useful tool for big business at home and British 

imperialist interests abroad.5 When, early in 1925, the Allies refused to 

evacuate the Cologne zone of occupation, the radical pacifist Hans 

Schwann put the immediate blame on Stresemann’s devious disarma¬ 

ment policy, but the larger blame on the Allies for not bringing about 

world disarmament.6 Socialists and pacifists, wrote Ossietzky in 1926, 

had little to hope for with Germany’s entry into the League of Na¬ 

tions.7 

Thirdly, once the danger of Ratediktatur had been averted, Die 

Weltbiihne no longer felt compelled to attack the far Left. With 

Strobel as the leader of the left opposition in the SPD, the journal 

concentrated its attacks on the antirepublican, right-wing nationalist 

organizations. In so doing it had to criticize the SPD for its ambiva¬ 

lence and weakness as well as champion the cause of Communists or 

pro-Communists who made up the bulk of Germany’s 7,000 political 

prisoners. Erich Zeigner now received unequivocal support after his 

trial in Leipzig, which was simultaneous with the Hitler-Ludendorff 

trial in Munich. When Zeigner was imprisoned for three years, while 

the Munich defendants were mildly punished, if at all, Jacob Altmeier 

protested in the Weltbiihne: “In Munich, judicial murder (Justiz- 

mord) has been pronounced on the republic; in Leipzig, on a human 

being.”8 Propagating the slogan, “Travelers avoid Bavaria,” Die 

Weltbiihne led a relentless campaign against the reactionary Bavarian 

government in these years, and published, among others, the prison 

experiences of Ernst Toller.9 It also brought to light the cases of 

arrested and detained Communists, particularly that of Arkady 

Maslowb who, although an ultra-leftist, was one of the few KPD 

b Arkady Maslow, a Marxist theoretician, belonged to the left wing of German 
Communism. In 1921, he argued—together with Ruth Fischer and Ernst Reuter 
—for continued revolutionary activity regardless of the foreign political needs 
of Soviet Russia. In 1923, he opposed the broad united front policy proposed 
by party leader Heinrich Brandler, and demanded a united front from below, 
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leaders the journal respected.10 As to the various trials of Soviet spies 

and terrorists, such as the “Cheka Trial,” Die Weltbiihne treated them 

as attempts to outlaw the KPD. Then and later, the journal took every 

occasion to defend the Communists’ right to free speech. Still, the 

basic position of the Weltbiihne, at least until 1925, toward the work¬ 

ing-class parties remained unchanged: the SPD was criticized for not 

living up to its promises, thereby allowing the KPD to profit from its 

mistakes. This was immediately obvious in the Weltbiihne’s reporting 

of the 1924 elections. Already in February, the elections in Thuringia 

and Mecklenburg had resulted in great losses to the SPD in favor of 

the KPD and, to a lesser extent, the Nationalists. For all this, wrote the 

revolutionary pacifist Emil Rabold, only the Social Democrats were to 

blame: 

Parties may be betrayed—a class does not allow itself to be betrayed for 
very long. . . . Both extreme wings, the Communists and t|ie German 
Racialists are in the end the fruit of Social Democratic politics which . . . 
are unpositive, shortsighted, instinctless, and boring. The proletarians who, 
despite the chaos of war and postwar promises have not lost their will to 
life and active control over their fate, are tired of theoretical reasoning . . . 
tired of the old refrain about how conditions do not allow for this or that, 
how we just have to wait for the maturing of a better time. They live in the 
present, which they want to see changed and are ready to help make the 
change themselves.11 

Rabold’s prophecies were fulfilled in the national elections of May 

1924 when the SPD lost many votes to the Communists and National¬ 

ists. Hans Schwann now urged the Party to go into honest opposition 

to the new government and rejuvenate party life by giving voice to its 

internal opposition.12 This dissenting voice, made up mainly by Paul 

Levi’s followers, the Saxon Social Democrats, was always supported in 

the Weltbiihne.13 

The serious political situation in 1924 led many Weltbiihne writers 

to take an even more violently polemical attitude toward both work¬ 

ing-class parties. They accused the Communists and Social Democrats 

that is, the winning over of the socialist workers without their leaders. In the 
same year, he helped to prepare—together with Fischer, Ernst Thalmann, and 
the delegates of the Comintern—the “Red October,” the KPD’s most blatant 
failure in staging revolutionary upheavals. A year later, he and other “ultraleftists” 
were condemned by both party and Comintern for having “betrayed the Father- 
land of All Toilers.” See Helmut Gruber, ed., International Communism in the 
Era of Lenin (Greenwich, Conn., 1967), 314 et passim; Ossip K. Flechtheim, 
Die Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands in der Weimarer Republik (Offenbach/ 
M., 1948), 125 et passim, and Werner T. Angress, Stillborn Revolution (Prince¬ 
ton, N.J., 1963), 102 et passim. 
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of having obstructed the emergence of Geister, that is, of men with 

imagination and foresight, not necessarily intellectuals, but individu¬ 

als with moral energy and leadership capacity. Truly, the KPD did not 

merit much admiration at a time when its tactics, under the leadership 

of the left-wing Communist Ruth Fischer, consisted mainly of obstruc¬ 

tionism in the Reichstag, with Communist deputies blowing horns and 

beating drums at its sessions. The Weltbuhne disliked Fischer, “this 

volcano of radicalism ... a will free of all reflection and considered 

thought,” 14 and it kept at a distance from the German Communists 

although it published contributions by Radek and Trotsky, inciden¬ 

tally both mortal enemies of Fischer. With the Weltbuhne gradually 

revising its views on Soviet Russia, the contrast between its treatment 

of the USSR and the German Communists became striking. More than 

once, what it admired in Russia it held in contempt in Germany for 

the simple reason that the Soviet system “fits into Europe the way a 

street organ fits into a chamber orchestra.” 15 Hurwicz’s critical articles 

on Soviet Russia now gave way to much more positive travelogues by 

other writers who presented the USSR as a land of “youth” and “the 

future” and argued that the proletariat constituted the ruling class 

there.16 Adolf Grabowsky described the Russian Communist Party as a 

model structure for the emergence of pure and dedicated leaders, a 

sort of holy order. Although Grabowsky criticized another Weltbuhne 

writer’s much too optimistic report on political and intellectual free¬ 

dom in Russia, he agreed that there was a measure of freedom within 

the limits of proletarian dictatorship and that something magnificent 

was happening in that country.17 It was therefore no surprise that in 

1927, when the Weltbuhne first took notice of the Stalin-Trotsky 

struggle, Ossietzky hailed Stalin’s triumph. Trotsky, he commented, 

was still harping on 1920-style revolutionary romanticism which even 

Lenin had given up before his death. Stalin meant sober, realistic 

policies.18 All of this in no way implied an affirmation of Rolshevik 

doctrine and, as long as the KPD mindlessly imitated the Russian 

Communists, the Weltbuhne writers rejected that party as a political 

alternative. Commenting on the congress of the KPD in July 1925, 

Morns called it an assemblage of rigid and unimpressive personalities 

who differed in no way from their counterparts in the SPD, and who 

showed the same inclination to shunt aside their best men, in this case 

Maslow and Arthur Rosenberg.19 In an open letter to the KPD, Alfons 

Steiniger accused the Party of having broken with the intellectual 

tradition of Luxemburg and Liebknecht and wondered whether this 

had not been due to Moscow’s suppression of KPD intellectuals.20 
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The rejoinder to Steiniger was written by Friedrich Schwag, one of 

the pro-Communist Marxists who argued with the Weltbiihne intellec¬ 

tuals. Steiniger, wrote Schwag, was one of those uneasy intellectuals, 

that interstitial group between bourgeoisie and proletariat, who, had 

they not “merely confronted Noske with hand-wringing, but had de¬ 

clared themselves in solidarity with the revolutionary working class,” 

could have assured “that Rosa [Luxemburg] and Karl [Liebknecht] 

would be alive today and fewer workers and leaders in Republican 

prisons.” The rowdy protest actions in the Reichstag were demonstra¬ 

tions for the release of the 7,000 imprisoned. The KPD rejected parlia¬ 

mentarism as “an infamous deception of the masses” and its tactics 

did not diminish the image of the Party in the eyes of the workers; it 

was irrelevant if they annoyed the petty bourgeois and the intellec¬ 

tuals.21 

It was from Kurt Hiller that the KPD received an oblique compli¬ 

ment in the Weltbiihne. Retween fascism and Rolshevism, Hiller 

wrote, only the ends were different; because the ends of Rolshevism 

were good, he preferred it to fascism.22 Hiller’s main target was the 

SPD which he criticized for its lack of Geister, but because he attrib¬ 

uted this lack to the very foundations of Marxist philosophy, he 

incurred the hostility of both Marxist parties. 

Socialism, according to Hiller, was necessary because it promised the 

best selection of leadership through economic equality. But traditional 

socialism was too “conservative”; it ignored the cultural and artistic 

aspects of human liberation for preoccupation with economic goals. 

Dialectical materialism might explain the ethos of the masses, but 

what about the role of the individual in history? If social revolution is 

inevitable, Hiller argued, then there is no ethical postulate for action 

on the part of the individual.23 

Hiller was immediately accused of gross misrepresentation of the 

Marxist philosophy of history. In his angry retort, Hermann Wendel, a 

noted theoretician in the SPD,e left Hiller free to dispute that man acts 

exclusively from economic considerations but he conceded Hiller no 

other ground.24 Individualistic interpretations of history, Wendel held, 

c Wendel was typical of those committed SPD politicians who wrote in the 
Weltbiihne. Relatively young (he was born in 1884) and highly cultivated—he 
became, among others, honorary doctor of the University of Belgrade—he often 
opposed SPD policy, without breaking party discipline. Once the youngest mem¬ 
ber of the SPD in the Reichstag, in the 1920’s he gradually withdraw from 
active politics; he turned down an offer of the government to become German 
Minister in Belgrade, and engaged in writing. Wendel died near Paris in 1936. 
See Franz Osterroth, ed., Biograpkisches Lexikon des Sozialismus (Hannover 
1960), I, 331 f. 
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saw it as wild chaos, a series of accidents dependent on this or that 

man; in reality the awakening of the masses to culture and art was 

due exclusively to the day-to-day work of trade unionists and party 

functionaries for whom Hiller had so much scorn. But Hiller’s basic 

misconception, the SPD leader wrote, was that Marxism thought social 
revolution inevitable: 

. . . when Marxism speaks of the “naturally necessary” movement to 
socialism, it does not consider a nonhuman fatalism as the impelling force, 
but rather the desire of the people themselves; within the concept of 
economic necessity lies the will to action, from which all historical events 
originate.25 

Hiller’s arguments, of course, had contained strong elements of his 

Logokratie; he passionately believed that his notions of elitism tran¬ 

scended the old-fashioned concepts of Marxism. Actually, his convic¬ 

tion as to the necessity of consciously intervening into the process of 

history put Hiller into a closer bond with the Communists than with 

the Social Democrats. As he himself wrote in his first diatribe against 

the Marxists, his criticisms applied only partly or not at all to the 

Communists, and ultimately this intellectual bond made him a far 

more frequently radical critic of the SPD than the KPD. 

Nevertheless, Hiller ended up in political support of Social Democ¬ 

racy’. When the bourgeois coalition government was dissolved in Octo¬ 

ber 1924, and new elections were to be held, Hiller wrote that every¬ 

thing depended on a leftist victory at the polls although, he insisted, 

the KPD’s intransigence made a Left Block impossible. Therefore, he 

concluded, all leftists should vote to make a block of republican 

parties more left; such a government would then be able to drop the 

Stresemanns.26 

The outcome of the December 1924 elections partly confirmed Hil¬ 

ler’s predictions. A huge popular vote was returned to the SPD, and all 

republican parties gained in strength. The Communist seats were 

reduced by almost a quarter. Yet the Luther government which 

emerged was more right-wing than the last, for instead of the Demo¬ 

crats, it included the Nationalists, and the SPD went into opposition. 

When President Ebert died in February 1925, Hiller proposed a 

single presidential candidate for the republican and socialist parties— 

Joseph Wirth—as a tactical move to defeat the candidate of the 

reactionary parties.27 In fact, after an indecisive first round, the repub¬ 

lican and Social Democratic parties ran the moderate Center politician 

Wilhelm Marx against Hindenburg in the second round of the elec¬ 

tion, and were defeated. The election of Hindenburg came as a 
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terrible shock to most writers of the Weltbiihne. They expected the 

overthrow of the republic, a German war of revenge, and the end to 

all hopes for democracy in Germany. “And what now?” asked Tuchol- 

sky. “Now a bitter, terrible and bloody lesson. One that has been 

deserved a thousand times over.” 28 
Oddly enough, criticism of the KPD’s performance was only occa¬ 

sional and indirect although it was clear that had the Communists 

refrained from running Thalmann, at least in the second round, Wil¬ 

helm Marx could have defeated Hindenburg.d Tucholsky saw the 

cause of the catastrophe in the moderation of the Marx campaign and 

the awe of the Hindenburg legend which both republican parties and 

Social Democrats shared.29 Leo Lania absolved the Communists and 

came down hard on the SPD: the Communists had maintained their 

electoral following, he held, whereas the SPD could not convince 

hundreds of thousands of its members in Saxony, Thuringia, and 

Franconia, who had abstained, to vote for the candidate the SPD was 

finally forced to support.30 

The Hindenburg election seems to have marked a turning point in 

the attitude of the Weltbiihne writers toward the working-class par¬ 

ties. Bitterness toward the SPD grew perceptibly, while a shift in the 

leadership of the KPD was hailed as a positive step. Alfons Steiniger 

saw the removal of Fischer, Maslow, and Rosenberg, and the adoption 

of a course opposite to that of those “ultra-left Mensheviks” as the 

possible beginning of the German revolution.31 Ossietzky believed that 

Moscow had urged the new course so as to make possible an immedi¬ 

ate rapprochement with the SPD, but he cautioned the Communists 

lest they allow themselves to be swallowed up by the SPD as had been 

the case with the USPD and the Levi group.* * * 6 

The whole idea of unification would lose its meaning if nothing else should 
result but a fatter Social Democracy. The purpose can only be the new, 
great Workers Party: not Social Democracy, not the Communist Party, but 
the Party born out of the struggles of this year, ready for the struggles of 
1930.32 

What made cooperation between Social Democrats and Commu¬ 

nists seem possible in those years was the attempt of the British Trade 

Unions, in 1926, to rally the Social Democratic Trade Union Interna¬ 

tional to a program of radical mass resistance to war and imperialism, 

d The final election results were as follows: Hindenburg (candidate of the 
Right) 14,655,766 votes; Marx (candidate of the republicans and of the SPD) 
13,751,615 votes; Thalmann (KPD) 1,931,151 votes. 

6 Paul Levi, a former Communist leader, joined the SPD in 1922 where he 
attempted unsuccessfully to form an autonomous left-wing group. 
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and to an alliance with the Communist, particularly Russian, trade 

unions. This move, ultimately unsuccessful in the Trade Union Inter¬ 

national, was wholly supported by the Comintern and by the German 

radical pacifists in the Weltbiihne. In addition, despite disclosures of 

military cooperation between German militarists and the Soviet 

Union, the Weltbiihne continued to exhibit, more often than not, a 

mildly sympathetic view to the international position of the USSR. 

The national liberation movements in mostly English dominated areas 

had become more powerful, and although writers like Friedfeld and 

Ossietzky disapproved of Soviet agitation in these areas, particularly 

China, these nationalist movements were recognized as a reality. Dur¬ 

ing the war scare of 1927, when Great Britain broke relations with 

Russia, the responsibility for it was laid to Britain, and the treason 

trials and rearmament in the USSR were seen as defensive acts.33 

The Weltbiihne writers, therefore, pressed vigorously for coopera¬ 

tion between Social Democrats and Communists throughout 

1925-1927, and expressed increasing annoyance over the SPD’s intran¬ 

sigence. 

The job now, wrote Hiller, was to form a Left front against en¬ 

trenched, reactionary capitalism. “To join Socialists and Communists 

. . . into a Red unity may be like squaring the circle, but it is our 

task.” The question as to how this should be done was to occupy the 

Weltbiihne writers during the next two years. 

Alfons Steiniger’s proposal that the nonparty leftists should form a 

“Council of Republicans”34 caused Hiller to reject the idea of repub¬ 

licanism. “Should the prolongers of shameful capitalist economics 

[kapitalistische Schandwirtschaft] be allowed in such a council, sim¬ 

ply because they are ‘republicans’?” he asked Steiniger. It must be a 

socialist unification with a definite program: 

The bridge must finally be built between Communists who understand the 
situation today and Social Democrats who do not merely think about today 
and their livelihoods but also about the socialist goal. This bridge should 
not be made out of the cardboard of democratic principle, but out of the 
concrete of the following aims: 

1. Proletarian policies for wages, hours, taxes, housing, and customs 
duties. 

2. A ruthless anti-nationalist policy. No mere preaching against the war 
of revenge . . . rather, going beyond the resolutions of a castrated pacifism 
by planned preparation for active hindrance to war, by rejection of army 
service and sabotage. 

3. A policy of freedom and social welfare in regard to elementary 
schools, criminal law, execution of sentences. 

4. Purging the administration and the courts of corruption and counterre¬ 
volution.35 
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Hiller closed with the remark that it did not matter what system 

would get established, once power was taken. The important thing 

was to take power. This addendum would have left the interested 

reader more confused than clear, for if Hiller’s four points were the 

program of a revolutionary movement for state power, then point two 

was obviously superfluous, whereas other points, such as the expropri¬ 

ation of capital, were conspicuously absent. Hiller could only have 

meant this as a program upon which to gain a majority in the Reichs¬ 

tag, or perhaps as a program for joint extraparliamentary actions, in 

which case “taking power” and “establishing a system” could hardly 

be a part of the united front he was proposing. 

Alfons Steiniger envisaged the Left grouping to be made up of 

Social Democrats, Communists, workers, members of parliament, in¬ 

tellectuals, radical youth—and Joseph Wirth. All that was needed, he 

wrote, were 
< 

thirty activists full of strength and courage and will, of purpose and 
self-sacrifice; thirty determined, kind, believing people who will be ready 
to hammer out a unique statement of fanatical truth, to bring it to the 
darkest province, to go as speakers into the villages and cities—plus three 
hundred men ashamed of their unjustified happiness, of capitalist content¬ 
ment, who will give their money to blaze the paths for truth. ... all of you 
who want paradise . . . where will we meet? That is the last thing to 
concern us. Perhaps in Munich—it ought to be night, perhaps in the house 
of one of our murdered comrades.36 

Steiniger’s language was more appropriate for an early nineteenth- 

century secret society; it seems doubtful that it could have had any 

attraction for the most important elements in a block of “Red unity,” 

namely the Socialists and Communists. 

Max Peters, another Weltbiihne writer, argued that the wretched 

state of the SPD, so clearly shown at the party’s Heidelberg Congress 

in September 1925, and the basically similar state of the KPD, ne¬ 

cessitated the building of “a new Independent Social Democratic 

Party, either in the form of a German Left beside or above the existing 

parties, or by the destruction of the colossus of those parties between 

whom real freedom is about to suffocate.” 37 For even if the recent 

change in the KPD line indicated the possibility that this party would 

become politically constructive, Peters had no great hopes because the 

whole change had been carried out in a bureaucratic manner, good 

men had been suppressed, and narrow-minded functionaries had 
triumphed. 

Immediate opposition to the idea of a new party came from Fried¬ 

rich Schwag. If it was not born in a social and economic process, 
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Schwag held, if it did not have a program sharply defined in relation 

to that of other parties, and if its foundation was simply motivated by 

annoyance, the new party was doomed. After all, the Moscow direc¬ 

tives were positive, even if the German Communists seemed to be 

substituting proletarian pretentiousness for that of the intellectuals. 

Schwag urged instead work in the trade unions, which were intrinsi¬ 

cally supraparty institutions.33 

Kurt Hiller agreed with Schwag that nothing could be more harmful 

to the united front of the proletariat than slipping a third party 

between its two most powerful organizations. But Schwag was wrong 

in requiring a social or economic justification for the German Left; the 

building of a great Left Block would only come about with clear 

purposes and work. The trade unions were a vehicle for such work 

only in a limited way, for not even the influence of the British Trade 

Unions would make the Trade Union International carry through a 

program of determined antiwar activity. Nor would this change if the 

Communists were to gain predominance in the international trade-un¬ 

ion movement. The Communists’ refusal to advocate mass resistance 

to the draft could easily lead them to separate themselves from the 

union of the German Left, a move which Hiller said would be not only 

theoretically wrong, but politically stupid: the next war would defi¬ 

nitely pit Germany against the Soviet Union.39 

It was not likely that Hiller’s demands for common effort would 

attract two political parties whose basic programs called either for 

compromise with the national interests of a bourgeois state, or for 

subversion of the army rather than abstention from the draft. Hiller, 

and others sympathetic to his ideas, obviously saw the new “German 

Left” (Deutsche Linke) as an independent pressure group, coaxing 

the Parties into common action. But it was never clear how this was to 

be done. Max Peters had replaced his suggestion for a third party with 

one for the establishment of “political salons,” on the order of the 

prerevolutionary clubs in France. For although 

we are still convinced that political power can only be won through the 
victory of the revolutionary class struggle, we are also convinced that all 
power is without sense if at the moment of victory there is no real 
spiritually revolutionary society. . . . We must create an intelligent, mobile 
society, conscious of its purpose. The Red Block will thereby finally be 
attained.40 

Peters foresaw a wide political function to these salons, for the 

deputies of the leftist parties, like all Geistige, would be attracted to 

them. 
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Then it will be a matter of tact as to how to guide this talent toward an 
exclusive dedication to the ideas of the German Left. The Deutsche Linke 
will become the conscience of the parties, an unparliamentary, undemocra¬ 
tized leadership.41 

The culmination of the discussion was a conference held for the 

organization of the Deutsche Linke in the fall of 1926 in which many 

of these writers, members of the Peace Cartel, Leonard Nelson’s 

“Internationaler Sozialistischer Kampf-Bund” or ISK (International So¬ 

cialist Militant League),' and other independent socialists partici¬ 

pated. The two great parties apparently sent no official representatives 

and the outcome was not spectacular.42 The failure of the conference 

may have been symbolic of the dilemma of the left-wing intellectuals 

in the Weltbiihne. Their utopianism, as, for instance, expressed by 

Hiller, made them more action-oriented, hence more radical, than the 

mass socialist parties. At the same time, it limited their effect and 

influence in and on these two parties. Their conception of a‘united Red 

front, despite the detailed programs advanced by Hiller, amounted to 

a call for individuals to reunify under the aegis of a vague and 

disparate Deutsche Linke, and therefore a call for both Social Demo¬ 

crats and Communists to give up their basic programs and party 

structures. A campaign for a united front of the working-class parties, 

rather than a call for unification, would have outlined a specific course 

of action, programmatically possible for each of the parties. Of the 

entire Weltbiihne circle, only Georg Ledebour advanced such an idea. 

He called for joint action by both parties, as well as his splinter USPD, 

in the form of demonstrations and strikes for the Chinese revolution, 

against the imperialist ventures of any power, against all moves to¬ 

ward the war, against the fascist leagues, and for the eight-hour day. 

The more action on these issues, the greater would be the threat of a 

general strike if war were to break out.43 Of all the propositions made 

in the Weltbiihne on the unity of the working class, Ledebour’s seems 

the most sensible. For if it was true that the leaders of the two mass 

f Founded by the radical pacifist and idealist philosopher Leonard Nelson in 
1917 as the “internationaler Jugend-Bund” (International Youth League), the 
IJB was first a part of the German Communist youth organization. The Nelson 
League—as it was called—was however expelled in 1922 for its elitist program. 
It then became part of the Social Democratic youth organization only to be 
expelled for left-wing opposition in 1925. Thereupon it became an independent 
socialist organization, the ISK. Nelson’s highly voluntaristic leftism and anti¬ 
democratic ideas had many sympathizers among the Weltbiihne writers. For an 
excellent study of the Nelson League, see Werner Link, Die Geschichte des 
Internationalen Jugend-Bundes (I]B) und des Internationalen Sozialistischen 
Kampf-Bundes (ISK) (Meisenheim/Glan, 1964). 
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parties were misleading the masses, then it was logical to expect that 

they would disregard these concrete appeals for joint action and in so 

doing expose themselves as sectarians and traitors before their own 
followers. 

What most Weltbuhne writers could not accept in theory, they 

subscribed to in practice by supporting every attempt toward an 

interparty united front. When Communists, democrats, and pacifists at 

the University of Berlin began a campaign in 1926 against the large 

right-wing student organizations, the journal celebrated their collec¬ 

tive effort and condemned the Social Democratic student groups for 

refusing to cooperate with the Communists.44 Similarly, it supported 

the attempt of some Reichsbanner leaders to cooperate more closely 

with the Communist “Roter Frontkampfer Bund” (Red Frontfighters’ 

League), not only in defensive action against the Right Radicals, but 

in propagating such issues as the expropriation without indemnity of 

the rights and holdings in Germany of the former ruling houses.45 It 

was this latter campaign for the “Expropriation of the Princes” 

(Fiirstenenteignung) which brought most of the left-wing intellec¬ 

tuals into a temporary united front with the working-class parties. 

The Weimar Constitution, which guaranteed the rights of private 

property, allowed the Lander to exercise the right of eminent domain 

when accompanied by payment of proper damages. The German 

states, however, were generally unable to assume the enormous finan¬ 

cial burdens of the property settlements with their former rulers. 

Then, in November 1925, the KPD demanded in the Reichstag the 

outright expropriation of the princely fortunes.46 When this was re¬ 

jected, they resorted to the constitutional device of “popular demand” 

(Volksbegehren) to force the cabinet to present the proposal in the 

Reichstag. This required written support from at least one-tenth of the 

qualified voters. No sooner did the Communists announce their inten¬ 

tions than a Reich Action Committee was formed, on instructions by 

Willi Miinzenberg, to collect the needed signatures.47 Headed by the 

economist and Weltbuhne collaborator Robert R. Kuczynski, the Com¬ 

mittee included a number of Communists, but also Tucholsky, Helene 

Stocker, Albert Einstein, George Grosz, Jacobsohn, Hiller, Persius, and 

others. The KPD, the SPD, the Peace Association, and the German 

League for Human Rights endorsed the committee. Ultimately, 12.5 

million signatures were collected, three times the constitutionally re¬ 

quired number but, again, the Reichstag turned down the proposal for 

expropriation. Now, a popular vote or referendum would be required 

to turn this proposal into law, a matter of first attracting 20 million 
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voters, more than half of the qualified electors, to the polls, and then 

of securing a majority of “yes” votes. Although the SPD joined in the 

campaign for a referendum—reluctantly to say the least, because most 

leaders disapproved of the idea of expropriation48—the chances of its 

success were minimal. There followed several months of extreme 

agitation: the KPD resorted to its most violent invectives, while the 

Right and the churches railed against an “atheistic attack on God, 

order, and private property.”49 President Hindenburg came out openly 

—and unconstitutionally—in favor of the princes.50 The referendum, 

held on June 20, 1926, brought 15.5 million voters to the polls; 14.6 

million voted in favor of the measure. This was an impressive figure, 

considering that the total number of Social Democratic and Commu¬ 

nist votes at the previous Reichstag elections barely exceeded ten 

million. Clearly, a great number of nonsocialists crossed party lines to 

deny the princes their enormous fortunes. 

The left-wing intellectuals had gone into this “magnificent action,” 

as Emil Rabold called it in the Weltbuhne,51 with an overflow of 

enthusiasm. In the words of Ossietzky: 

The people must rise against the Reichstag . . . against this so-called 
parliamentarism which has shown itself incapable of popular legislation. 
. . . This rotten parliament will not . . . therefore the people must salvage 
the idea of democracy.62 

Even after the failure of the referendum, Ossietzky suggested no more 

than a “soaping of heads” in the KPD for the raucousness of some 

party campaigners and other tactical errors; he called for new, revital¬ 

ized democratic actions.53 While he praised the “efforts of these mag¬ 

nificent youths, whether of the Red Frontfighters’ League, the Reichs- 

banner, or the Socialist Youth Leagues,” 54 he denounced the SPD for 

its inaction during the campaign and for its later participation in the 

parliamentary committee which was to devise a compromise settle¬ 

ment with the princes (Fiirstenabfindung). The SPD should have 

used the 14.6 million votes to press for a less ignoble settlement8 or to 

bring down the government, he argued.55 

The “popular demand” against the princes was one of Weimar’s 

most interesting leftist experiments. It is hard to escape the feeling 

that a slight modification in the term “without indemnity” would have 

brought this movement to triumph. But then this would have required 

g The issue of settlement was ultimately referred to the Lander whose gov¬ 
ernments either consented to buy off the princes or allowed them to keep their 
lands, which made the deposed rulers the greatest landowners in the Weimar 
Republic. Albert Schwarz, Die Weimarer Republik (Konstanz, 1958), 126. 
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that the KPD be sincerely interested in passing the princely fortunes 

into the hands of the bourgeois-operated German states, and in creat¬ 

ing a united front of equal parties. In fact, it appeared to be inter¬ 

ested mainly in embarrassing the Social Democrats. The SPD showed 

itself no less opportunistic by cautiously supporting a measure it 

disliked, in order to save face before its followers. As to the left-win<r 
O 

intellectuals, they gave their full cooperation to the venture but by 

accepting to work for the Reich Committee, a product of the Commu¬ 

nist propaganda machinery, they unwittingly served the private inter¬ 

ests of the KPD. Sincerity again remained the doubtful privilege of the 

intellectuals. 

This was not the only time that the Weltbiilme circle subscribed to a 

Communist move. Back in 1921, Maximilian Harden, Leonhard 

Frank, George Grosz, Alfons Goldschmidt, Arthur Holitscher, Albert 

Einstein, and a number of others, functioned as charter members of 

the “Internationale Arbeiterhilfe” (IAH or International Workers’ 

Aid), organized by the Comintern functionary Miinzenberg.56 The 

IAH provided aid to starving children in Russia and to striking work¬ 

ers elsewhere, thus combining humanitarian activities with proletarian 

causes. Not only in the IAH, in all other branches of Miinzenberg’s 

“propaganda empire”—in his publishing firms, newspapers, theaters, 

cabarets, exhibitions, and movies—such left-wing intellectuals as 

Tucholsky and Ossietzky, the sculptor Ernst Barlach, Kathe Kollwitz, 

Ernst Toller, Kurt Hiller, Erich Miihsam, Leo Lania, Heinz Pol, and 

Kurt Kersten constituted the main work force.h No doubt, many of 

them would also have collaborated with a similar, nominally independ¬ 

ent Social Democratic propaganda organization, but there was no 

such undertaking. In 1926, Tucholsky wrote to a socialist friend: 

I shall always remain a stranger [to the proletariat]; there is something that 
separates us. I hold the average German intellectual—including myself— 
unfit to lead the German proletariat. But, then, why don’t you call on us 
more often? (Aber warum benutzt ihr uns nicht mehrp). Why is it so 
terribly hard, even with the best of will, to put our labor at the disposal of 
both parties? Suspicion and pride militate against us. We wear our white 

collar like a brandmark.57 

Their collaboration with Miinzenberg gave the Weltbiihne writers 

the satisfaction of addressing a working-class audience; it also pro- 

h Although Miinzenberg broke with the Comintern in the late 1930’s, in the 
Weimar period he was still a dogmatic Communist, irreproachably faithful to 
Moscow’s orders. It is true, however, that he allowed his non-Communist col¬ 
laborators a good deal of thematic freedom as long as it did not involve criti¬ 
cism of the KPD, the USSR, or International Communism. 



162 Weimar Germamjs Left-Wing Intellectuals 

vided them with the means—or so they thought—of gaining the ears 

of the KPD leaders. They regarded Miinzenberg as the most “reason¬ 

able” of the Communist functionaries; through him the KPD was to be 

persuaded to initiate a united front of all leftists. Repeatedly, some 

writers of the Weltbiihne campaigned to reach an understanding with 

Miinzenberg, not the generous employer, but the Communist leader. 

There was no such understanding. These writers hoped to use 

Miinzenberg as a Trojan horse to penetrate the walls of the Commu¬ 

nist Party. They were used instead by Miinzenberg, the Trojan horse 

of Communism. Miinzenberg converted the Weimar left-wing intellec¬ 

tuals, together with such non-Germans as Romain Rolland or Martin 

Andersen-Nexo, into the first fellow travelers in the history of interna¬ 

tional Communism. A fellow traveler is thought to be either opportun¬ 

istic or gullible. There is some evidence to show that a handful of 

German left-wing intellectuals answered to the first characterization; 

all answered to the second. 

Rabette Gross, Miinzenberg’s lifelong companion, relates in her 

biography of Miinzenberg that in 1924 she herself had seen Miinzen- 

berg transfer a substantial sum in dollars from the Soviet Embassy in 

Rerlin to Karl Vetter’s and Ossietzky’s ill-fated Republican Party. But, 

Gross continues, only Vetter was likely to solicit or accept such lar¬ 

gesse while Ossietzky, “this determined enemy of the Communists,” 

probably knew nothing of this transaction.58 If such cases of bribery 

were extremely rare and the left-wing intellectuals generally incor¬ 

ruptible, they certainly showed a good deal of that gullibility which 

came to characterize all fellow travelers in Communist front organiza¬ 

tions and which stayed with them even after their disillusionment with 

the God that failed. 

In 1931, reports Babette Gross, Miinzenberg launched a highly 

successful campaign among the left-wing intellectuals on behalf of an 

alleged “secretary of a pan-pacifistic trade union” who, together with 

his wife, had fallen into the hands of the Chiang Kai-shek clique in 

Shanghai. No sooner did Miinzenberg print in Inprekorr, the journal 

of the Comintern, the news of this double arrest when scores of protest 

telegrams were rushed off to China by, among others, Ossietzky, Lion 

Feuehtwanger, Alfred Kerr, Hugo Gropius, Mies van der Rohe, and 

the publisher Ernst Rowohlt. This campaign of protest was soon 

joined by Paul Klee, Theodore Dreiser, and many others. Several 

months later, when Miinzenberg finally identified the two victims of 

Chiang Kai-shek as the Swiss couple Ruegg, intellectuals in many 

countries formed a “Central Committee to Save the Rueggs” and 
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rushed off new telegrams to China. As a result, the prisoners, although 

under sentence of death, were released some time later. These pro¬ 

testers did not know, but Miinzenberg did, that the real name of the 

prisoners was not Ruegg but Luft, and that the husband was not a 

Swiss pacifist but a Ukrainian Communist who had gone to China as a 

Soviet intelligence agent.1 The real Ruegg was a Swiss Communist 

whose passport had been borrowed by the Comintern.59 

After all this had been said, it is still difficult not to sympathize with 

these early fellow travelers or to disapprove of their actions. For even 

if they failed to recognize the cynicism of the Comintern, they alone 

stood up for real or alleged victims of man’s inhumanity to man. In a 

way, they represented the conscience of humanity. Nor can they be 

considered equally misguided in their support of every conceivable 

cause which was likely to bring the men of the Left together in 

common political action. Only in Miinzenberg’s International Work¬ 

ers’ Aid could such divergent personalities as Albert Einstein, the 

Social Democratic leader Paul Ldbe, and Communist politicians work 

together and occasionally engage in an exchange of opinions. 

In 1927,, when the Weltbuhne made renewed efforts to promote 

interparty encounters, such dialogues seemed more urgent than ever. 

Although the SPD was in opposition to the rightist government of 

Wilhelm Marx, it appeared no less unprincipled and compromising 

than it had been as a direct or indirect government party.60 The Social 

Democrats had moved from being weak and unreliable opponents of 

the Reichswehr to the champions of “parliamentary control” over the 

army;61 the KPD could think of nothing better to do than drive out 

1 If Miinzenberg knew of this subterfuge, Babette Gross most likely knew 
also; she herself was a militant Communist and director of several of Miinzen¬ 
berg’s political enterprises. In view of her past activities, there is some incon¬ 
gruity in the bemused moral indignation with which she spices her account of 
Miinzenberg’s politics. It is indeed a pity that no one has as yet written a 
biography of Babette Gross, daughter of a Protestant petty bourgeois in Pots¬ 
dam. In 1933, Babette followed Miinzenberg to Paris where she continued to 
work on Communist publications. Five years later, upon the expulsion of Miinzen- 
berg from the German Communist Party, she herself broke with the Party and 
with the Comintern. In 1941 she went to Mexico, returning to West Germany 
in 1947, where she now lives. Her sister Margarete, who was the wife of the 
German Communist leader Heinz Neumann, fled to the Soviet Union after 
Hitler came to power. Subsequently, she spent three years in the concentration 
camps of Stalin and in 1940 was handed over to the Gestapo, together with 
other German anti-Nazi refugees. She then spent five years in the Ravensbriick 
concentration camp. Since then Margarete, too, has been living in the German 
Federal Republic. Her autobiographical works shed light on the lives of both 
sisters. Margarete Buber-Neumann, Von Potsdam nach Moskau (Stuttgart, 1957) 
and Under Two Dictators (London, 1949). 
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one of its best members, Arthur Rosenberg. “Be he a moderate or an 

ultra, the intellectual always ends up by being cast aside. Only the 

servants of the holy party machinery seem indispensable: the func¬ 

tionaries, the guardians of the cash register, the managers of the file 

cabinet.” 62 The theoretical debates on socialism and pacifism contin¬ 

ued in the Weltbuhne throughout 1927, but the journal’s professed 

hope for working-class unity was as far from reality as ever. 

< 



Chapter XII 

REVOLUTION AGAINST FASCISM, 1928-1932 

In the late period of the Weimar Republic, the Weltbuhne’ s leading 

political commentators moved far to the left of their previous position. 

They were not converted to Bolshevism but the KPD became what the 

SPD had been for their counterparts in the early Weltbuhne: that 

party with which they basically identified and which they vigorously 

criticized for not living up to its program. In the early 1920’s, these 

writers had formed a Left opposition to the SPD because it was not 

doing its job of protecting bourgeois democracy; now they criticized 

the Communists from the left for not leading a truly revolutionary 

struggle against fascism, and for refusing to initiate a united-front 

policy with the SPD. This was, with some points of difference, the 

position of Leon Trotsky. To be sure, Ossietzky, Hiller, Fritz Stern¬ 

berg, Heinz Pol, Morus, Hanns-Erich Kaminski, and the other political 

commentators of that period, still conceived of their revolutionary role 

as iiberparteilich, above the parties; they reproached the two work¬ 

ing-class parties for calcification and rigid adherence to mechanical 

Marxist materialism. But they also held that “republicanism” had lost 

all reality and that bourgeois democracy was disintegrating in a great 

social and economic crisis. They therefore called on the only demo¬ 

cratic force left in Germany, the workers, to defeat fascism. This, 

however, was inconceivable without the working class taking power. 

Thus, these writers eventually gave some form of support to the 

Communist Party, the traditional advocate of this program, until it 

became increasingly evident that the KPD was incapable, or unwill¬ 

ing, to fulfill its revolutionary promises. At that point, many of them 

found themselves in close agreement with Trotsky and his supporters. 

165 
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Paradoxically, Die Weltbiihne had always chosen to become more 

radical when the republic and the democratic parties seemed to stabi¬ 

lize their position. During the uprisings of 1919, or in the political and 

economic chaos of 1922-1923, the journal rallied to the republic. In 

1924-1925, however, when the mark was again stable and Germany 

readmitted into the concert of European powers, Die Weltbiihne 

repudiated bourgeois democracy and called on the SPD to remain in 

opposition. And in 1928, when Social Democracy scored its greatest 

electoral victory since the elections of January 1919, and a Social 

Democrat, Hermann Muller, again became chancellor, the journal 

repudiated the SPD, and embraced the cause of proletarian revolu¬ 

tion. These shifts to the left were not arbitrary; they were supported 

by insistent arguments on the fundamental shortcomings of what the 

moderate republicans believed were favorable developments. 

The first months of 1928 did indeed hold out good promise for the 

republicans. For three years the economy had been stable; private 

industry was expanding; the states and the municipalities were en¬ 

gaged in grandiose construction projects; industrial wages were high, 

and unemployment reached a new low early in that year. Encouraged 

by this state of affairs, the bourgeois republican leaders decided to 

withdraw from their uneasy governmental alliance with the National¬ 

ist Party and to bring the Social Democrats into the cabinet. The 

champion of this move was the foreign minister, Gustav Stresemann, 

who saw Nationalist participation in the government as a threat to his 

Locarno policy of obtaining concessions from the Allies through con¬ 

ciliation.1 In February the Great Bourgeois Coalition cabinet of Wil¬ 

helm Marx was dissolved, and in the following Reichstag elections 

held in May 1928, the SPD increased the number of its seats from 131 

to 152. At the same time, the Nationalists suffered heavy losses and the 

National Socialists were reduced from fourteen to twelve deputies. 

The new chancellor, the Social Democrat Hermann Muller, presided 

over a Great Republican Coalition of Social Democrats, Democrats, 

Centrists, and members of Stresemann’s People’s Party. 

Yet all was not well with the republic. Prosperity remained tenuous, 

achieved as it had been through short-term foreign loans which were 

easily revocable and often poorly invested. A few months after the 

elections—that is, well before the Great Depression—the country 

began to experience economic difficulties. By the winter of 1928-1929, 

the number of unemployed reached two million. More importantly, 

the right-wing enemies of the republic remained undefeated and 

stepped up their militancy. Frightened by the victory of the Social 
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Democrats and the prospect of further workers’ agitation, a number of 

important industrialists began to put pressure on Stresemann’s Peo¬ 

ple’s Party, their parliamentary interest group, to withdraw from the 

Great Coalition. The hostility to the republic of the Junkers and the 

officers remained unchanged, and in September 1928, President Hin- 

denburg’s own Stahlhelm, that powerful reactionary veterans’ associa¬ 

tion, hurled its “Message of Hate” in the face of the republic: “We 

hate the present state with all our soul; we hate its form and its 

essence, its future and its present.”2 In the same year began, and 

thereafter continued unabated, the shift to the right of the bourgeois 

republican parties. The first step in this direction was taken by the 

Center whose congress in December 1928 repudiated the politics of its 

left-wing faction, led by Joseph Wirth and the trade unionist Adam 

Stegerwald, by electing the conservative and antirepublican Monsig¬ 

nor Ludwig Kaas as its chairman.3 

All through that year Die Weltbuhne demonstrated that it did not 

share in Social Democratic and republican perspectives. Hiller, who 

before the December 1924 elections had advocated “biting into the 

sour apple of the SPD,” urged before the May 1928 elections that its 

readers “bite into the Communist apple—it is sour but juicy!” 4 After 

the elections, Ossietzky commented that the SPD would not fulfill its 

promises and that its electoral success was more harmful than good for 

it would mislead the workers into thinking that they now had power.5 

Ossietzky’s predictions were fulfilled in August 1928 when the 

Muller government announced that it would proceed with the con¬ 

struction of an armored cruiser, the famous “Panzerkreuzer A,” whose 

budget had been approved by the previous legislature. Before the May 

elections, the SPD had flaunted its resolve that if successful, it would 

“feed children instead of building armored cruisers.” Now the SPD 

ministers in the cabinet surrendered to the pressure of their coalition 

partners, particularly to that of the new minister of defense, General 

Groener. An immediate outcry of indignation in the Social Democratic 

camp forced the party leadership to demand in the Reichstag the 

postponement of the armored-cruiser program. The Social Democratic 

cabinet members bowed to party discipline and, in November 1928, 

the Reichstag was treated to the ridiculous spectacle of the Reich 

chancellor and the SPD ministers voting against a resolution they 

themselves had adopted in a Cabinet meeting.6 Meanwhile, the Com¬ 

munists Pieck and Miinzenberg had announced in the Reichstag a 

“popular demand” for the enaction of a “Law Forbidding the Con¬ 

struction of Armored Cruisers and Other Warships.” Although Os- 
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sietzky showed little enthusiasm for this undertaking which he cor¬ 

rectly judged hopeless7 (the Communists collected only 1.2 million 

signatures to support their petition) he called the Social Democratic 

performance a “national scandal” and accused the SPD ministers of 

having surrendered to Groener’s “pronunciamento against the demo¬ 

cratic republic.”8 Lothar Persius conducted a campaign in the 

Weltbiihne against the armored cruiser, and even the moderate 

Quidde demanded in a pacifist journal that the German Peace Associa¬ 

tion support the Communist action.9 When on May 1 of the following 

year, the Social Democratic police of Berlin clashed with Communist 

demonstrators, and there were at least twenty-five killed, Die 

Weltbiihne sided entirely with the Communists. Today it is clear that 

the May Day demonstration, held despite official interdiction, was 

meant to embarrass the SPD, and that the Communist leaders misled 

their followers in asserting that the interdiction had been recalled at 

the last minute.a But there can be no doubt either about the brutality 

of the police acting under the orders of the Social Democratic police 

president Karl Zorgiebel. Ossietzky began an immediate campaign in 

the Weltbiihne against Zorgiebel, accusing him of provocation and of 

wanting to exterminate the Communists in Berlin.10 Ossietzky, Alfred 

Doblin, Stefan Grossmann, Alfons Goldschmidt, Alfred Apfel, and 

Heinrich Mann participated in the labors of a “Commission for the 

Public Investigation of the May Events,” set up, not surprisingly, by 

Willi Miinzenberg. The commission held several public hearings,11 

mostly under the chairmanship of Ossietzky: it listened to a long 

harangue by the chief witness, Wilhelm Pieck, and ended up with a 

clear indictment of the Berlin police and its president.” Ossietzky was 

at the beginning of his long campaign against Zorgiebel when he 

presented in the Weltbiihne a balance of Muller’s first year in office. 

Although it would be unrealistic to expect, he wrote, that the SPD 

would undertake such socialist reforms as the nationalization of coal 

and steel and the redistribution of latifundia in East Germany, the 

a Harvey L. Dyck shows in his Weimar Germany and Soviet Russia, 1926- 
1933 (New York, 1966), 153, that the clash between the Berlin police and the 
Communist demonstrators on May Day had been anticipated in the Soviet press, 
and that illegal demonstrations had been encouraged by Moscow as part of the 
Communists’ campaign of increased hostility toward the SPD. For similar revela¬ 
tions, see Friedrich Stampfer, Die ersten 14 Jahre der deutschen Republik (Of¬ 
fenbach/M. 1947), 536 f. 

” The German League for Human Rights, led by Kurt R. Grossmann, set up a 
rival committee of investigation and came up with a more balanced judgment. 
See Kurt R. Grossmann, Ossietzky (Munich, 1963), 225ff., and “Die Ergebnisse 
der Maiuntersuchung,” Die Menschenrechte, October 1, 1929, pp. 1-8. 
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party in power had also proved itself incapable of fulfilling any of the 

most urgent demands for peace and democracy. It had compromised 

on German rearmament and on social welfare; its only accomplish¬ 

ments were the dissolution of the Red Frontfighters’ League, and a de 

facto anti-Communist law. Yet the SPD’s attempt to drive the Commu¬ 

nists underground could only hurt Social Democracy, Ossietzky 

warned. Its watchdog protection of the bourgeois state would not be 

rewarded by the bourgeoisie when the latter no longer needed the 

Social Democrats. Further, Ossietzky sounded a note which was to 

become the main theme of all Weltbiihne articles on the socialist 

parties: the SPD’s campaign for the suppression of the KPD was 

deepening the split in the working class, from which only the Right 

would benefit.12 In the fall of 1929, Hiller announced a petition for the 

re-legalization of the Red Frontfighters’ League. This move was sup¬ 

ported by a number of Weltbiihne writers, although it is noteworthy 

that Pleinrich Mann, who had participated in the May Day commis¬ 

sion, withheld his signature, as did, not surprisingly, Thomas Mann.13 

Throughout 1929, Hiller was again active organizing his campaign 

for a supraparty “Left Front.” It was the duty of the independent 

leftists, the “intellectual centers” outside of the parties, Hiller argued, 

to form a propaganda group to urge such a unity. As a novel measure, 

Hiller suggested that such Communist-affiliated but ostensibly auton¬ 

omous organizations as the International Workers’ Aid, the Red Aid 

(“Rote Hilfe”), and the League Against Imperialism join with inde¬ 

pendent socialists and revolutionary pacifists in such a propaganda 

group.14 When, however, the Rote Hilfe was purged by the KPD of all 

“anti-Party Communists,” that is of dissident Communists who had 

been cooperating with left Social Democrats on issues of common 

interest, Hiller attacked the KPD stormily for its narrow-mindedness.15 

This elicited a response from Wilhelm Pieck in the Weltbiihne which 

showed that no KPD-led organization could deviate from the KPD 

line.16 
The Communist line at that time was that of “class against class,” 

adopted by the Sixth Congress of the Communist International in the 

summer of 1928. This memorable Congress initiated the Communist 

trend toward branding the Social Democrats as “Social Fascists” and 

the worst enemies of the proletariat. It called on the national commu¬ 

nist parties not to collaborate under any conditions with Social De¬ 

mocracy or with trade unions belonging to the Second International. 

The congress also announced a policy of “united front from below,” 

which meant that the socialist workers were to be won over to Com- 
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munism. The theory behind this policy was that the final sharpening 

of the contradictions of capitalism was imminent and so was the final 

revolutionary struggle. The Social Democrats who defended the bour¬ 

geois state were delaying the process of capitalist disintegration and 

thus had to be annihilated if history was to take its proper course. The 

practical reason for the new tactics was Stalin’s decision to introduce 

forced collectivization and industrialization in Soviet Russia, a process 

which required unconditional obedience to Moscow on the part of all 

Communists.17 The “ultraleftist” policy of the Comintern, faithfully 

executed by the KPD, put the left-wing intellectuals in a difficult 

position. On the one hand, they were still encouraged to work for 

Munzenberg, the only Communist permitted by the Comintern to set 

up a miniature popular-front operation in Germany; c on the other 

hand, they were subjected to increasingly bitter criticism in the official 

Communist press and by individual party members. It is significant, 

however, that no one in the KPD called the left-wing intellectuals 

fascists, which made them the only “nonfascist” group in Germany 

outside of the Communist Party. In an exchange of arguments between 

Tucholsky and the Communist writer Hans Conrad, the latter claimed 

in the Weltbuhne that “the German tragedy was due in great part to 

the lamentable inefficiency of the so-called linke Intellektuellen.” 18 It 

is high time, wrote Conrad, that the intellectuals exercise a little 

self-criticism and become “simple soldiers of the revolution” by enter¬ 

ing the KPD. Even harsher criticism was heaped upon the Weltbuhne 

writers in the Linkskurve, the new journal of the Communist literati. 

Edited by the “League of German Proletarian-Revolutionary Writers,” 

this journal belittled the left-wing intellectuals for refusing to “go all 

out” and fight “the war against war.”d The tension between the 

Weltbuhne and the Linkskurve increased after 1930, when the Com¬ 

munist journal outdid its own party in ignoring the “National Fas- 

c Heinz Pol, a close collaborator of Munzenberg was expressly told by the 
latter not to join the KPD. See Helmut Gruber, “Willi Miinzenberg’s German 
Communist Propaganda Empire, 1921-1933,” The Journal of Modern History, 
September 1966, p. 290. 

d Founded on August 1, 1929, by the poet Johannes R. Becher, the Hungarian 
journalist Andor Gabor, the proletarian writer Kurt Klaber, the satirist Erich 
Weinert, and the former army captain and aristocrat Ludwig Renn, Die Links¬ 
kurve advocated socialist realism and relentlessly tracked down bourgeois ob¬ 
jectivism, formalism, and idealism in the writings of Communist and pro-Com- 
munist writers. The journal folded, because of financial difficulties, in December 
1932. For an excellent analysis, see Werner T. Angress, “Pegasus and Insurrec¬ 
tion: Die Linkskurve and Its Heritage,” Central European History, March 1968, 
pp. 35-55. 
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cists,” in other words the National Socialists, and used all its venom 

against the “Social Fascists.” Nor could Die Weltbuhne forgive the 

other journal for making the former National Socialist officer, Lieuten¬ 

ant Scheringer, one of its editors in 1931. When Scheringer announced 

in the Linkskurve the he would now combine his fight for a “national 

revolution” with the fight against “international capitalism,” Ossietzky 

bemoaned what he called a “thorough confusion of leftist and rightist 

slogans in the KPD.” 19 

While the writers of the Weltbuhne bristled under the impact of the 

new Comintern policy, and rejected some of its unpleasant manifesta¬ 

tions, they attacked the KPD’s basic program only because they found 

it inappropriate for the revolutionary struggle. Reporting on the Sixth 

Congress of the Comintern, Heinz Pol, one of the youngest and most 

astute political analysts of the Weltbuhne, wondered whether the 

Communists knew what they were talking about when they pro¬ 

claimed the ultimate crisis of capitalism and the immediacy of revolu¬ 

tion. Pol agreed with the Comintern’s analysis of capitalist disintegra¬ 

tion and with its contention that the Social Democrats, by supporting 

vanishing and increasingly antidemocratic bourgeois parties, were 

helping fascism to win. But, Pol wrote, this analysis was contradicted 

by Bukharin’s and Thalmann’s e proposed tactic, namely that the KPD 

should fight both Social Democrats and left-wing socialists while 

building the party into a multimillion-member organization. Since the 

majority of the workers were Social Democrats, the KPD had a long 

way to go, especially since “winning over” the workers meant in effect 

that they had to enter the Communist Party.' As the congress also 

called for the extirpation of all those elements in the Communist Party 

friendly to the “Social Fascists,” the final struggle would be even 

further off in time.20 Thus Heinz Pol saw clearly that the KPD’s 

program was ultraleftist rhetoric rather than any real revolutionary 

strategy. Following the 1929 congress of the German Communist 

Party, Pol again criticized the tactics of the Communists and accused 

Thalmann of deliberately using abstract Marxist phraseology—“sharp- 

e Ernst Thalmann (Hamburg, 1886—KZ Buchenwald, 1944) was the chair¬ 
man of the KPD from 1925 until his arrest by the Gestapo in 1933. Originally 
a teamster, he was—and still is—idolized by party propaganda as the “Fiihrer 
of the German Proletariat.” In fact, he was conceited, coarse, and unimaginative. 
His loyalty to Moscow, however, could never be called into question. 

f In 1928, the KPD had at most 150,000 dues-paying members while the SPD 
had 867,000. See Siegfried Bahne, “Die Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands,” 
in Erich Matthias and Rudolf Morsey, eds., Das Ende der Parteien 1933 (Diis- 

seldorf, 1960), 660. Also Hunt, 100. 
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ening of the conflict”—to hide the fact that the party was stagnating. 

It had not succeeded in turning its millions of voters into party 

members, and instead of confronting this stark fact with honesty, it 

merely repeated the old formula that those who opposed the KPD 

were automatically counterrevolutionary. Thalmann had the cheek to 

call Communist clashes with the police “pre-victories” along the road 

to the final struggle, yet these fights against the better armed police 

were self-defeating and merely alienated the sympathetic Social Demo¬ 

cratic workers who could not condone such futility.21 Then and later, 

Pol and other Weltbiihne commentators pleaded with the KPD to 

initiate a new united-front policy, not from “below,” but in a way 

which would accept the differing ideological persuasions of the non- 

Communist workers. 

The journal’s fundamental sympathy for the domestic goals of the 

KPD did not mean agreement with the foreign policy of the German 

Communists, or rather, with that of Soviet Russia. Die Weltbiihne still 

rejected any attempt at Soviet-German cooperation, and disapproved 

of the savage Communist campaign against the Young Plan on repara¬ 

tion payments. When, in the summer of 1929, the Nationalists and the 

Nazis proposed a plebiscite in favor of a “Law Against the Enslave¬ 

ment of the German People,” in other words, a law forbidding the 

ratification of the Young Plan, and the Communists gave indirect 

support to the Right by fighting their own war against the Sklavenge- 

setz,22 Morns argued in the Weltbiihne that the Young Plan repre¬ 

sented a “lesser evil” and that the price to be paid for the final Allied 

evacuation of the Rhineland was not unduly heavy.23 Ossietzky agreed 

with the Communists that, ultimately, the workers would bear the 

costs of the reparation payments, but still he called the signature of 

the Young Plan a great political victory for Germany and recom¬ 

mended that the treaty be ratified. If the costs were high, he wrote, 

this was due to the fagade of prosperity that Germany had been 

presenting to the world in the preceding years. Now it was too late to 

dress in Kiithe Kollwitz fashion and appeal to the good will of the 

American bankers!24 Besides, Ossietzky argued, neither France nor 

England would benefit from the German payments, for these countries 

were in heavy debt to the United States. He suggested as an ideal 

solution “an alliance of all European debtor states against America,” 25 

a plan he was certain would fail since the German manufacturers were 

tied to the United States for credit, and preferred economic enslave¬ 

ment by America to a common European front. The agitation of the 

Nationalists against the Young Plan was but a clever camouflage, 

Ossietzky concluded. These, and subsequent arguments in the 
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Weltbiihne on reparation payments, proved that most of these writers 

considered the capitalist offensive against the workers a specific Ger¬ 

man problem and that they did not share in the Marxist analysis of a 

world-wide conflict between proletarians and exploiters. The aggres¬ 

sive behavior of the German bourgeoisie was, for them, a “Germanic 

deviation” as was, incidentally, the fanaticism, intolerance, and stu¬ 

pidity of the German Communist leaders. In international affairs, most 

of these writers remained pacifists and democrats who looked to one 

or more of the Western powers for salvation. 

Weimar Germany’s last Great Coalition cabinet broke up in March 

1930 over a dispute between the SPD and the People’s Party on how to 

eliminate a heavy deficit in the unemployment fund. Pressed by the 

trade unions and a left-wing rebellion in the party, the SPD asked for 

new taxes on business, while the People’s Party, under similar pressure 

by its industrialist supporters, advocated a cut in unemployment bene¬ 

fits. Behind it all loomed the growing threat of depression, the social¬ 

ists’ fear for the future of the country’s welfare system, and the 

manufacturers’ desire to lower wages as a means of sustaining them in 

competition in the world market. In the controversy over free enter¬ 

prise versus welfare state, writes K. D. Bracher,26 parliamentary de¬ 

mocracy itself came under fire, as an increasing number of industri¬ 

alists felt that only an authoritarian state could save them and free 

enterprise from ruin. Still, the fall of the Muller government could 

have been averted had not Hindenburg and the crucial Center party 

been eager to see the end of the Great Coalition. Hindenburg, General 

Schleicher, and the two leaders of the Center—Kaas and Briining— 

tolerated the crisis, if they did not actually promote it, because they 

saw in it a long awaited opportunity for authoritarian government.27 

With the SPD in opposition, the formation of a majority government 

was impossible. Heinrich Briining, whom Hindenburg appointed as 

chancellor, was forced to rely (and relished doing so) on the doubtful 

constitutional privilege of the President to authorize emergency legis¬ 

lation. In March 1930, Weimar Germany’s parliamentary government 

was replaced by a “state standing above parties” (Staat iiber den 

Parteien), to use Werner Conze’s apt definition.28 Three years later, 

the latter ceded to a “state without parties” (Staat ohne Parteien). 

In July 1930, the combined votes of Social Democrats, Communists, 

Nazis (NSDAP), and most of the Nationalists, upset Briining’s first 

two emergency decrees aimed at the restoration of the budget. The 

President thereupon dissolved the Reichstag and called for new elec¬ 

tions on September 14, 1930. In these elections the National Socialists 
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emerged with 107 seats. All other parties, with the exception of the 

KPD and the Center, lost heavily, and the People’s Party, as well as 

the Democrats (now Staatspartei) were fatally weakened. Since 

Briining’s moderate Conservative-Catholic camp would not, and could 

not, form a coalition with either the radical Right or the SPD, the 

future of die minority government depended on the Social Democrats’ 

willingness to “tolerate” Briining.29 
The success of the NSDAP and the decline of the bourgeois republi- 

can parties presented the socialist camp with a new set of problems. 

Starting out from the premise that the present crisis of capitalism was 

temporary—it represented a “trough” (Wellental) in capitalist pro¬ 

duction—the Social Democratic leaders argued that it was too early 

for the workers to seize power. Consequently, they should tolerate the 

Briining cabinet as a “lesser evil” (kleineres Vbel) while exerting every 

effort to combat the National Socialist danger. Conscious of their role 

as the last defenders of democracy and the republic, the'SPD leaders 

authorized the creation in December 1931 of a new militant mass 

organization: the “Iron Front for Resistance Against Fascism” com¬ 

posed of the Socialist Youth, the Reichsbanner, and all sympathetic 

republicans. Led by such enthusiastic young men as Carlo Mieren- 

dorff, Theodor Haubach, Julius Leber, and Kurt Schumacher, as well 

as the Reichsbanner leader Holtermann, the new organization 

achieved wonders in mass mobilization, in launching popular slogans, 

and even in arming the Social Democratic workers.30 But the SPD 

leadership did not point to positive goals beyond the defeat of fascism; 

it did not hold out to the workers the promise of power, nor the 

abolition of capitalism,—the cause of the depression—and finally, it 

did not dare call for an armed fight against fascism. Trained in the 

tradition of legality, anxious about the lives of the workers and the 

tremendous financial assets of the trade unions, these leaders insisted 

to the end on democratic procedure. Thus Social Democracy suc¬ 
cumbed to Hitler without final resistance.* 

As for the Communists, they were convinced that, with Briining, 

German capitalism had reached its penultimate stage of “fascist trans¬ 

formation.” The proper timing for a revolution would be the ultimate 

stage: Hitler’s appointment by the capitalists. Hitler as chancellor 

8 Whether or not the Iron Front was capable of effective resistance in July 
1932, when the Prussian republican government was illegally dissolved by Chan¬ 
cellor Papen, or again in February-March 1933, is today an academic question. 
Erich Matthias maintains in his authoritative “Die Sozialdemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands,” Matthias and Morsey, 142 ff., that strong elements in the Iron 
Front were ready to fight in both instances and that they would at least have 
put up a good showing. 
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would automatically bring about the collapse of the bourgeois order. 

This interpretation was responsible for the virtual immobilization of 

the German Communists between 1930 and 1933; they accomplished 

nothing of significance, which was what Stalin had wanted the Ger¬ 

man Communists to do in the first place.11 As Kurt Hiller wrote in 1931, 

on the one side are the Social Democrats holding up a wall which they 

wish to wreck later; on the other side advance the cohorts of the KPD 

sounding trumpets, horns, bassoons, and bullhorns. Unfortunately, the 
walls of capitalism are not those of Jericho.31 

The policies of both the SPD and the KPD were strongly opposed 

by a substantial leftist minority in the Social Democratic Party. Max 

Seydewitz, Kurt Rosenfeld, Heinrich Strobel, and other left-wing so¬ 

cialists gathered around the journal, Der Klassenkampf, rejected the 

SPD’s policy of “lesser evil” and demanded that in the event of an 

attack by the Right on the democratic foundations of the republic, the 

proletariat seize power and establish a temporary dictatorship. They 

also called for a tactical united front of Social Democrats and Commu¬ 

nists. The left-wing Socialists were repudiated by the SPD leadership, 

while the KPD called them the worst of the “Social Fascists.” When 

they seceded—or were expelled—from the SPD, they bereft them¬ 

selves of influence. Their Socialist Workers’ Party or SAPD, founded in 

October 1931,* 1 received almost no popular support during the subse¬ 

quent elections.32 

Leon Trotsky had relatively few avowed political supporters in 

Weimar Germany, and some of these, for instance Paul Frolich, went 

along with the SAP in 1931, but Trotsky’s views on the German crisis 

were so refreshing, and they were so strongly represented in the 

Weltbiihne, that a brief presentation is in order.33 Indeed, it is enough 

to know what Trotsky had to say at that time, to understand how some 

Weltbiihne collaborators, especially Fritz Sternberg,34 evaluated the 

situation. 

The economic crisis, Trotsky argued, rendered it impossible for the 

h So at least argue such critics of Stalin as Franz Borkenau, The Communist 
International (London, 1938), 337 If., and Buber-Neumann, Von Potsdam nach 
Moskau, 284 ff. Trotsky, of course, held similar views. 

1 Most writers of the Weltbiihne identified themselves closely with the left- 
wing socialists and the SAPD, even if they harbored grave doubts about tire 
future of the splinter party. On the other hand, Fritz Sternberg criticized the 
SAPD’s hesitancy and wrote that if the KPD had a rational and truly revolu¬ 
tionary policy in the trade unions, it could attract the SAPD members into its 
ranks immediately. (K. L. Gerstorff [Sternberg!, “SPD Gespalten!,” Die Welt¬ 
biihne, October 6, 1931, pp. 504-508.) Similarly, Trotsky discounted the SAPD 
as a mere propaganda group to be won over by the KPD like all Social Demo¬ 

crats. (“Et maintenant,” Pcrits, III, pp. 146f., and 166 ff.) 
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great industrial and business class to maintain its rule through parlia¬ 

mentary democracy. Those hardest hit by the depression, the working 

class and the middle class, were no longer content to follow their 

parliamentary parties. The Social Democrats were now more than ever 

manifesting their inability to fight for the living standards of the 

workers; the middle class was deserting the moderate bourgeois par¬ 

ties for National Socialism. Nazism, wrote Trotsky, was a movement of 

“counterrevolutionary despair,” springing from the depths of the petty 

bourgeoisie acharnee. Ruined by continual crises, threatened by both 

monopoly capitalism and the organized proletariat, these small shop¬ 

keepers, artisans, and officials hated big business as much as they 

hated the working class. They envied both for their ability to defend 

themselves through their political and economic organizations, some¬ 

thing that the middle class was unable to do. The plebian movement 

of these middle strata, Nazism, was a conglomeration of irrational and 

neurotic fears: Jewish finance, big business, corrupt political parties, 

Bolshevism. Having no independent or realistic politics, these strata 

would follow either the bourgeoisie or the proletariat. Nazism could 

never fulfill any of its demagogic promises for the alleviation of the lot 

of the middle class and would eventually make a deal with industrial 

and financial interests in order to solve the latter’s problem of main¬ 

taining power. This solution was nothing less than the wholesale 

destruction not only of the revolutionary proletariat, but the entire 

labor movement. The fascist solution was dangerous for the capitalists, 

however, because it involved open confrontation with the revolution¬ 

ary proletariat in a civil war. All antagonisms in this protracted strug¬ 

gle, Trotsky argued, made for a very volatile situation, in which the 

working-class parties must seize the initiative, or else fascism would 

triumph. For only by demonstrating its thorough determination to take 

power could the proletariat win these impoverished and desperate 

masses to its cause. 

But this is exactly what the German working-class parties were not 

doing, Trotsky continued. Through their passivity, they were forcing 

the petty bourgeois into the ranks of the Nazis, and already some 

workers were following in their footsteps. The Social Democrats, by 

supporting anyone short of Hitler, were defending a status quo no 

longer tolerable to their own rank and file, and were buttressing the 

comparatively moderate bourgeois parties which the middle class was 

deserting precisely for their moderation. As for the KPD, it would 

make itself even more responsible for the coming colossal defeat if it 

did not take the necessary determined action. By lumping the SPD, 
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Briining, and the Nazis all in the same "fascist” category, by telling the 

masses that Briining was no different from Hitler, and that the SPD 

leaders Weis and Severing were no different from Briining, the Com¬ 

munists were not only deceiving their followers but were also disarm¬ 

ing them before the onslaught of real fascism. Thalmann was a fool to 

pride himself on the fact that in September 1930 the KPD had in¬ 

creased its votes by over a million—he ought rather to worry about the 

five million new Nazi votes. If the fascists, Trotsky wrote, were able to 

mobilize such a vast following at the beginning of the crisis, how 

much more support would they receive with its intensification!35 Al¬ 

though parliamentary democracy and fascism were both forms of 

capitalist rule, there was a distinction, even if Briining ruled by 

decree. In parliamentary democracy, the bourgeoisie governed by 

compromise with the working-class organizations, and therefore had 

to tolerate them as autonomous agents with which to bargain. Work¬ 

ing-class organizations were “islands of proletarian democracy within 

bourgeois democracy,” from where sallies could be made against 

capitalist rule. Even Briining had to do some bargaining, and would 

and could not destroy these islands because the forces he represented 

were too weak to do so. The most pressing task for the KPD was 

openly and honestly to insist on a united front with the SPD in order 

to defend these proletarian islands, just as the Bolsheviks and Men¬ 

sheviks had defended the Kerensky government from the counterrevo¬ 

lutionary army of Kornilov. In this united front each party was to 

organize its separate armed combat units in the factories and trade 

unions, but they were to strike together against fascist attacks on 

working-class organizations, or on the government. Further, the KPD 

was to demand that the Social Democratic organizations disaffiliate 

with the bourgeois republican organizations in the Iron Front. On 

their part, the Communists were to give up their sectarian “red” trade 

unions (“Revolutionare Gewerkschafts-Opposition” or RGO).1 Trot¬ 

sky also recommended that the KPD end its submission to Soviet 

1 The meaning of the term RGO was not always clear and it was often in¬ 
terpreted as “Rote Gewerkschafts-Organisation” or something similar to that. 
Finally, however, the term “Revolutionare Gewerkschafts-Opposition” prevailed, 
reflecting the determination of the KPD to treat the Red trade unions not as a 
separate organization but, rather, as a revolutionary movement within the Social 
Democratic trade unions. In the winter of 1930—1931, the RGO and affiliated 
“red groups” (rote Verbande), boasted approximately 136,000 members. At 
the same time, the Social Democratic Free Trade Unions (ADGR) had a mem¬ 
bership of about 4.8 million. See Bahne in Matthias and Morsey, 664, and Hunt, 

168. 
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bureaucracy and restore internal democracy; failing this, it would not 

make the right moves at the right time. Finally, Trotsky urged the 

KPD to make propaganda within the united front and elsewhere for 

Soviet power.38 

But what was the KPD actually doing? Not only did it show every 

sign of sectarianism, Trotsky observed, but it also exhibited crass 

opportunism by trying to outdo the Nazis with its chauvinistic slogans. 

This was just as self-defeating as the smug assertion of the KPD 

leaders that an eventual Nazi takeover would immediately be over¬ 

thrown by the working class. In waiting for that day with such 

complacency, Trotsky declared, the KPD was actually declaring the 

battle already lost. By then, the fascists would have absorbed so much 

of the state apparatus and bureaucracy, that the latter would be ready 

to do what they were meant to do, namely, to “ride like a great tank” 

over the skulls and spines of the workers, and launch a period of 

unprecedented barbarism. Anyone who minimized this threat, or the 

necessity to rally immediately, was a criminal. 

Excerpts from Trotsky’s evaluation of the German crisis first ap¬ 

peared in the Weltbiihne in Ossietzky’s laudatory review of Trotsky’s 

pamphlet Soil der Fascismus wirklich siegen?37 In March 1932, Die 

Weltbiihne printed Trotsky’s attack on Soviet bureaucracy occasioned 

by the Eleventh Plenum of the Executive Committee (ECCI) of the 

Comintern which had proclaimed an even more vitriolic hostility to all 

sorts of socialists.38 In the fall of that year another article by Trotsky 

appeared in the journal.39 Ossietzky, Erich Miihsam, Hiller, Heinz Pol, 

and above all Fritz Sternberg, echoed most of Trotsky’s brilliant 

analysis frequently and vehemently. They appealed for a recognition 

of the fascist threat,40 condemned the suicidal “armed uprisings” 

staged by the Communists as well as their chauvinistic slogans, and 

exhorted the Communists to initiate fraternal SPD and KPD combat 

units in the factories and trade unions.41 Even Ossietzky, usually so 

averse to military action and violence, regretted that youth groups of 

both parties had not moved to attack the Nazi and Nationalist rioters 

who had prevented the presentation of the film “All Quiet on the 

Western Front” in December 1930 in Berlin. “Fascism can be beaten 

only in the streets,” he wrote. “Against the National Socialist mob 

there is only one logic, that of the heavier club: A un corsaire—corsaire 
et demi!”42 

Despite a similarity of views, the Weltbiihne writers often differed 

from Trotsky’s theses. They were, for one, generally less critical of 

Communist policy than was Trotsky, particularly because of their 
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annoyance with the SPD. In the summer of 1931, the so-called “Na¬ 

tional Opposition,” that is the Nazis, Hugenberg’s Nationalists, and 

the Stahlhelm, launched a “popular demand” for the dissolution of the 

Prussian parliament which, in turn, would have brought about the fall 

of the SPD-led coalition government in Prussia. The KPD first con¬ 

demned this move as a “fascist swindle,” then suddenly reversed itself 

and joined in what it now called the “Red Referendum.” This plebiscite, 

held in August 1931, brought only 9.8 million votes in favor of the 

measure, not enough to make it binding, but the hitherto inconceiv¬ 

able idea of a “united front” combining the far Left with the far Right 

had nevertheless become a reality.43 Trotsky in his “Contre le natio- 

nal-socialisme” described the “Red referendum” as the most heinous 

example of the KPD’s ultraleftist tactics. The Communists had partici¬ 

pated in the plebiscite merely to oppose the SPD; no lessons were 

posed for either the Social Democratic or Communist workers, and the 

latter were not differentiated in any way from the Nazis.44 Ossietzky, 

on the other hand, did not blame the KPD at all; rather, he attacked 

the SPD for its refusal to come to an agreement with the Communists. 

All that the KPD had asked, according to Ossietzky, in proposing its 

abstention from the fascist referendum, was that its civil rights be 

restored in Prussia. But the SPD had refused this offer.45 

Again, as opposed to Trotsky, the Weltbiihne showed tolerance and 

understanding toward Soviet Russia and Stalin. All Weltbiihne writ¬ 

ers, including Fritz Sternberg, refused to accept Trotsky’s contention 

that the self-destructive program of the KPD was due to the Soviet 

Party apparatus. Die Weltbiihne tended to view Thalmann as the real 

culprit, and to exonerate Stalin of any blame for Comintern policy. 

Paradoxically, the KPD was spoken of during this time as being a 

parrot of Moscow, and the author of its own vicious and foolish 

propaganda. Back in 1928, Ossietzky sided with Stalin against Trotsky, 

calling the latter’s “pure” Leninism unrealistic and dangerous to world 

peace.46 In the following year, Heinz Pol denied that Stalin, “the only 

man finally able to bring socialism to Russia,” could be responsible for 

Thalmann’s stupidity.47 In his 1931 review of Trotsky’s pamphlet, 

Ossietzky admonished Trotsky for his attacks on Stalin and the Soviet 

Party.48 Even Fritz Sternberg who condemned the KPD’s trade-union 

policies most vehemently, held that these policies were contrary to 

Moscow’s advice.49 Trotsky, of course, argued that the reason for the 

ultraleftist and ultimately counterrevolutionary tactic of the KPD lay 

in the Soviet bureaucracy’s need to stifle opposition to its erroneous 

policy. The bureaucracy’s rule had been rendered precarious by de- 
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feats abroad, and by a crisis situation at home brought about by the 

bureaucracy’s autarchic and brutal industrialization policy. Coopera¬ 

tion with Social Democracy abroad would have strengthened the 

left-oppositionary elements in Soviet Russia which looked to the vic¬ 

tory of the European working class as a solution for Soviet Russia’s 

economic and social problems.50 

The Weltbuhne’s defense of Stalin was all the more remarkable as 

the journal welcomed Trotsky’s contributions and strongly denounced 

Stalin for having driven Trotsky into exile.51 More than once, Die 

Weltbiihne accused Stalin of mad imperial ambitions, and voiced 

increasing anxiety over the forced industrialization and collectiviza¬ 

tion program. And it sharply condemned the first Moscow show trials, 

for instance, that of the “Forty-Eight Specialists.” 52 In the words of 

Arnold Zweig, it was a biological error to treat human beings as ants 

or bees, and it was criminal to sacrifice masses of citizens for the sake of 

a doubtful program.53 
The contradictory views on Stalinism can be explained only by the 

utter contempt in which the Weltbuhne writers held the German 

Communists. If the Russian Communists were bad, they were not as 

bad as the German Communists, who in turn could not be as bad as 

the other great German parties. Further, the Weltbuhne writers had 

much less confidence in the revolutionary potential of the European 

working class than did Trotsky, which caused them to look with some 

sympathy at Stalin’s “national Communism” and his program of “so¬ 

cialism in one country.” 

Finally, although they repeatedly interpreted the rise of National 

Socialism with a clairvoyance similar to Trotsky’s, many Weltbuhne 

writers, above all Ossietzky, faltered in their detachment. In fact, only 

Sternberg, Miihsam, Toller, Hiller, and Pol were really consistent in 

recognizing both the supreme danger posed by National Socialism and 

the genuine antagonism between the Nazis and other groups in the 
bourgeois camp. 

For one, the Nazis were often described in the Weltbuhne as pup¬ 

pets of the Nationalist leader Alfred Hugenberg and the industrialists. 

This was the line of the KPD, and incidentally also the firm conviction 

of Hugenberg. Early in 1930, Ossietzky called Hitler the “Golem” of 

Hugenberg, and added: 

Hugenberg will never let his Golem become too independent; when Hitler 
will no longer fit his plans, he will cut off his resources and the National 
Socialist movement will disappear as mysteriously as it mushroomed during 
the past two years.54 
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Writing on the night of the Reichstag elections in September 1930, 

but before the results were announced, Ossietzky derided the Social 

Democrats for having campaigned against “the little Goebbels who 

does not exist at all, instead of concentrating on the real candidate for 

dictatorship, Herr Briining.” 55 Even after the Nazi electoral victory, 

and well into January 1933, scores of commentators announced in the 

Weltbiihne the forthcoming disappearance of the National Socialist 

movement or its replacement by the industrialists with a more reliable 

and better lead mass party.56 

There was an unfortunate tendency to present the Nazis as a bunch 

of psychopaths who could not possibly gamer lasting popular support 

and would soon be repudiated by the masses. Goebbels, for instance, 

generally figured as “Goebbeles” in the Weltbiihne, and was endowed 

with the characteristics of a Jewish peddler. The Nazi leaders were 

“scatter-brains and lunatics” and Hitler a “cowardly, effeminate Pyja- 

maexistenz, a petty bourgeois rebel inclined to obesity.” 57 

Their acceptance of Communist terminology caused a great deal of 

semantic confusion among writers untrained in Marxist ideology. 

Tucholsky wrote in March 1932, that is, at a time when Briining was 

still chancellor: 

Satire has its upper limits: Buddha is beyond its reach. But there are lower 
limits also: in Germany, for instance, the ruling fascist powers. Not worth it. 
One cannot shoot that low.58 

Not only did Tucholsky repeat verbatim the current KPD slogan in 

regard to Briining’s government: “the ruling fascist powers” (die 

herrschenden faschistischen Machte), but he unwittingly denied his 

life purpose which was to fight with all the brilliant talent at his 

disposal against the clericalists, militarists, and monarchists, all of 

whom Briining united in his person. In fact, Tucholsky hardly ever 

“shot” at the real fascists, the National Socialist Party. 

Finally, Die Weltbiihne repeatedly voiced the sentiment that the 

Nazis could never sustain their assumption of power and therefore it 

might be best to let them come to power. This was again the line of the 

KPD, as well as of a growing number of republicans and non-Nazi 

rightists. Let them take over, argued “Quietus” in the Weltbiihne after 

the elections in September 1930: power would not only burden Dr. 

Frick k and Company with the responsibility for such oppressive meas¬ 

ures as increased taxation but would also destroy their popularity by 

fc Wilhelm Frick, executed at Nuremberg in 1946, was the parliamentary leader 
of the NSDAP in the Weimar era. 
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making bosses (Bonzen) and bureaucrats out of the Nazi leaders.59 “If 

given power, the Nazis will soon ruin themselves by mismanagement 

(sie werden bald abioirtschaften),” argued H-E. Kaminski at the same 

time. If Germany wants to have a strong man, let her have one.60 And 

Ossietzky wrote in 1931: 

Like a horrible enchanted forest, the fascist era lies ahead of us. It is 
crowded with frightening creatures and secret traps. Never mind. We must 
pass through it.61 

Ernst Toller protested the collective masochism inherent in the 

let-them-take-over theory: 

They are forgetting that the National Socialist Party is characterized by its 
will to acquire and sustain power. The NSDAP will luxuriate in a power 
legally acquired, but once at the top, it will never surrender this power at 
the behest of democracy.62 ( 

Toller urged the Communist and Social Democratic trade unions to 

form a united front against National Socialism, and warned: 

Unless we act now, we will have to face the age of European fascism 
where all social, political, and spiritual freedoms will disappear: an age 
which will culminate in a horrible and bloody war, and in chaos.63 

There were many reasons for the repeated departure of Ossietzky 

and other Weltbuhne writers from their basically perceptive views on 

National Socialism. For one, manv of these writers still trusted the 

“educated people” and felt that the latter would not tolerate or follow 

the National Socialist madness in the long run. Their hatred and 

contempt for Briining was certainly another factor. Ossietzky, who in 

these years wrote twice as many political editorials in the Weltbuhne 

as any of the other writers, spent an inordinate amount of time 

excoriating Briining. He was outraged to learn that Briining’s selection 

for office was based in large part on this machine-gun officers wartime 

heroism: “With him the Frontgeneration came into power. The nation 

sets out on a new road in a thunder of steel [Stahlgewittern], but who 

in England or France cares whether Baldwin or Tardieu knew how to 

shoot.” 64 The anticlerical in him seethed against the priestlike asceti¬ 

cism of Briining, his esteem for eloquence and dynamic leadership 

against the cautious reserve and cultivated aloofness of the chancellor. 

He disliked the very looks of Briining. “This parchment face with a 

pointed nose, this Pater Filucius with the Iron Cross First Class on his 

rosary, when will he disappear at last?”65 
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In the spring of 1932, President Hindenburg’s seven-year term in office 

expired. Anxious to secure continued support for his austerity program 

and also to prevent the election of Hitler, Briining persuaded the 

85-year-old field marshal to run again for office. To Hindenburg’s 

utter embarrassment, he was opposed on the Right not only by Hitler 

but by the candidate of the Nationalists, the Stahlhelm leader Dues- 

terberg. The moderate conservatives, bourgeois republicans, and So¬ 

cial Democrats supported Hindenburg, while the Communists nomi¬ 

nated Thalmann. As the first round of elections on March 13 brought 

no decision, a runoff election was held on April 10 with Hindenburg, 

Hitler, and Thalmann the only candidates. In the second balloting, 

most of the Nationalists voted for Hitler,66 and Hindenburg’s final 

victory was due entirely to the loyalty of the republicans, essentially 

the Social Democratic voters. The 3.7 million ballots cast for 

Thalmann (as opposed to Hindenburg’s 19.3 million votes and Hitler’s 

13.4 million) only helped to demonstrate the Communists’ weakness. 

In January 1932, Trotsky had written that even the Trotskyists 

should vote for Thalmann, and that the KPD should under no condi¬ 

tions support the candidate of any other party.67 The choice of the 

Weltbuhne writers had not been all that simple, but after some hesita¬ 

tion they also ended up in support of the Communist candidate. There 

was, at first, some talk in the journal about a unitary candidate for the 

two working-class parties; Hiller devoted a good deal of energy trying 

to find the person acceptable to all socialists. Having dismissed, 

successively, Georg Ledebour, whom at 82 he found too old; Willi 

Eichler, leader of the International Socialist Militant League (ISK) as 

too little known; Albert Einstein, Ernst Toller, and Alfons Gold¬ 

schmidt because they were Jewish, Hiller urged the Social Democrats 

and Communists to agree on the candidacy of Heinrich Mann. He 

recalled for the benefit of the German Left the case of Czechoslovakia 

where Masaryk, a professor of philosophy, was president, and added 

that Heinrich Mann would be acceptable both to Moscow and Paris. 

He knew that his proposition would meet with “irony and laughter,” 1 

but then Hindenburg as a candidate of socialism was, for him, no less 

an ironical proposition.68 Hiller eventually came out in favor of 

Thalmann. Ossietzky was undecided for several weeks before the 

election. In a private letter to a Weltbuhne reader early in February 

1932, he recommended abstention as the only honest course of 

1 Because of his electoral propositions, Hiller was indeed called a “camp fol¬ 
lower of the united front,” “a dangerous madman,” and a “child” by Bruno 
Frei in Miinzenberg’s Berlin am Morgen. See Hiller, Koepfe und Troepfe, 37. 
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action.69 In his editorial, he predicted that millions would stay away 

from the polls.70 By March 1, he came to a decision. Dismissing the 

Social Democratic argument that a vote for Hindenburg was a vote 

against fascism, he announced in the journal that he would vote for 

the candidate of the KPD. 

Let me make it clear that by voting for Thalmann, I am not voting 
confidence in the Communist Party. . . . But to be a leftist means to direct 
all one’s efforts in the direction of the battle position of the Left. Thalmann 
is the only leftist [in this campaign]; all the others represent varying shades 
of reaction. This makes the choice easier.71 

He knew well, Ossietzky continued, that the first round of elections 

would bring no decision. Every vote cast for Thalmann would there¬ 

fore underscore the need for a unitary socialist candidate in the 

second ballot. A week later, he repeated his argument in favor of 

Thalmann: 
t 

Our republican friends lift a wagging finger at us asking: “What if the votes 
cast for Thalmann lead to the election of Hitler?” To this we answer with 
another question: “And what if Hindenburg is elected?” 72 

Yet when the first ballot was over, Ossietzky praised the Social 

Democratic voters: 

Without the heavy infantry of Social Democracy, without the engineers of 
the trade unions, the “Hindenburg battle” would have been lost from the 
very start. This Imperial field marshal, who once openly proclaimed his 
belief in the stab-in-the-back legend, was saved by the votes of the 
“November criminals.” This time again, as in every single political battle 
since 1918, the real hero of the struggle was the unknown soldier of Social 
Democracy. With a last desperate effort he once more saved the remnants 
of democracy. . . . Unknown soldier of Social Democracy, you most patient 
of all fighters! When you die, none of the finely caparisoned Treviranuses m 
will lift his top hat at your memorial ... if you ever get one! 73 

Following the elections, Chancellor Briining ordered the dissolution 

of the SA, the SS, and other fighting organizations of the NSDAP. But 

the joy of the republicans lasted only a few weeks. In the Landtag 

(state parliament) elections of April 24, the National Socialists again 

made great advances, especially in Prussia, scoring twice as many 

votes there as did the Social Democrats. This was the end of Prussia as 

a “fortress of democracy” in a reactionary Beich, even if, for the time 

being, the coalition cabinet of the Social Democratic Otto Braun 

m Gottfried Treviranus, member of the Briining cabinet, was the leader of 
the “People’s Conservative Association,” an attempted moderate conservative 
answer to the Nationalist and National Socialist challenge. 
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remained in office as a caretaker government. Commenting on the 

Prussian elections, Sternberg argued that now was the time for 

the Communists to initiate a united front with Social Democracy: the 

weakened SPD could not possibly turn down an overture from the 

KPD.74 Hiller published excerpts from Lenin’s Left-Wing Communism 

—an Infantile Disorder to remind the KPD how far it had strayed 

from the correct Communist program.75 Ossietzky implored the Social 

Democrats to abandon their toleration of the Reich government and 

start negotiations for a united front with the Communists: 

I ask you Social Democrats and Communists, do you think you will have a 
chance to begin talks tomorrow? Do you think that they will let you 
negotiate tomorrow? I certainly do not ignore the magnitude of the antago¬ 
nisms that have arisen between you. I know them better than anyone else, 
for in the past I have received blows from both of you.76 

Ossietzky proposed that nonparty intellectuals act as go-betweens for 

the two parties: “In these days, the future of all German Social 

Democrats and Communists will be decided. . . . There is somewhere 

a round table—waiting.” 77 
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LOSING THE BATTLE 





Chapter XIII 

THE WELTBUHNE TRIAL 

When Ossietzky was preparing his dispirited appraisal of the 1932 

Prussian elections for the press, he was already under prison sentence; 

on May 10, the editor in chief of the Weltbuhne began his confine¬ 

ment. The provocation for what became the “Ossietzky affair” was an 

article written by Walter Kreiser, an expert on German aviation; it 

appeared in trie Weltbuhne on March 12, 1929, under the title “Win- 

diges aus der deutschen Luftfahrt” (approximately: “Hot Air in Ger¬ 

man Aeronautics”).1 Kreiser, who wrote under the pen name Heinz 

Jager, was an aircraft designer and president of a German airmen’s 

association;2 his intimacy with government aviation policy was unde¬ 

niable. 

In his article, Kreiser dealt initially with various abuses in Germany’s 

aviation industry and with useless government subsidies to failing 

aviation plants. He then went on to declare that the marine research 

institute, “Severa,” ostensibly associated with the civilian Lufthansa, 

was in reality a heavily financed undertaking of the German Admiralty. 

When parliamentary critics requested the liquidation of this secret 

naval air plant, Kreiser related, its name but not its function was 

changed. “Similar tricks” were played, Kreiser asserted, by Minister of 

Defense Groener in connection with a certain “Abteilung M,” a civilian 

plant testing military aircraft from an airport near Berlin. When a year 

earlier (Februay 3, 1928), the Social Democatic deputy Richard 

Kruger requested clarification regarding the function of “Abteilung 

M” from the representative of the government in the budget com¬ 

mission of the Reichstag, he received no reply. Subsequent to that 

incident, the plant changed its name and its location (elsewhere on 
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the airport) but its function remained the same. “Severn” and “Abtei- 

lung M” operated between thirty and forty (military) aircraft each, 

the writer reported. Worse still: Not all the airplanes are always in 

Germany. ...”3 In the manuscript prepared for the press, Kreiser had 

named Soviet Russia as the alternate resting place of the aircraft but 

Ossietzky deleted this particular.* The three dots replacing Ossietzky’s 

deletion presented no mystery to anyone aware of the military rapport 

between Soviet Russia and Germany, that is, to almost any newspaper 

reader. Kreiser’s printed revelations were also quite unsensational. 

Most of his facts were already in print in the protocols of the 312th 

session of the budget commission of the Reichstag held on February 3, 

1928. These circumstances did not affect the Reichswehrs request for 
an indictment of the author of the article and of the Weltbuhne’s 
“responsible” editor. 

Kreiser and Ossietzky were interrogated by a magistrate of the 

Reichsgericht (Supreme Court) in Leipzig in August 1929b‘and, after 

an incomprehensibly long delay, were indicted on March 30, 1931, for 

“espionage and treason.”4 They were accused, specifically, of having 

divulged information on “Abteilung M,” with “the preconceived pur¬ 

pose of thereby drawing the attention of foreign governments to facts 

which should have been kept secret in the interest of national 
defense. c 

Alfred Pohlmann, “Wer war Carl von Ossietzky? Weitere Dokomente zn 

lOfiT heqtCpWuder vieIdiskutierten Fall,” Die Zeit (Hamburg), November 23 
1962, p. 9. Pohlmann wrote his article at the time of the famous Der Spiegel 
controversy in Western Germany which pitted the minister of defense Franz 
Joseph Strauss, against this much too inquisitive Hamburg journal. 

bpf CCfir Rg- *1° the ,German Ie§al code> crimes involving treason had to go 

b ' Ouoted^rA'd6"0^ agamSt «!10Se iud?ment no aPPeal possible. § 

Lecho de Paris, February 21, 1932. As boll, the mve?Bg?«o» 3Te 
Kreiser and Ossietzky were conducted in secret, with silence imposed on the 
defendants and their counsels, details of the procedures could not be divulged 
in Gemiiiny at that time. Early in 1932, however, Walter Kreiser fled to Paris 
where he published his story in the French nationalist newspaper, L’echo de 

, re,ser Put at the disposal of the newspaper several important’documents- 
the bill of indictment of March 30, 1931, prepared by Reich lVo,^ 
Werner; the correspondence between Werner and von Biilow, secretary of state 
a the Foreign Ministry, and a slenographic transcript of the verbal opinion of 
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Ossietzky and Kreiser appeared before the “red robes”—as the 

judges in Leipzig were called—of the Fourth Senate (IV. Strafsenat) 

of the Reichsgericht on November 17, 1931. The presiding judge was 

the same Reichsgericht Councellor Baumgarten who, in the fall of 

1930, had presided over the so-called Reichswehr trial of Lieutenant 

Scheringer and his two companions.11 Baumgarten’s polite patience 

toward an arrogant Hitler in the witness stand drew an acrimonious 

commentary at the time of that trial from Ossietzky.5 

Ossietzky and Kreiser were defended by Max Alsberg, Alfred Apfel, 

Rudolf Olden, and Kurt Rosenfeld, all well-known collaborators of the 

Weltbiihne. The defense counsels argued that Kreiser’s data had been 

cited in the report of the Reichstag’s budget commission, that articles 

198-203 of the Versailles treaty, which after all was a German law, 

had denied Germany the right to maintain an air arm, and that the 

defendants were exercising the prerogative of citizens to remind the 

authorities of their responsibilities. The judges, in turn, questioned 

neither the authenticity of Kreiser’s data, nor the illegality of German 

rearmament. According to the account of the trial in L’echo de Paris, 

the expert witnesses of the Ministry of Defense (Major Himer) and of 

the Ministry of Transport (Dr. Wegert) confirmed the accuracy of 

Kreiser’s statements; the French newspaper also reported that the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs submitted a letter to the state prosecutor 

affirming that the facts cited in the article were indeed contrary to the 

terms of the Versailles treaty.6 But, the prosecutor explained, this was 

exactly what damned the defendants. The silence of the Ministry of 

Defense when questioned by deputy Kruger in 1928 should have been 

sufficient warning to the defendants that the problem was not to be 

publicly aired. The judges agreed with the prosecutor: “The informa- 

agency on February 27, 1932. The very secrecy of the trial shows that Kreiser 
could not have been far off the mark. For the account which appeared in the 
Paris newspaper, see Andre Pironneau, “Les revelations du proces Kreiser-Ossiet- 
zky,” L’echo de Paris, February 21, 22, 23, 25, 1932, and Walter Kreiser, “La 
politique militaire de 1’Allemagne,” ibid., April 9, 10, 14, 16, 1932. All articles 
were printed on the first page and were given equal space with the report on 
the formation of France’s new Tardieu cabinet. 

d It was at this trial (at which three young officers of the Reichswehr were 
sentenced to various terms in prison for National Socialist agitation) that Hitler 
made his well-kept promise to acquire power by legal means only and, once in 
power, to exterminate the “November criminals.” It is noteworthy that the offi¬ 
cers were tried and sentenced at the insistence of General Groener. See Freiherr 
Kurt von Reibnitz, “Das Reichsgerichtsurteil gegen die Ulmer Offiziere vom 
4.10.1930,” Die Justiz, January 1931, pp. 187 ff.; Otto-Ernst Schiiddekopf, ed., 
Das Heer und die Republik (Hannover, 1955), 265 ff., and Ossietzky, “Der Prozess 
der Offiziere,” Die Weltbiihne, October 1, 1930, p. 501. 
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tion was in no sense known to foreign governments before its publica¬ 

tion. . . . The ‘Heeresleitung,’ despite the Versailles treaty and the 

Aeronautic Agreement of Paris, considered itself obliged, from the 

point of view of an imperious necessity above the laws to carry out 

this reorganization in the interest of national defense.” 7 

Both Kreiser and Ossietzky were sentenced on November 23, 1931, 

by the Reichsgericht, to eighteen months in prison for “betrayal of 

military secrets.” As instruments of the alleged betrayal, all copies of 

the Weltbuhne, issue no. 11 of the year 1929, as well as the printing 

plates, were ordered destroyed.8 

The harsh sentence was undoubtedly due to the growing irritation 

of the Reichswehr Command with the antimilitarist campaign of the 

Weltbuhne. Groener was probably a sincere republican but he could 

see no redeeming grace in pacifism either. Speaking on the defense 

budget in the Reichstag on March 19, 1931, he discussed, among other 

things, the coming disarmament negotiations in Geneva,1 and an¬ 

nounced the introduction of an emergency law against the pacifists, 

these “defamers of the state” (Staatsverleumder). He denied the an¬ 

timilitarists their idealism when he claimed that they were “motivated 

either by fanatical hatred for all things military or by base greed.” 9 

While the emergency law against the pacifists was never adopted, it 

was Ossietzky’s misfortune to become a victim of the reinvigorated 

administrative campaign against antimilitarists. 

When the defense counsels of Kreiser and Ossietzky sought commu¬ 

tation or remittance of the sentences imposed on November 23, 1931, 

the request was turned down by Hindenburg.10 So was a later collec¬ 

tive appeal—for a commutation of the prison sentence to fortress 

confinement—by the German Section of the P.E.N. Club and the 

German League for Human Rights. A great number of protests fol¬ 

lowed, both at home and abroad. 

The first protest meeting of the German League for Pluman Rights, 

held at the end of November 1931 was attended by 3,000 people.11 The 

appeal for the commutation of the sentence bore 33,000 signatures.12 

The foreign press, such as the Neue Ziircher Zeitung, the Manchester 

Guardian, The Times, Le Monde, and The New York Evening Post 

came out strongly in favor of the defendants.13 In Germany, Theodor 

Wolff railed in the Berliner Tageblatt against a willful act which, 

beyond violating elementary human rights and the freedom of the 

press, could lead to serious international repercussions.14 In France, 

Henri Barbusse and Romain Rolland led a protest movement; unfortu¬ 

nately, any movement directed by these two human-rights defenders 
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en permanence was barely noticed. Somewhat more significant was 

the protest raised in England both in the pages of The Times and in 

the House of Commons by Sir Austen Chamberlain, former conserva¬ 

tive foreign secretary.16 At home, Rudolf Breitscheid—incidentally one 

of Ossietzky’s favorite journalistic targets—and twenty-nine other So¬ 

cial Democratic deputies in the Reichstag asked the government 

whether it was fully prepared to explain the circumstances of the trial, 

and requested that the government prevent the execution of the sen¬ 

tence.10 There were, further, protests by prominent individuals such as 

the historian Veit Valentin, the sociologist Alfred Weber, the theolo¬ 

gian Paul Tillich, and the writers Lion Feuchtwanger, Heinrich and 

Thomas Mann, Arnold Zweig, and Alfred Doblin: “It is both frighten¬ 

ing and humiliating to live in a country,” wrote Thomas Mann in an 

open letter to Dr. Apfel, “where the judiciary must be used to enforce 

silence over irregularities in public life: one would think that the 

muzzling of public criticism was the privilege of fascist 

dictatorships.” 17 

On the other side, at least one Social Democratic newspaper found 

the moment opportune to indict the “despicable Literatenkliingel (lit¬ 

erary clique) of the Weltbiihne who deserve no sympathy.”18 The 

press of the extreme Right was jubilant over the fall of Ossietzky, the 

“hireling of the Jews,” 6 while the conservative Right’s interpretation 

of the affair was reflected in the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung which 

emphasized Ossietzky’s pacifist past, and Kreiser’s connections with 

the “infamous pacifist” journal Die Menschheit.19 

In the campaign for Ossietzky, as in all their campaigns against a 

partisan judiciary, the leftist journals appealed to everyone with a 

sense of responsibility and justice. But because political lines were too 

sharply drawn in the Weimar era, no force of any consequence from 

either the conservative camp or from the Center came to Ossietzky’s 

6 The National Socialist Illustrierter Beobachter celebrated Ossietzky’s impris¬ 
onment with a poem that was as prophetic as it was vulgar: 

“Wer verfasst nun die Artikel, 
die fiir Panjudaa werben—? 
Wai, der Untat Aktfaszikel 
muss in Feuerbrand verderben. 

Einmal noch weht vor dem Fasten 
lind um dich das Knoblauchdiiftchen 
wenn du raus kommst aus dem Kasten, 
sauselt wohl ein andres Liiftchen.” 

Pidder Lungs, “Marsch der Literaten,” Illustrierter Beobachter, May 1932. 



194 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

aid. Only once it would seem was momentary unity achieved among 

people of disparate political beliefs. That was in the strange case of 

Lieutenant Scheringer. Scheringer, who had been the chief defendant 

in the Reichswehr trial of 1930, and had been sentenced to one and a 

half years in a fortress, broke with Hitler shortly after the trial. He 

then entered the Communist Party. The Reich prosecutor who re¬ 

mained indifferent to the stream of National Socialist manifestoes 

which Scheringer was issuing from his cell, suddenly became inter¬ 

ested when Scheringer’s missives hawked the Communist line. Early 

in 1932, Scheringer was indicted for “preparation for high treason,” 

and was transferred to a regular prison. A “Scheringer-Komitee” was 

formed in Rerlin to protest the action. The committee obtained the 

signatures of such divergent personalities as Georg Ledebour, Ernst 

Toller, Kurt Hiller, Veit Valentin, Otto Strasser (leader of the dissi¬ 

dent National Socialist “Schwarze Front”), and the Black Reichswehr 

leader, Major Buchrucker.20 If there was any bond commoii to all the 

signatories of the protest note, it was that there were among them 

neither Communists, Social Democrats, nor Nazi party members, and 

that they belonged either to political splinter groups or to no party. 

Ossietzky, who shortly after his trial had been deserted by a fugitive 

Kreiser, was determined to turn the circumstances of his conviction 

into a major political issue. Now that persecution had hit the editor of 

a popular non-Communist journal, he saw renewed hope for the 

creation of a wide antifascist front: “However attractive and flattering 

to Kreiser and to myself are all these expressions of sympathy, the 

issue should not rest there. Let us turn this movement of protest into a 

political campaign against the powerful forces of counterrevolution. 

. . . The time for individual action is over.” 21 Resorting to the practice 

of open political debate—so skillfully manipulated in France and 

England but little understood in Germany—he challenged General 

Groener to a polemical exchange in the Weltbiihne. In November 

1931, Groener again commented on the Ossietzky affair in an article 

written for the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung: “Can the state tolerate 

propaganda activity which attempts systematically to obstruct our 

progress toward [international] understanding, toward the develop¬ 

ment of international confidence, toward a forceful representation on 

our part of Germany’s vital interests?” The laws now in force do not 

sufficiently protect the state against these “organized informers.” 

Why, just recently it took almost three years to mete out well-deserved 

punishment to two slanderers.22 

Ossietzky’s reply was immediate. In one of his most eloquent edito- 
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rials,23 he challenged Groener’s every statement. The ministers very 

choice of a public forum, Ossietzky began, was an indication of the 

dilemma of “conservative republican” Germany: here was a confessed 

republican who found no better vehicle for his ministerial pronounce¬ 

ments than the antirepublican Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung. Refer¬ 

ring flippantly to Groener’s dual position as minister of interior and 

minister of defense, he cautioned the minister of interior against the 

machinations of the minister of defense. Particularly dangerous, he 

wrote, is the military mania for dividing the population of Germany 

into two camps: those with an exalted view of the soldier’s life (Wehr- 

freudige), and the “shirkers” disinclined to bear arms. A victim of this 

mania, Groener saw in the pacifists the chief enemies of the state: 

“How poorly informed you are, Herr Minister! If you knew more 

about the German Peace Association, you would understand that 

pacifism and political influence are two diametrically opposed con¬ 

cepts!” Groener should stalk the enemies of the state in their true lair 

—on the Right—not in the sad little band of pacifists. He should show 

some consideration for the few “who consider it an honor to fight with 

their pen in an age when all problems are settled with knife and 

bludgeon.”24 Ossietzky ended his open letter to Groener with a 

friendly call to the minister to reconsider his position, and offered the 

pages of the Weltbiihne for the minister’s reply. Rut there was no 

reply. 

Ossietzky’s prison date was set for May 10, 1932. On the same day 

there appeared in the Weltbiihne his “Account” (Rechenschaft), a 

twenty-odd-page resume of the treason affair and his only apologia 

pro vita sua.25 As he explained to his readers, his decision to undergo 

imprisonment was entirely his own: the authorities had left him with 

ample time to leave the country; friends had exhorted him to leave; his 

passport was not withdrawn until the day before his scheduled impris¬ 

onment.' Why then did he stay in Germany? “It is not of loyalty [to 

the state] that I am going to prison but because by so doing I can 

become the more embarrassing [to the government]. I do not bow 

before the red-velveted authority of the Reichsgericht but I am re¬ 

maining here: an inmate of a Prussian prison, a living symbol of 

protest.”26 Several other considerations had prompted this decision, 

Ossietzky explained. He felt bound by loyalty to the many thousand 

proletarian victims of the Fourth Senate of the Reichsgericht who had 

1 As Ossietzky told a friend later, General Schleicher himself had let him know 
that his passport would be left with him and that he was free to pass the border 
whenever and wherever he chose. See Grossmarm, Ossietzky, 288. 
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not been given the unique and sensational publicity enjoyed by 

Kreiser and himself. He was bound by loyalty to the Weltbiihne 

whose very existence was based on the courage of its editors to stand 

up to censure. In any case, he saw little point in fleeing “I belong to 

no political party; where could I go? No International would receive 

me in its arms, no one would assign me to a new post.” 27 

Nor would he sell his pen and his pacifist convictions to foreign 

militarists who knew of only one militarism: that of Germany. He 

foresaw the dilemma of subsequent German refugees. “The dissenter 

who crosses the borders of his country would soon sound hollow when 

he began to address his countrymen across the frontiers.” He knew 

that the political activities of an exile inevitably have an adverse effect 

on the position of comrades at home. The case of Walter Kreiser 

taught him his first (but not final) lesson. This brave young man, 

wrote Ossietzky, who had behaved so admirably at the trial, by his 

sudden flight and his irresponsible behavior abroad had Completely 

paralyzed the campaign for justice and democratic action. Kreiser’s 

decision to offer his pen to L’echo de Paris might well have been 

motivated by antimilitarist idealism, yet he could have done no greater 

disservice to the cause of pacifism; writing for this nationalist and 

reactionary newspaper, Kreiser was in reality in the service of 

Schneider-Creusot and the French armaments industry, sponsors of 

the newspaper. L’echo de Paris was a bitter enemy of Franco-German 

reconciliation; every anti-German attack in its pages served to 

strengthen French militarism. What, after all, was the point in un¬ 

masking German rearmament, Ossietzky asked; in 1932, the secret 

militarization of Germany was as well known as it was of little interest 

to other nations. It had been overshadowed as a major concern by the 

ascendancy of German fascism and the international repercussions 

which that would inevitably provoke. Only Kreiser and his Swabian 

Landsmann, General Groener, persevered in the delusion that secret 

rearmament itself was a major international issue. Die Weltbiihne was 

not waging a campaign against clandestine rearmament, but against 

the insidious usurpation of political power by the German generals. 

The idolization of the uniform was the monster which was devouring 

the republic and which was leading to fascism in Germany. During 

the trial, he wrote, the indifference of the judges suddenly vanished 

when mention was made of his pacifist past. It little mattered that his 

association with organized pacifism had been a passing episode in his 

life, that he had subsequently fallen out with almost all pacifist lead¬ 

ers, that he himself had condemned the tactics of organized pacifism: 
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there loomed before the judges only the long-standing feud between 

himself and military authority. “These pathetic judges of Leipzig,” he 

went on, “were but puckered provincial patriots, baffled by a world 

they could no longer comprehend; they were frightened by an era 

where great industrial combines were collapsing, where young people 

went swimming in the nude, where the globe was spinning to the tunes 

of a jazz orchestra, where the worth of old family estates was steadily 

dwindling.” 28 No wonder that the judges and all the Spiessers were 

desperately looking for a solid post in this tottering world. It was in 

the Reichswehr that they found this ultimate source of authority and 

power, and they bowed deep before the boots of the officer. The 

pedestal of the army should have been shattered by the republic. The 

genuine revulsion of returning soldiers to the specter of war should 

have been understood; these men could have been pressed into salu¬ 

tary service. Now, Germany was living under a Generalswirtschaft: 

under the myopic, bungling regime of military juntas. Everyone had 

capitulated to the generals: the Marxists who shrug their shoulders 

and chatter of militarism as an inevitable phenomenon of class society; 

the orthodox Stalinists who hasten to assert that proletarian countries, 

too, have their national armies; the democrats who wring their hands 

in exasperation and do nothing. Militarism has swallowed both its 

friends and opponents. Even Brtining, “the only chancellor to have a 

program since 1918,”29 who had labored hard for the establishment of 

an authoritarian democracy upheld by the Cross and by the Sword, 

who had sought a “strict militaristic state imbued with Catholic ethics” 

he too, was betrayed by the army.6 This chancellor who had labored 

to mold the army into a rocher de bronze, begat a host of intriguers 

who incited the President to spurn his faithful chancellor. Today, 

domestic and foreign policy are synonymous with military policy, and 

“the citizen is no longer asked how he feels toward the republic but 

whether or not he is zealous about bearing arms.” 30 

With his “Little Testament” a la Villon, Ossietzky concluded his 

“Account.” He left the Weltbiihne to the care of his old friend, 

Hellmut von Gerlach; to his other friends, he left warm admonitions. 

To the chief intriguer, General Schleicher, he bequeathed “a pair of 

e By the time Ossietzky’s article was published, the dismissal of Briining and 
Groener by the President was known to be impending. Groener was forced to 
resign on May 13 and Chancellor Briining on May 30. These acts of legendary 
ingratitude on the part of Hindenburg were prompted chiefly by the army com¬ 
mand’s disapproval of the government’s anti-Nazi measures. See Karl D. Bracher, 
Die Auflosung der Weimarer Republic (Villingen, Schwarzwald, 1960), 490 ff. 
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attractive tortoise shell spectacles with blue glasses sent to me by one 

of my female admirers to facilitate my flight; item, the false beard, 

proffered by a faithful reader in Prague. He [Schleicher] might make 

good use of them.”31 (Two years later, Schleicher was murdered by 

the Nazis.) To his fellow countrymen, Ossietzky submitted the plea 

that they not “exterminate each other so that Die Weltbuhne would 

not suffer for lack of topics in the future.” And he added: “I believe 

that life will not be dull in Germany during the next eighteen months.” 

Ossietzky’s entry into prison led to a leftist demonstration fittingly 

held before the prison gates. He was accompanied to the Tegel peni¬ 

tentiary by a few hundred admirers, their cars displaying the black 

red and gold flag of the republic. Alter a short oration by a friend, and 

his own brief farewell, Ossietzky, the chain smoker, threw away his 

last cigarette and disappeared behind the prison gates.32 



Chapter XIV 

“WALKING A TIGHTROPE” 

Although about 8,500 political offenders were incarcerated in Ger¬ 

many in 1932, a non-Communist Politischer was still such a rarity in a 

regular prison that Ossietzky was treated with great courtesy. The 

warden at Tegel allowed him books and paper and, subsequently, 

under the pseudonym Thomas Mumer," there appeared in the 

Weltbiihne a series of articles on Germany’s “conservative revolution.” 

Prison isolation was an opportune time for Ossietzky to come to grips 

with the political message of Germany’s right-wing intellectuals. 

At a time when poverty and fear drove the educated classes 

rapidly to the right, the “conservative revolutionaries” alone presented 

an intelligent ideological alternative to Marxism, democracy, and paci¬ 

fism. And their ideology gave a respectability to the uncommonly 

coarse and boorish German rightist movement, for these journalists, 

novelists, and poets—young men for the most part—garnished their 

political polemics with a wealth of sociological, psychological, philo¬ 

sophical, and “geopolitical” interpretations. Carried on a wave of 

popular enthusiasm, they failed to understand that the new Germany 

would have no need for their intellectual honesty and that their 

usefulness to the Right would terminate as soon as the Right was 

securely in power. National Socialist anti-intellectualism soon su¬ 

perseded all conservative revolutionary thought. 

Fierce individualists as they were, it is difficult to group these 

right-wing intellectuals under a common denominator. Rut ever since 

0 Thomas Mumer (1475-1537), a Franciscan polemicist, satirized the Lutherans 
in his writings, but also abuses in the Catholic Church. 

199 
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the Austrian poet Hugo von Hofmannsthal, himself a vague sympa¬ 

thizer, coined the term “conservative revolution” in a 1927 address to the 

students of the University of Munich,1 it has been adopted to describe 

a movement whose participants variously referred to themselves as 

“neoconservatives,” “young conservatives,” “German socialists,” “con¬ 

servative socialists,” “national revolutionaries,” and “national bolshe- 

vists.” And when, in 1941, the former National Socialist Hermann 

Rauschning entitled his historical study, The Conservative Revolu¬ 

tion,2 he established a precedent for a number of books with similar 

titles.3 It became customaiy to group together such antithetical per¬ 

sonalities as Oswald Spengler, the much admired doomsayer of West¬ 

ern civilization; Ernst Jiinger, the poet of war and naked power; the 

rebellious National Socialists Otto Strasser and Count Ernst Revent- 

low; the indomitable National Bolshevist Ernst Niekisch; the respect¬ 

able conservative Edgar J. Jung, whom the Nazis murdered in 1934 

and, finally, Hans Zehrer, Ferdinand Fried, and Giselher Wirsing, the 

young enthusiasts of the Tat circle. Armin Mohler, their foremost 

chronicler, distinguishes about one hundred political trends—and the 

appropriate number of clubs, leagues, and parties—within the con¬ 

servative revolution, ranging from “German Leninism” to “pagan 

imperialism,” and from “people’s socialism” to “new realism.” 4 Mohler 

goes so far as to lump together the conservative “Herrenklub” in Berlin 

with the Free Corps, the Youth Movement, the homosexually tainted 

“Mannerbiinde,” and the North German revolutionary peasant move¬ 

ment, the “Landvolkbewegung.” It is true that they all had many 

things in common: they hated liberalism, parliament, pacifism, rational 

thought, bourgeois morality, Marxism, and capitalism. What differen¬ 

tiated them from the fascists was their contempt for mass propaganda 

methods. Like the pre-Marxian socialists, the conservative revolution¬ 

aries relied on persuasion, except for the Free Corps which used 

revolvers, and the revolutionary peasants who threw bombs. Gener¬ 

ally, they were satisfied to gloat over the troubles of the November 

republic and to confidently predict the coming of the great Kladdera- 

datsch, the apocalyptic collapse of Western civilization. On the posi¬ 

tive side, there was a vague longing for “a new faith, for a community 

of believers, a world with fixed standards and no doubts, a new 

national religion.” Exceptionally, there was also a detailed program 

for an authoritarian state. The essentially negative philosophy of the 

conservative revolutionaries is summed up by Fritz Stem: 

The term conservative revolution . . . denotes the ideological attack on 
modernity, on the complex of ideas and institutions that characterize our 
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liberal, secular and industrial civilization. . . . The conservative revolution¬ 
aries denounced every aspect of the capitalistic society and its putative 
materialism. They railed against the spiritual emptiness of life in an urban, 
commercial civilization, and lamented the decline of intellect and virtue in 
a mass society. They attacked the press as corrupt, the political parties as 
agents of national dissension, and the new rulers as ineffectual mediocrities. 
The bleaker the picture of the present, the more attractive seemed the 
past, and they indulged in nostalgic recollections of the uncorrupted life of 
earlier rural communities, when men were peasants and kings true rulers.5 

Increasingly popular in the Weimar era, the conservative revolu¬ 

tionaries achieved their greatest fame during the Depression when 

they voiced the wishes of the troubled middle class in predicting the 

end of capitalism, the coming of a corporative parliament, an agrarian 

brotherhood of men, and a true leader. Some, like Ferdinand Fried, 

announced the end of the technological revolution (the putative 

source of the sufferings of shopkeepers and artisans) and asserted that 

new mechanical inventions were neither likely nor needed.6 How 

these miraculous developments would come to pass was never made 

quite clear; it was enough for the middle class, especially for the 

young generation in this class, to stay out of the struggle between 

capital and labor.7 When these two monsters had devoured each other, 

then the farmers, artisans, shopkeepers, civil servants, employees, 

professionals—the only Germans with spiritual values—could again 

assert themselves and bring about an orderly and socially harmonious 

nation. 

Understandably, there was no love lost between the Weltbuhne 

writers, self-appointed champions of the working class, and the con¬ 

servative intellectuals, who fought for the middle strata. Yet a lively 

dialogue developed from the mutual fascination of the two groups. In 

Germany, where the level of political debate was abysmally low, 

left-wing intellectuals and conservative revolutionaries enjoyed the 

articulateness of their opponents, the occasional sharp repartees. Fritz 

Sternberg praised Ferdinand Fried for his excellent statistical analyses 

of the pauperization of the German middle class, and expressed hope 

that the Tat circle would give up its unrealistic and romantic proposi¬ 

tions that were but “indirect support given to monopoly capital,” and 

choose instead the revolutionary workers’ movement.8 On his part, the 

conservative revolutionary Wilhelm Stapel, whom a Weltbiihne writer 

once called “Ossietzky’s favorite opponent [Lieblingsgegner],” 9 wrote 

in his unpublished postwar apology that he had enjoyed being “the 

only sharp-witted opponent of a Karl Kraus, a Maximilian Harden, a 

Kurt Tucholsky, a Siegfried Jacobsohn, and a Stefan Grossmann.”10 
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When the Left disintegrated, after 1932, the conservative revolutionar¬ 

ies found themselves without a target and they, in turn, gradually 

disappeared. In connection with Hans Zehrer’s article, “Das Ende der 

Links-Intelligenz,” Tucholsky wrote: “They miss us now; if one has no 

enemy, one must look for one: ‘Come, play with me.’ I wouldn’t think 

of it. . . . What’s over is over.”11 

Ossietzky’s prison articles, which epitomize left-wing intellectual 

criticism of the conservative revolution, reveal a patience and a will to 

understand that he was never able to muster toward the traditional 

conservatives. “We are often told,” he wrote in his article on the 

Wandervogel enthusiast Hans Bliiherb “that there is a ready jester 

behind Charles Maurras, the saber-rattling Bayard of the ‘Action 

Frangaise.’ ”0 The same must be true of Hans Bliiher for how else 

could he, a man of talent and creative ideas, write so much anti-Semi¬ 

tic nonsense?” 12 Does Bliiher really believe that every Jew is a dele¬ 

gated servant of the great Jewish Prince in Exile? Does he really 

tremble at the thought of an innocent German maiden subjected to the 

whim of a Jewish doctor? “An unbearable thought—Bliiher had writ¬ 

ten—the Jew at the gates of the Germanic race!” Bliiher denies that 

there is such a thing as an honest Jew, yet he lashes out at political 

anti-Semitism and at Hitler. 

Ossietzky insisted that Bliiher was but a “deeply troubled and 

suffering intellectual”; for Bliiher’s friend, Wilhelm Stapel, he could 

find no redeeming feature. He called Stapel a “high-school teacher run 

wild,” a false prophet whose “intellectual and literary” anti-Semitism 

served only to hide a deep-seated hatred.13 Stapel was intelligent 

enough to deny the existence of a Jewish race—of any race—but he 

was also vicious enough to insist on contrasts between the Jewish and 

German Volkstum. He rejected violence as a solution of the Jewish 

problem and discoursed on the economic advantages of Jewish pres¬ 

ence in Germany, but he also declared that the Jewish Volk must be 

b Hans Bliiher (b. 1888) is best known for his three-volume Wandervogel: 
Geschichte einer Jugendbewegung (1912), and his Die Rolle der Erotik in der 

mannlichen Gesellschaft (1917), where he paid tribute to the history-making 
power of male associations (Mannerbiinde) and advocated their right to place 
themselves above common morality. 

c In a 1925 article, Tucholsky praised Charles Maurras and the Action 
Frangaise as fanatical truth seekers who had the courage to say “no” to the 
entire liberal-democratic establishment. Here, finally, was the challenge to awaken 
“the ‘progressive’ opportunists, the me-too socialists, the liberal culture monopo¬ 
lists” from their exasperating complacency. Ignaz Wrobel, “Herr Maurras vor 
Gericht,” WB, September 22, 1925, pp. 436-440. Also in Gesammelte Werke, II, 
217-223. 
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kept separate from the Germans, and denied the former any access to 
intellectual professions. Stapel asserts, Ossietzky continued, that 
"tactful Jews and tactful Germans can get along with each other,” but 
then goes on to say that tact is something that a Jew can never 
acquire. 

None of the scorn he heaped on Stapel is palpable in Ossietzky’s 
attitude toward the “Black” National Socialist Otto Strasser. He 
called Strasser “a soft-spoken intellectual whose main weapon is per¬ 
suasion”; and compared Strasser to Ulrich von Hutten, one of his 
[ Ossietzky’s] historical heroes.14 Strasser was a true individualist who, 
by “his peculiar disposition was the quintessence of a liberal.” His 
socialism is genuine, wrote Ossietzky, but so is his intellectual confu¬ 
sion. It was the same confusion that plagued the writings of the other 
conservative revolutionaries: Ernst Jiinger, Ferdinand Fried, and 
Hans Zehrer. Their socialist theories were spun with a romantic long¬ 
ing for feudalism, autarchy and a return to an agrarian society. Do 
these people really believe, asked Ossietzky, that the inhabitants of a 
metropolis can be rehabilitated into genuine rustics? “Is it economi¬ 
cally and ethically really more valuable to pick potatoes than to exert 
oneself over a complicated blueprint?” 15 Ossietzky saw correctly in 
the idea of a “sacred soil” the middle class’s growing anxiety over its 
future; the conservative revolution, he argued, was the revolt of the 
Burger against an industrial civilization. Besides, Ossietzky continued, 
there was nothing new in these theories. They were derived from the 
teachings of a Viennese professor, Othmar Spann, who himself had 
taken most of his incoherent ideas from Adam Muller, the nineteenth- 
century economist of romanticism. For these people everything is 
“organic,” Ossietzky commented, but what in the world is organic 
about a return to the medieval guilds and estates? Where is progress 
in their desire to put the women back into the kitchen? They imagine, 
Ossietzky continued, that an independent butcher is somehow a better 
human being than an industrial worker. The conservative revolution¬ 
aries know nothing about workers. Ernst Jiinger’s Arbeiter resembles 
more an entombed pharaoh then the worker he strives to depict.16 

Jiinger pretends to hate bourgeois society, but what he hates is not its 
ugliness and hypocrisy but its historic achievements, the conquest of 
feudalism and absolutism, and the adoption of basic human rights. 
And Hans Zehrer or Ferdinand Fried? As long as these two young 
men were sitting peacefully at Ullstein’s in the Kochstrasse, they had 
no prophetic inclinations; the Depression turned them into apocalyp¬ 
tic philosophers.17 They proclaimed the end of the bourgeois age and 
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the coming of “total chaos.” But their predictions were only a pallia¬ 

tive for the bourgeois, something pleasantly frightening to think about 

on a quiet Sunday. All that Zehrer and Fried did, Ossietzky wrote, was 

to “outhitler Hitler” (sie haben Hitler uberhitlert), and to translate 

into sophisticated language the coarse nonsense of National Socialism. 

Ossietzky understood well the changes that had taken place in the 

“Tat circle” since 1930. The former doomsayers became by 1932 the 

prophets of auctoritas, of a presidential dictatorship under Hinden- 

burg and Schleicher. What a fallacy, Ossietzky exclaimed, to believe 

that the capitalists, militarists, and agrarian feudalists who now are in 

power in Germany would voluntarily destroy their society for the sake 

of some corporative-socialist utopia!18 He interpreted the Tat circle’s 

support of Schleicher as a last outburst of its energy. The conservative 

revolution, he concluded, was on its deathbed. 

There has been occasional speculation on the spiritual affinity be¬ 

tween conservative revolutionaries and such left-wing intellectuals as 

Tucholsky and Ossietzky in Weimar. This is a tempting proposition 

that ought not be carried too far. The rightists were mainly sons of 

officers, of civil servants, and of Protestant clergymen; the leftists were 

likely to be sons of businessmen, of artists, and of educators. In the 

second group the Jews formed a majority, in the first there were almost 

none. On the ideological level these groups differed in their concep¬ 

tion of human nature, in their judgment of the perfectibility of man, 

on the relative merits of tradition and of human rights, on the meaning 

of liberty, on the possibility of a systematic solution of men’s problems, 

on the usefulness of initiative and of collective wisdom, and, in practi¬ 

cal terms, on the political and economic course of Weimar Germany. 

One side preached peace, humanism, and democracy; the other excor¬ 

iated these as useless sentimentalities and glorified war as an act of 

purification. Opposing the idea of “Germanic freedom” (a synonym 

for submission) to the “superficial” freedom of Western man, the con¬ 

servative revolutionaries denied the greatest spiritual achievements of 

modem society. “Can one abjure reason,” asked Fritz Stern in conclud¬ 

ing his work on the three prophets of the conservative revolution— 

Paul de Lagarde, Julius Langbehn, and Moeller van den Bmck— 

“[Can one] glorify force, prophesy the age of the imperial dictator, 

can one condemn all existing institutions, without preparing the 

triumph of irresponsibility? The Germanic critics did all that, thereby 

demonstrating the terrible dangers of cultural despair.” 19 

Certainly, there were some similarities: both left-wing intellectuals 

and conservative revolutionaries were the products of the same cul- 
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tural and political crises. Before 1914, they voiced the same contempt 

for the materialism and phony medievalism of the Wilhelmian age. In 

August 1914, and again in November 1918, they experienced similar 

exaltations and soon the same despair. Later they expressed similar 

contempt toward the plodding republic. Again, the conservative revo¬ 

lutionaries cloaked their basically regressive ideas in terms borrowed 

from Marxist ideology and radical leftist postulations. They achieved 

their popularity by preaching chauvinism and reaction in the words of 

the prophet of a more humane society. They could sometimes be 

mistaken for leftists. 

Ossietzky’s prison reflections were interrupted by two more collisions 

with the law. During his Tegel confinement, he was twice tried for 

libel as “responsible editor” of the Weltbiihne.A The first instance in¬ 

volved the minister of finance, who had been offended by some re¬ 

marks in the Wehbiihne; the affair was settled by Ossietzky’s apology. 

The second case, involving the minister of defense, led to repeated 

judicial proceedings and ended with a minor triumph for the 

Weltbiihne. Earlier, in August 1931, the journal had published a 1915 

pastoral exhortation by Pope Benedict XV. Here, the pope had termed 

the World War “a horrible butchery” and a “dishonoring massacre.” 

To this document, Tucholsky had appended his commentary which 

contained the following passage: “For four years there existed several 

square miles of land where murder was an obligation, while only half 

an hour away, murder was strictly forbidden. Did I say murder? 

Naturally, I did. Soldiers are murderers!”20 Minister Groener took 

offense, and in the name of the Reichswehr sued for libel. The trial 

was held on July 1, 1932, in Berlin-Charlottenburg. Tucholsky, who 

had been living in Sweden since 1929, refused to return to Germany 

for the trial; he wrote in letters to his wife that his return would not 

have helped matters.21 This may have been true but once again Os- 

sietzky stood alone. 
At the trial, the state prosecutor demanded the maximum punish¬ 

ment of six months; Ossietzky’s lawyers, Alfred Apfel and Rudolf 

Olden, who argued for acquittal, submitted forceful reminders of 

famous statesmen who had likewise called soldiery butchery. The 

court acquitted the defendant.22 The state prosecutor pressed for a 

re-trial, and Ossietzky was tried a second time in November 1932. 

d Following Ossietzky’s imprisonment, Walther Karsch signed as “responsible 
editor” of the Weltbiihne. For understandable reasons Karsch continued to sign 
even after Ossietzky’s release from prison in December 1932. 
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Again, he was acquitted, for as the judge argued, the Reichswehr 

could not take offense in its quality as a separate estate (Stand): the 

accusation applied to soldiering of all times.23 

Despite the confinement of its editor in chief, Die Weltbuhne ap¬ 

peared regularly. But now the left-wing intellectuals had truly become 

isolated. They were gradually eased out of the theater, the big daily 

papers, and the previously progressive Berlin radio stations; their 

efforts to reach the Communists had been fruitless; the splinter parties 

on the Left disappeared from the scene as did the peace movement. In 

a pemanent column entitled, “Weekly Review of Retrogression and of 

Progress” (later to be captioned “Casualty List”),6 Die Weltbuhne 

registered the gradual deterioration of the political situation. For 

Tucholsky the hope for a humane society faded into a future he knew 

he would not five to see: 

And when all this will be over; when all this will have fizzled out—the 
madness of the rabble, the thrill of marching, of shouting and waving flags 
with the masses—when this present malady which calls for the idolization 
of man’s basest instincts, will come to an end . . . when the last freedom- 
loving emigre will be dead—; then, one day, it will again be very modem 
to be a liberal.' 

In January 1932, Tucholsky wrote in the Weltbuhne: 

Anthems and flags on every spot. 
What about Europe? Europe may rot! 
Everything else can go to hell 
As long as the Nation is doing well! 
People? Who cares if they survive— 
Britain! Italy! Poland must thrive! 
The State devours us. A specter, a myth. 
The State, that’s a thing to be reckoned with. 
The thing grows skyward into the blue— 
there even the Church can learn something new. 
Come all and buy! Yet there are no buyers. 
Up flare the tribal funeral pyres. 
Glow, tribal fires of immolation: 
the goal of existence is the taxation. 

e “Wochenschau des Riickschritts—Wochenschau des Fortschritts.” By the end 
of 1932, the column under “Fortschritt” was often deliberately left empty. 

' Ignaz Wrobel, “Blick in die feme Zukunft,” Die Weltbuhne, October 28, 
1930, p. 665. Also in Gesammelte Werke, III, 580. This quotation was cited here 
not only to show Tucholsky’s growing discouragement, but also his inconsistent 
use of political terms. He who had so often denounced liberalism in the name of 
revolutionary socialism, here again identified himself as a liberal. But then, he 
was a socialist only because of the failure of German liberalism. 
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Let Heaven be our estate’s receiver: 
this age has medieval fever. 

The State becomes a sacrament— 
may God protect this Continent!23* 

A few months later Tucholsky fell silent. At the time of Ossietzky’s 

imprisonment, Tucholsky had promised in the name of the Weltbuhne 

to provide its readers “with goods of unchanged quality.”24 Instead, he 

wrote nothing. He used his illness, a nasal complication, as an excuse 

for his silence.25 

The remaining political editorialists of the Weltbuhne—Sternberg, 

Kaminski, and Gerlach—continued to scan the political horizon for 

the first signs of a leftist resurgence. They found that the chancellor¬ 

ship of Franz von Papen (appointed by Hindenburg on May 31, 

1932), offered definite possibilities for a ralliement of the German 

Left. First of all, there could be no question about the unpopularity of 

this arch-conservative regime; here at least Die Weltbuhne found 

itself at one with the overwhelming majority of the nation. Secondly, 

there was hope in the chaotic political situation and the endless feuds 

rocking the rightist camp. Thirdly, Social Democracy had finally aban¬ 

doned its policy of toleration and was now in unconditional opposition 

to the government. Die Weltbiilme sought to impress on the Social 

Democrats and other republicans the need to continue in this opposi¬ 

tion. There was, the journal agreed, nothing to expect from a govern¬ 

ment which clearly depended for its survival on the good will of the 

Reichswehr. Since May 13, 1932—when Groener was dismissed by the 

President—there has been a military dictatorship in Germany, wrote 

Kaminski.26 “Some people wonder whether it is better to be shot by a 

military dictatorship or to be hanged by a fascist regime. As far as I 

am concerned, it makes no difference.” 27 Writing before the Reichstag 

elections of July 31, 1932, Fritz Sternberg found the time for a united 

front more propitious than ever. The Nazis, he argued, had reached 

the zenith of their popularity and were now on the decline. Having 

become part of the rotten parliamentary game, they were losing their 

mass appeal. What was more, certain capitalist circles were no longer 

willing to resort to the Nazis, at least not for the time being. Now that 

there was no chance of the SPD being taken into the government, not 

even as a loyal opposition, the united front had become a real possibil¬ 

ity. The terrible economic situation, combined with the SA raids on 

working-class organizations, were causing local workers’ groups to 

cooperate in defiance of their party leadership. The “united front from 
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below” was about to be bom: SPD, KPD, and Reichsbanner units 

were defending each other against the attacks of the SA. But this 

could come to full fruition only, Sternberg continued, if the two parties 

finally form an alliance and coordinate their defense measures in a 

“Cartel of Anti-Fascist Organizations.” The cartel was to go into the 

Reichstag elections with a unified list of candidates.28 

The elections did not confirm Sternberg’s expectations. There 

were no unified lists of socialist candidates, and the Nazis increased 

the number of their mandates from 107 to 230. Still, Sternberg re¬ 

mained undaunted. He admitted that the NSDAP had been endorsed 

by the unemployed and the young voters, but he argued that although 

the two socialist parties had lost 500,000 votes during the April Prus¬ 

sian elections, this time the cadres of the working class remained 

intact. The losses of Social Democracy were equaled by the success of 

the KPD, and in the cities the Nazis had registered no further gains.8 

He attributed the decline of the SPD to Papen’s putsch on July 20 

against the Prussian government of Otto Braun. In the past, the Social 

Democratic workers had tolerated Briining to save Braun. Now there 

was no democratic Prussia and hence no reason for the workers to vote 

the Social Democratic ticket.29 

In the following months, the writers of the Weltbuhne turned with 

guarded optimism to developments within the National Socialist 

Party. Clearly, this party had succeeded in attracting a certain number 

of workers, or at least the unemployed workers; no less clearly this 

would lead to class antagonisms in the NSDAP.h Fritz Sternberg 

predicted that no matter what Hitler would undertake in the near 

future, the young proletarian and Lumpenproletarier element in the 

g In the Reichstag elections of July 31, 1932, the SPD lost 600,000 votes and 
ten mandates as compared with the elections of September 1930; the KPD 
gained 700,000 votes and twelve mandates. (Total number of votes: SPD: 
7,959,700; KPD: 5,282,600.) Sternberg failed to emphasize that there had been 
almost two million more votes cast in 1932 than in 1930 and that the percentage 
of KPD-SPD votes declined from a total of 37.6 in 1930, to 35.9 in 1932. See 
Milatz in Matthias and Morsey, 776 ff.; also Bracher, 601 ff. 

b In 1929, Heinz Pol, incidentally the first one in the Weltbuhne to warn 
against the Nazis, detected the signs of a growing class struggle in the NSDAP. 
He distinguished among three groups within the party: the “true fascists” under 
Hitler and Gregor Strasser who were in the pay of the industrialists; the petty 
bourgeois and rustic (bauerisch) element under Goebbels, and the “young na¬ 
tionalists” under the writer Ernst Jiinger(!). This last group, and perhaps even 
that under Goebbels, were aware of the significance of class struggle and were 
therefore liable to split from Hitler’s movement. Heinz Pol, “Die Nationalsozia- 
listen,” WB, July 16, 1929, pp. 77-81. For a similar appraisal see Ossietzlcy, 
“Nach der Sintflut,” ibid., April 14, 1931, pp. 519-522. 
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SA would rebel against him. For if Hitler entered the Papen govern¬ 

ment, the proletarian Nazis would turn against him for making com¬ 

mon cause with the reactionaries; and if he remained outside the 

government, they would rebel against him for failing to bring his 

followers to promised power. In addition, wrote Sternberg, the revolu¬ 

tionary conservatives within the NSDAP, led by Count Reventlow, 
would soon repudiate Hitler.30 

Kaminski saw not only a crisis in the Nazi movement but a Euro¬ 

pean-wide retreat from fascism. He elaborated, rather jubilantly, on 

the leftist turn of events in Mussolini’s Italy, Yugoslavia, Rumania, and 

Bulgaria. Even in Hungary—he wrote—there was now, for the first 

time in many years, something resembling an opposition to the fascist 

regime of Admiral Horthy. “The reactionaries are everywhere on the 

retreat. In Spain, France, and Sweden they have already been 

defeated.”31 

These writers were, of course, correct in detecting a crisis in the 

NSDAP in the fall of 1932. Caught between his boast to his followers 

that he could assume power whenever he wanted, and his promise to 

the conservatives that he would not make a coup d’etat, Hitler found 

himself in an embarrassing situation. Moreover, there was truly a 

rebellious “socialist” element in his party which momentarily forced 

Hitler to remain in opposition to the Papen government.32 But the 

partial proletarization of the NSDAP, and other internal problems, did 

not lead to a fatal split. In two consecutive, and most eloquent, 

articles Kurt Hiller attacked the prophets of the “split theory.”33 If the 

Marxists were right, he wrote, the Depression should have benefited the 

KPD at least as much as it benefited the Nazis. Yet what happened 

instead? Between 1928 and 1932, the Communists increased their votes 

by 70 percent, the NSDAP by 1700 percent. Obviously, it was not only 

in search of social justice that so many workers went over to Hitler. 

Nor should they be considered as misguided and therefore redeemable 

socialists. These proletarians had left the socialist parties because 

Marxism had not satisfied their emotional needs. The past few years 

had shown, Hiller continued, that “the wider the proletarian sector of 

society, the smaller the political power of the proletariat.” 34 This was 

because the Marxists failed to understand the little man’s need which 

was not for harsh dogmas, but for a mystique, a tempting idea. The 

Marxists would have their followers deny God and the nation, surren¬ 

der their traditions, their prejudices, and their entire cultural herit¬ 

age; the Nazis asked for no such sacrifices but dazzled their followers 

with an array of colorful promises. They allowed the little man to 
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guard his Spiesser tradition while striving for social justice, a combina¬ 

tion he had vainly sought in the past. The Marxists’ aim was to 

“galvanize the little man’s proletarian condition,” but what the little 

man wanted was to achieve bourgeois respectability and forget his 

proletarian origins. The decadence of the conservative, liberal, and 

bourgeois democratic parties and their transformation into small eco¬ 

nomic pressure groups, and the magnificent survival of the Catholic 

Center prove, Hiller continued, that only a party with an “idea,” 

however narrow, with a spiritual banner flying over all economic 

considerations, could appeal to the German masses. 

Confident that he could wear down his opposition by a series of 

elections, Papen prevailed upon Hindenburg to authorize the dissolu¬ 

tion of the Reichstag almost as soon as it met after the August 

elections, and to set a date for new elections on November 6, 1932. On 

that day the Nazis registered serious losses (down to 196 mandates 

from the previous 230), but Papen failed much more abysmally when 

he proved incapable of gaining the support of more than 10 percent of 

the voters.35 Since none of the party combinations achieved a majority, 

Papen himself realized the necessity for new tactics if he wished to 

continue in office. As an ultimate measure, he suggested to the Presi¬ 

dent the establishment of a dictatorial “new state,” requiring the 

suppression of all political parties, trade unions, and professional 

organizations. Since such repression risked both Communist and Na¬ 

tional Socialist revolutions, the chancellor turned to the Reichswehr 

for support. This was not forthcoming. It was denied to Papen on the 

same grounds that had six months earlier caused the ousting of Gro- 

ener from Briining’s cabinet: any plan which would have required the 

dissolution of the SA and other paramilitary organizations, and inter¬ 

fered with the nation’s military preparedness, was anathema to the 

Army Command. It was also objectionable because it would have 

alienated large segments of the population.36 On November 17, Papen 

resigned, and two weeks later President Hindenburg gave the chancel¬ 

lorship to the political leader of the army, General Schleicher. 

Surprisingly enough, Schleicher, an intriguer who was generally 

disliked, began his career as chancellor under favorable auspices. The 

National Socialists, whose severe losses at the November elections 

appeared to dissipate their energies, decided to tolerate the chancellor 

lest an eventual dissolution of the Reichstag with its attendant elec¬ 

tions further weaken their position.37 With the exception of the Social 

Democrats and the Communists, the other political parties likewise 
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decided to support the chancellor. As both the economy and Ger¬ 

many’s international position showed signs of improvement, 

Schleicher felt free to engage in his grandiose project. This was to 

harness the NS DAP, or to split it along class lines, and to establish a 

popular dictatorship with the support of the army, the trade unions, 

and the socialists in the NSDAP. With the help of this “popular front,” 

he hoped to introduce some urgent social and economic reforms.38 

Whether or not these plans owed their origin to the circle around the 

Tat, as Zehrer liked to claim, it is certain that Die Tat had long been 

heralding a “revolution from above” 39 and “the necessity of unifying 

nationalism and socialism, whether right or left, into a new 

Volksgemeinschaft.”40 Die Tat had for some time looked benignly on 

the “socialist” National Socialist leader, Gregor Strasser, and on the 

trade unions.41 Following Schleicher’s assumption of power, Die Tat 

and Die Tagliche Rundschau (the daily newspaper of the Tat circle) 

acted as Schleicher’s spokesmen for the chancellor’s reform program.1 

For the first time in their history, a small group of the “homeless” Right 

took an active part in politics and supported a government. 

Schleicher’s program left the writers of the Weltbiihne indifferent. 

“Republicans stay out,” warned Kaminski, in a reversal of Hans Zehr- 

er’s old antirepublican slogan. Let the Right ruin itself by mismanage¬ 

ment just as the republicans had ruined themselves a few years earlier. 

The Left should exploit the weaknesses of the Right and exacerbate 

the crisis by preventing the toleration of Schleicher by the National 

Socialists, Kaminski concluded.42 Or as he had put it in an earlier 

article: not only the Left, the reactionaries also face a dilemma. It is 

therefore essential for the Left to abstain from state affairs completely 

and keep the masses alert and on the move against Hindenburg, 

Hugenberg, and Hitler.43 

The prediction that the Social Democratic trade unions would reject 

Schleicher’s proposals proved correct,44 but it was perhaps not quite 

logical on the part of the left-wing intellectuals to gloat over the 

failure of the chancellor’s undertaking. Schleicher was the first con¬ 

servative chancellor attempting to rely on support from other than the 

President and the Reichswehr. He did not ask the trade unions to 

tolerate a reactionary government but to help form a new state. The 

1 The Tat circle acquired the Tagliche Rundschau on September 1, 1932. Kurt 
Sontheimer maintains in his “Der Tatkreis,” Vierteljahrshefte fib Zeitgeschichte, 
July 1959, p. 249, that Zehrer received substantial subsidies from Schleicher in 
launching the journal. This was denied by Zehrer in an interview given to this 

writer (Hamburg, May 1961). 
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dictatorship that he proposed, with its combination of rightist and 

leftist political forces, would perhaps have allowed the Left to regain 

the political initiative. The resolution that “in no case must Schleicher 

be given a chance,” voiced by almost the entire Left, invited a holo¬ 

caust. After all, Hitler was the only alternative to Schleicher. But the 

Left, now including the Social Democrats, saw no difference between 

“Bonaparte” Schleicher and the Fiihrer. 

In at least one respect, Die Weltbuhne profited from the mild 

dictatorship of Schleicher. Early in December 1932, the KPD and the 

NS DAP presented in the Reichstag a joint motion for a general politi¬ 

cal amnesty. The motion received the support of the SPD and was 

passed on December 9 by a great majority in the Reichstag.45 On the 

insistence of the SPD it carried a proviso extending the amnesty to 

persons guilty of having betrayed military secrets but who were guilt¬ 

less of selfish motivation.46 The proviso was a favor granted by the 

Social Democrats to Ossietzky.47 On December 22, Ossietzky was 

released. “Well, now he can insult us again,” a Social Democratic 

deputy commented in the Reichstag upon Ossietzky’s release.48 

“The session continues,” Ossietzky announced in the Weltbuhne 

following his return to his editorial office in Kantstrasse, but his 

writings would soon show that he had lost much of his fire. His health 

had suffered in prison, and his friend, Walter Mehring, noticed that 

his hands were now trembling.49 Lacking solid information, his com¬ 

mentaries became rambling and colorless during the eight weeks of his 

new-found freedom. The political situation in January 1933 was more 

than ever unfathomable; there was, behind a calm fagade, a rush of 

mysterious activity. “At the close of 1932, an eventful yet frustrating 

year,” writes Bracher, “the political scene was still under the sign of a 

power vacuum [Bracher’s italics] determined by the partly forced, 

partly spontaneous elimination of democratic mechanisms, the solidifi¬ 

cation of the political fronts and the feverish busyness of middlemen 

and intriguers in the President’s palace.”60 The most significant of 

these maneuverings which, in the words of Bracher, “marked the birth 

of the Third Reich,”61 took place on January 4, when Hitler met with 

Papen in Cologne. The meeting paved the way to the joint National 

Socialist and Nationalist government of January 30 and the chancel¬ 

lorship of Hitler. The secrecy of the meeting was penetrated almost 

immediately, yet so great had been the number of furtive negotiations 

that Die Weltbuhne did not recognize its importance. “Papen meets 

with Hitler; Schleicher negotiates with [Gregor] Strasser and even 

with [Captain] Rohm,” wrote Ossietzky.52 “We register these occur- 
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rences on the Right and in government circles with the interest of an 

observer from the outside, without espousing the cause of any one of 

these heroic knights of the Grail.” He addressed the republicans: 

“Must we remind certain people over and over again that these are but 

family quarrels?” Here democracy, socialism, and the republic, there 

authority and militarism, he asserted; the conflict between the people 

and the ruling class should absolutely not be obscured by temporary 

concessions to some “lesser enemy.” 1 

Although it refused to “solve the puzzle” of the Right, Die 

Weltbuhne was absorbed by the crisis that rocked the NSDAP shortly 

before its coming to power. In December 1932, Reichsorganisation- 

sleiter Gregor Strasser broke openly with Hitler and, worse still for the 

party, the NSDAP’s financial bankruptcy could no longer be veiled. 

Berlin was treated to the curious spectacle of SA men soliciting party 

contributions from pedestrians. In mid-January, an anonymous writer 

in the Weltbuhne proclaimed the end of the Nazi adventure: “The 

NSDAP is still alive—yet it is already dead—or at least wounded to 

death. . . . Adolphus Imperator, Rex, Lord of his Hosts—our readers 

should be spared his obituary: Adolphus was a man of missed opportun¬ 

ities.” 53 Ossietzky was more concerned with the moral consequences of 

National Socialism than with the political significance of its ostensible 

demise. “Years of brutality, swagger, and stupidity will not disappear 

without leaving their mark,” he wrote on January 3.54 National Socialism 

had fulfilled the secret yearnings of the German Burger: he could rid 

himself of the intellectual attire, the spiritual pretensions, and the 

academic fafade of wealthier decades. Never in his history had the 

Burger been more honest than during the years of Nazi ascendance: 

“The economic collapse had unmasked the inner coarseness, gross 

anti-intellectualism, harsh lust of power of the biirgerliche cast. . . . 

The great volkisch Leader with the looks and manners of a gypsy 

bandleader might have had his season and might vanish with it, but 

the ugly and evil instincts that he had evoked will not disappear as 

simply.55 
On January 28, President Hindenburg caused Schleicher to resign; 

two days later, he appointed Hitler chancellor. For history this event 

closed an epoch and opened another; for his contemporaries, Hitler’s 

appointment was another stage in the rise of authoritarianism. Accord- 

1 Not all left-wing intellectuals were as uncompromising toward Schleicher as 
Ossietzky. Leopold Schwarzschild, for instance, in Das Tage-Buch was sympa¬ 
thetic toward Schleicher as he had been toward Chancellor Briining. See Das 

Tage-Buch, December 10, 1932, p. 1931. 
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ing to a study made at the University of Erlangen of fifteen “leading 

intellectual journals” of the period, the rightist journals were generally 

elated over Hitler’s appointment, while the democratic and socialist 

journals “maintained their composure, if not their indifference.” For 

those on the Left, Hugenberg’s appointment as “economic dictator” 

was the event of greater importance.56 Ossietzky wasted no words on 

Schleicher’s dismissal: “another flop,” he commented/ Still unaware of 

Hitler’s appointment, he demanded the resignation of Hindenburg, 

the “true cause of all these crises.” He asked for an immediate return 

to constitutionality lest the extraparliamentary practices from above 

lead to extraparliamentary defense measures from below: “For there 

exists an emergency right [Notrecht] of the people against the adven¬ 

turesome practices of authority.” 

When they learned that Hitler had become chancellor, the writers 

of the Weltbuhne were not alarmed. One reason for Schleicher’s fall 

had been his refusal to cover up for Hindenburg’s friends, thfe East-El- 

bian landowners who profited enormously from the Osthilfe, a finan¬ 

cial program originally designated to help peasant settlers.57 In an 

open letter to the new chancellor, Gerlach demanded that Hitler make 

clear his position on the scandal of the Osthilfe. This, he argued, 

would be both “honorable and useful [to Hitler],” especially in view of 

the coming Reichstag elections.58 Ossietzky thought that the new 

regime had good chances of survival. Provided that it managed to ease 

the depression and not tamper with welfare legislation, the system 

could last a generation. In his last editorial, on February 14, he urged 

social and economic reforms and announced that the working class 

had given Chancellor Hitler a “decent headstart.” “Germany is waiting 

—but not for more intrigues, not for new machinations . . . the people 

ask the government to work seriously. Its mandate is inexorable: Hie 
Rhodus, hie saltal”59 

In the last weeks of its existence, Die Weltbiihne showed a curious 

dichotomy in its revolutionary socialism and a revival of its bourgeois 

republican faith. In a sudden burst of optimism some writers ex¬ 

pressed confidence that the Reich Constitutional Court would again, 

as in October 1932, reverse the President’s decree and restore the 

k Carl von Ossietzky, “Kamarilla,” Die Weltbuhne, January 31, 1933, pp. 

153-155. On the issue of Schleicher’s dismissal Das Tage-Buch once again was 
of different opinion. Its editorial expressed regret over the fall of the General, 
“who had to go because he was much too socialistic and not sufficiently junker- 
lich.” Leopold Schwarzschild, “Kanzler Hitler,” Das Tage-Buch, February 4, 
1933, p. 165. Also in Leopold Schwarzschild, Die letzten Jahre vor Hitler (Ham¬ 
burg, 1966), 233. 
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democratic government of Otto Braun in Prussia. They speculated 

with interest on the coming Reichstag elections; they foresaw a cabi¬ 

net crisis as a result of the election, the entry of the Center in the 

cabinet, and a possible return to political normalcy. Other commenta¬ 

tors expected the proletariat to rise in self-defense against Hitler.' The 

working class is ready to wage battle, wrote Kaminski on February 7. 

A united front of all trade unions, even the Christian, democratic, and 

Nationalist unions, is in the making. Class against class is the order of 

the day. The battle lost in the political arena can be won in the 

plants and factories.60 

Eventually it became impossible to ignore the physical dangers that 

threatened the left-wing intellectuals. “Journalists today gaze with 

envy at the practitioners of such unrisky professions as tightrope 

walking,” Kaminski wrote on February 21.61 Now, finally, Walter 

Mehring prevailed upon Ossietzky to abstain from political commen¬ 

taries.62 His contributions to the Weltbiihne again dealt with the 

conservative tradition and the conservative revolutionaries.63 When his 

last article was printed, Ossietzky was already in the hands of the SA. 

He, Erich Miihsam, and Heinz Pol were arrested on February 27, the 

night of the Reichstag fire. Others, like Kurt Hiller, Axel Eggebrecht, 

and Paul von Schoenaich, followed shortly thereafter. Still Die 

Weltbiihne continued publication: its last issue in Germany appeared 

on March 7. In it Kurt Hiller proclaimed his indomitable belief in a 

world of peace, socialism, and intellectual freedom.64 The same night, 

the SA raided the officers of the Weltbiihne and confiscated the prop¬ 

erty of the journal. Walther Karsch, the Weltbiihne’s 27-year-old editor, 

escaped only because the SA could not believe that a youth was in 

charge of such a monstrous publication.65 

1 It was at the press conference of the Reich Chancellery that Heinz Pol 
learned of the appointment of Hitler on January 30, 1933. He expected not to be 
able to return home because of the general strike of the workers. The failure of 
the strike to materialize caused his pessimistic prediction—and this set him apart 
from most of his contemporaries—that Hitler would last two years. Interview 

with Heinz Pol, New York City, May 14, 1962. 
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PRISON AND EXILE 

In premonition of things to come, Siegfried Jacobsohn’s widow, the 

owner of the journal, had established a Vienna edition of the 

Weltbiihne in September 1932. Die Wiener Weltbiihne was not a 

replica of the German edition in that only half of its articles came 

from Berlin, the other half followed Austrian developments. Its editor 

Willi Schlamm a was a disciple of Karl Kraus and a journalist in the 

best Vienna tradition: witty, eurdite, pugnacious, and melancholy. 

Schlamm was also a follower of Trotsky, and he opened his journal to 

the exiled Soviet leader. 

Unlike most card-carrying Communists and Social Democrats, 

Schlamm did not interpret Hitler’s rise to power as the beginning of 

National Socialism’s inevitable collapse. He ridiculed the Communist 

slogan: “Hitler governs—Communism is on the march” (Rote Fahne),1 

and he attributed Hitler’s “complete and lasting” victory to the bank¬ 

ruptcy of the entire German Left.2 This was a daring pronouncement 

at a time when none of the great antifascist parties was, as yet, engaged 

in self-examination. The Communists were particularly satisfied with 

themselves: on April 1, 1933, when the KPD was already thoroughly 

“Willi (today William) Schlamm was bom in 1904 in Galicia, the son of a 
merchant. He studied political science at the University of Vienna and worked 
as a journalist. In 1938, he emigrated to the United States where he must have 
undergone a fundamental political change for he became assistant to the editor 
in chief of Time, Life, and Fortune (1941-1951). Between 1951 and 1957 he 
edited the National Review and other magazines. Since 1959 he has contributed 
to Stern in Germany, and to other European magazines. Among his works, see 
Diktatur der Luge (1937); Germany and the East-West Crisis (1959); Die 
Grenzen des Wunders (1959), and Who Is a Jew? (1964). 
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smashed, with its leaders in prison or in exile, and many of its mem¬ 

bers in the SA, the Executive Committee of the Communist Inter¬ 

national adopted a resolution lauding the policy of Thiilmann and 

the Central Committee of the Party “up to, and, including the day of 

Hitlers seizure of power.” 3 Schlamm’s colleague, Paul Krey, listed in 

the journal some of the well-worn slogans that “ought finally to be 
discarded”: 

The German worker will never let it happen. . . . 

But these people don’t even have a program. . . . 

Well, then Russia will march against him. 

That much is certain: in four weeks he will ruin himself by 

mismanagement. . . . 

Berlin is Red. 

In that very instant the proletarian United Front will come into being! 

Most of them are only fellow-travelers. . . . 

Then there will be bloodshed! 

The Iron Front stands ready for every eventuality. 

The trade unions will have something to say about that! 

Hitler doesn’t even want power! 4 

The journal’s views on the National Socialist Machtiibernahme were 

at first determined by Trotsky who elaborated in a series of articles his 

thesis that Hitler would not ruin himself by his inability to fulfill his 

economic and social program. Hitler’s program had been but a means 

to power, Trotsky argued; now that the National Socialists were in 

power, they would mobilize all of Germany’s human and natural 

resources for imperialist expansion. The historical mission of fascist 

dictatorship was imperialism—that is, preparation for war. Fascism 

could neither be reformed nor forced internally to surrender power. 

Only the international proletariat mobilized in a united front against 

fascism could overthrow Hitler.5 Trotsky called “the unparalleled de¬ 

feat of the German proletariat the most important event in modem 

history since the assumption of power by the Russian proletariat,” 6 

and he again identified the KPD’s policy of united front from below as 

the greatest impediment to the antifascist struggle. The KPD, wrote 

Trotsky, should have profited from the genuine antagonism between 

Social Democratic reformism and fascism to weaken fascism, and 

“while so doing, demonstrate to the workers the inadequacy of the 

Social Democratic leadership—and thereby weaken reformism.”7 

In April 1933 Schlamm renamed his now lonely publication, Die 

Neue Weltbiihne, and moved his headquarters to Prague, a safe dis¬ 

tance from the reactionary regime of Chancellor Dollfuss. But neither 

he nor Trotsky would be heard from much longer through the journal. 
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In March 1934, Jacobsohn’s widow b dismissed Schlamm whom she 

had found too Trotskyist for her taste and made the left-wing 

socialist Hermann Budzislawski editor of the journal.8 Shen then sold 

Die Neue Weltbuhne to a group of German businessmen and jour¬ 

nalists in Prague. In 1936, Budzislawski obtained ownership of the 

financially unsuccessful journal.9 Budzislawski, now a professor of 

international journalism at the University of Leipzig, had had almost no 

connection with the Weltbiihne except for a few brief contributions on 

economic problems at the end of 1932. Kurt Hiller exaggerates some¬ 

what when he recounts in his Weltbuhne reminiscences that once 

Budzislawski took over, the journal hawked the Stalinist line.10 Its 

many non-Communist contributors, Hiller included, assured contin¬ 

ued diversity to the Neue Weltbuhne. Yet it is true that after 1934 there 

would be no more criticism of the KPD, the USSR, or international 

Communism. Trotsky’s name disappeared from the list of contributors;11 

the show trials in Moscow were hardly even mentioned Except to 

praise the wisdom of the judges, and the SPD was attacked with 

unprecedented brutality and venom. The journal’s pessimism under 

Schlamm now gave way to confident evaluations of the revolutionary 

situation in Germany. “Who will overthrow Hitler?” the new editor 

asked in July 1934: “Most probably the German bourgeoisie itself. 

Not of its free will, but under the pressure of the masses.”12 In 1934, 

Die Neue Weltbuhne revived the tradition of interparty discussion 

on the German Left, a quantitatively most successful undertaking. 

Unfortunately for the quality of the debate, all participants were 

convinced that they were talking “into” Germany, and that their 

proposals would be adopted by a vigorous socialist underground 

movement. As the Popular Front had not yet come into being, the 

debate was restricted to the radical socialist camp, that is, to the 

Communist Party, individual left-wing Social Democrats, the Socialist 

Workers’ Party (SAPD), the International Socialist Militant League 

(ISK), and the group called New Beginning (“Neu Beginnen”) 13. 

The spokesman of left-wing Social Democracy, Siegfried Aufhauser,' 

insisted that the Communist and Social Democratic cells in Germany 

coordinate their programs and create “common executive committees 

b Edith Jacobsohn moved from Vienna to Zurich in the spring of 1934. She 
died in London at the end of the next year. See Die Neue Weltbuhne, January 23 
1936, p. 110. 

c Aufhiiuser was a member of SOPADE, the exiled executive of the SPD, but 
he consistently represented independent views. 



219 Epilogue 

from both camps.”14 The spokesman of the Communists, “Walter,” 

that is, Walter Ulbricht, demanded that the Social Democrats break 

away from their Prague leaders and collaborate with the KPD “in the 

spirit of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin.” Cooperation between the 

two parties was out of the question: the Social Democrats, if they 

wanted to fight the bourgeoisie, “had to become members of the Com¬ 

munist Party.”15 

The policy of a united front from below was first challenged by 

some French Communists in February 1934 when they joined with the 

French Socialists in a strike against the fascist leagues. Soon thereafter 

Stalin decided that the main threat to the Soviet Union came no longer 

from France or Great Britain, but from Hitler’s Germany. He then 

inaugurated a policy of “collective security” on the international scene 

and, at the Seventh World Congress of the Comintern in August 1935, 

ordered all Communist parties to create a wide front of antifascists.16 

Budzislawski made the shift to the united front from above and from 

there to the Popular Front without any difficulty; as a result, the best 

of the emigre intellectuals, and all left-wing politicians, joined in 

signing the many Popular Front manifestoes published in the journal.11 

Die Neue Weltbiihne voiced the sentiments of the majority of exile 

intellectuals when it castigated the right SPD leadership for not join¬ 

ing with the Communists in the common struggle.17 There was ener¬ 

getic debate on the practical application of the Popular Front idea, 

and a general atmosphere of expectation. Yet, Die Neue Weltbiihne, 

for all of its positive commitments and the excellent collaborators it 

was still able to attract, was losing its luster. As a prestige publication 

of the German exiles, it occupied second place behind Leopold 

Schwarzschild’s Das Neue Tage-Buch with its profound analyses of 

German economics and politics. 

In June 1938, the journal moved to Sevres, near Paris. There, on 

August 31, 1939, the last issue of the Neue Weltbiihne was published. 

The writing of the editorial must have pained Budzislawski. Entitled 

d The Volksfront-Aufruf of January 1937 (NWB, January 14, 1937, pp. 64-68) 
contained the names of—among others—the Social Democrats Rudolf Breitscheid 
and Alexander Schiffrin; the Communists Franz Dahlem, Walter Ulbricht, Wil¬ 
helm Pieck, Bruno Frei (Karl Franz), and Willi Miinzenberg; the SAPD leaders 
Willy Brandt, Max Seydewitz, and Kurt Rosenfeld, and the free intellectuals 
Georg Bernhard, Lion Feuchtwanger, Emil J. Gumbel, Kurt Kersten, Otto Leh- 
mann-Russbiildt, Heinrich and Klaus Mann, Ernst Toller, and Arnold Zweig. See 
also NWB, January 30, 1936, entirely devoted to discussions on the Popular 

Front. 
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the “Moscow Agreement,” it deplored Stalin’s “mistake” in keeping the 

toiling masses ignorant of the true purpose of the Ribbentrop-Molotov 

treaty.18 

With National Socialism’s triumph, Germany lost its best intellectuals. 

When, in 1936, a debate erupted between a National Socialist sym¬ 

pathizer on the staff of the Neue Ziircher Zeitung and Leopold 

Schwarzschild over the merits of literature in the Third Reich,19 

Schwarzschild pointed out with pride that sixty-seven of the best 

known German writers, poets, and journalists were in exile.20 Of the 

twelve “loyal” German writers mentioned by his opponents, some 

wrote nothing, while others hardly deserved the epithet “well known.” 

As Schwarzschild commented with pleasure, one of the better known 

German writers, Friedrich G. Jiinger, chose that moment to go into 

exile. 

Most Weltbuhne writers managed to get abroad after 1933, but 

escape was not always easy. Hiller, who was arrested on March 23, 

1933, knew the worst prisons of the Gestapo and a concentration camp 

before he was released in 1934. He then fled to Prague where he 

printed his experiences in the Neue Weltbuhne in a long series of 

fascinating articles.21 Emigre life itself took its toll among the intellec¬ 

tuals. Poverty, discouragement, their relative anonymity, and the cal¬ 

lousness of the French and other authorities, drove Kurt Tucholsky, 

Walter Hasenclever, Ernst Toller, Klaus Mann, Stefan Zweig, Max 

Alsberg, and several more to suicide.22 Berthold Jacob was kidnapped 

from Portugal by the Nazis during World War II and died in captiv¬ 

ity. And there were those who never made it abroad. Erich Miihsam 

was tortured to death shortly after his capture in 1933. Ossietzky, fol¬ 

lowing his arrest on February 27, 1933, was taken to the citadel of 

Spandau. From there he was sent to the prison of Sonnenburg, and, 

finally, in 1934 to the Moorlager of Papenburg-Esterwegen, a concen¬ 

tration camp. Bullied by the SS guards who called him a Polish swine, 

he presented a pitiful spectacle to the rare foreign visitors admitted to 

the camp. In November 1936, when the arduous and often frustrating 

campaign for the Nobel Peace Prize was triumphantly concluded,' he 

was no longer in the camp. Suffering from tuberculosis, he had been 

transferred in May 1936 to a closely guarded section of the Virchow 

hospital in Berlin. Prevented from accepting the Nobel Prize in per- 

6 A violent journalistic attack by the Norwegian writer Knut Hamsun on the 
“traitor Ossietzky” (November 22, 1935) seems to have done more good than 
harm to the cause of the campaigners. See Grossmann, Ossietzky, 402 ff. 



221 Epilogue 

son, Ossietzky was formally released in the same year, and transferred 

to a private hospital in Berlin.23 He died on May 4, 1938. 

On June 1, 1946, Die Weltbiihne reappeared in Berlin under the joint 

editorship of Ossietzky’s widow, Maud von Ossietzky, and Hans Leon¬ 

ard. Printed under Russian license, it was identical with the original 

Weltbiihne in format and color. In its early editions, the journal paid 

homage to the dead and printed reminiscences by the survivors. 

Today, it is again devoted to politics, the theatre, literature, film, and 

social problems. Published primarily for the export trade, it resists 

criticism of conditions in the German Democratic Republic; in fact, its 

enemies are all abroad—in Bonn and the United States. At home the 

new Weltbiihne has only friends. This, admittedly, distinguishes it 

from its predecessor. 



CONCLUSION 

The writers of the Weltbiihne thrived on the journal’s political radical¬ 

ism. It invigorated their literature and inspired their hopes for the 

future at a time when men of liberal and democratic convictions were 

already despairing.' But as politicians these writers were utterly unsuc¬ 

cessful. Decried by the Right as enemies of humanity, they were also 

the great republican and left-wing political parties. Unlike 

philosophes or the prerevolutionary Russian writers, 

did not even influence the political activists of the following genera¬ 

tion. The members of the German resistance movement against Hitler 

were no followers of the left-wing intellectuals; on the contrary, they 

were mainly former ideological enemies who drew their moral argu¬ 

ments from conservative revolutionary or Catholic philosophies. And 

of the two Germanies of today, neither bears the slightest resemblance 

to the aspirations of the left-wing intellectuals. 

The prime reason for this failure lay in the anti-intellectualism of 

German politics. The same writers who were allowed to glorify party 

and ideology in verse, in novels, or on the stage, were contemptuously 

brushed aside by the Bonzen when they attempted to meddle in the 

serious business of party politics. Undoubtedly the left-wing intellec¬ 

tuals had been at their most effective when they were still cultural 

rebels, before World War I, poking fun at academic arts and at the 

supreme paladin of established art, the emperor. Those who experi¬ 

mented with surrealism, cubism, expressionism, or the Bauliaus, did 

more than their share in tearing down the fabric of old society. The 

... difficulty began when these literati turned to politics with all the 

impatience, venom, and fierce independence of artists.JThe politicians 
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could never forgive the intellectuals for the fresh air they breathed 
into party politics. 

It was World War I, and the parallel crisis of the middle class, 

which turned the left-wing intellectuals into militants. By the end of 

the war they were all prophets of peace, justice, and universal frater-t-- 

nity. There was a good deal of naivete in their wartime propositions, 

but then they were novices at the political trade and surely no more 

foolish than all those other Germans who viewed the extermination of 

German youth at the front as the guarantee of national survival. 

As befits political novices, these writers developed inordinate hopes 

during the war and, in 1918-1919, they were terribly disappointed. It 

was a healthy disappointment, however, for it was followed by in¬ 

creasing lucidity in politics. The Weltbuhnes collective analysis of 

developments in the Weimar Republic remains superior to that of 

most other contemporary journals. 

In November 1918, these writers showed, the collapse of the mon¬ 

archy presented those who in the past had opposed the monarchy with 

a unique opportunity. Because the upholders of the old order were 

thoroughly frightened, while the republican bourgeoisie remained 

weak, the working-class movement alone was in a position to take 

power in Germany. Unfortunately for Germany, those who chose to 

close the gap kept open by the forces of the old order were the 

Majority Socialists, a group bereft of pride, of the will to rule, and of 

ideological consistency. It was no less unfortunate that the radical 

socialists had not only missed the initial opportunity to seize power 

peacefully, but then attempted to wrest power from the Majority 

Socialists with insufficient means. In the crucial two months between 

November 1918 and January 1919, the Majority Socialists strengthened 

their position in the country and secured the support of the Army 

High Command. When the radical socialists revolted in January, they 

were easily defeated. The writers of the Weltbiihne generally approved 

of the defeat of the far Left by the Majority Socialists but they did not 

condone the excessive brutality of the government troops, nor the 

unwillingness of the government to extend a friendly hand to the 

defeated radicals. Ebert and Scheidemann should have used the vic¬ 

tory over the left-wing opposition to rally the working class by turning 

against their right-wing enemies. For this fatal omission the Social 

Democrats themselves had to pay the heaviest price. The working 

class remained forever split, while the majority of the bourgeoisie felt 

neither gratitude nor did it truly accept the republic. Indeed, the 

upper class never forgot, nor forgave, their humiliation in 1918-1919, a 
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humiliation exacerbated by the parallel setback they suffered on the 

international scene. For all these miseries they held the Majority 

Socialists equally responsible with the radical socialists. The republic 

which had emerged from the events of 1918-1919 reflected both the 

momentary triumph of Social Democracy and the continued hostility 

of a great part of the German bourgeoisie. The tolerant and demo¬ 

cratic constitution was sabotaged by an increasingly intolerant and 

reactionary bourgeoisie which despised its own state and allowed it to 

survive only as long as there was no alternative. During the Depres¬ 

sion, when the second great crisis of Germany ensued and the ruling 

class again experienced the fear of bankruptcy and of social upheaval, 

it unhesitatingly cast aside the republic. Unsupported by the majority 

of its social and economic elite, the republic disappeared from the 

scene. 

In the first years of the Weimar Repub He, when the writers of the 

Weltbuhne still believed in the republic, they preached a Reformist 

policy to be initiated by the government. These reforms were not a 

matter of the promulgation of new laws—the best of laws became 

worthless in the hands of an uncooperative civil service; they were to 

consist of the creation of a new efite. Only by dismissing the old-re¬ 

gime bureaucrats, army officers, judges, and educators, and by creat¬ 

ing a new national leadership could democracy and sociafism be 

secured in Weimar Germany. The left-wing intellectuals saw them¬ 

selves as part of this new elite for which they felt qualified by their 

erudition, their cosmopofitan views, their unsulfied past and, above 

all, their firm socialist beliefs. They were convinced that intellectuals 

made the best socialists and that there was no place in the new 

German elite for nonsocialists. “He is an intellectual, and as an intel¬ 

lectual he is a socialist,” a Weltbuhne writer said in 1923 in reference to 

the prime minister of Saxony. This was a forced equation but an 

l^rfhderstandable one in view of the terrible weakness of the nonsoci¬ 

alist republicans and the lack of imagination among the socialist 

politicians. 

Later, when these writers deserted the republican cause and turned 

an expectant eye toward revolutionary socialism, they made the same 

demand on the Communist Party that they had previously made on 

the bourgeois republic. They insisted that the KPD leadership give 

way to radical intellectuals by dismissing its dull-witted functionaries, 

a demand that was to be voiced again in the 1950’s by radical intellec¬ 

tuals in Poland and Hungary, and in 1968 in Czechoslovakia. When it 

became successively clear that the KPD leadership was hardly less 
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narrow-minded, rigid, and conservative than the Social Democratic 

and republican politicians, the major writers of the Weltbuhne gradu¬ 

ally moved to the left of the Communist Party. By then, however, the 

national emergency had become so pressing that the idea of substan¬ 

tial reform within state or party was abandoned in favor of a desperate 

call for the antifascist unity of all socialists. 

All through the Weimar years, Die Weltbuhne showed consistent 

sympathy toward one political group only, the left-wing opposition 

within Social Democracy. These writers approved of the demand of 

Paul Levi and the Saxon Social Democrats that the SPD go into 

unconditional opposition to the bourgeois parties and that it make 

overtures to the Communists. The latter was not necessarily an unten¬ 

able proposition, for there were periods in the history of the KPD 

when the Communists were genuinely seeking cooperation with other 

socialists, and there were, at least until 1929, always some leading 

Communists who fought against the isolationist tendencies of their 

own party. It was surely not by unconditional hostility to the KPD 

that Social Democracy was to win the cooperation of the Communist 

workers. Unfortunately for the Weltbuhne circle, and most probably 

for Germany, the left-wing opposition in the SPD remained an outcast 

in the socialist movement and exercised no influence on contemporary 

or future German socialism. 

It has become customary in Western liberal circles to reproach the 

left-wing intellectuals for having refused to embrace the gradualist 

policy of Weimar Social Democracy. Because of this refusal, asserts 

Kurt Sontheimer, the republic was “squeezed in hopelessly between a 

literary Left and a nationalist Right,” and “the republic had no breath¬ 

ing space between the eccentricities and absolutes of the Left and 

Right.”1 The radical Literaten caused great harm to the republic, 

writes Golo Mann, for “while they mercilessly exposed all its weak¬ 

nesses, they were nevertheless regarded [by the Right] as a valid 

expression of the republican spirit.”2 They did not belong to the 

republic at all, he argues, only to a republican era which allowed them 

to shout at the top of their voices. Yet, writes Golo Mann in another 

place, this weak and struggling republic “would have deserved help, 

rather than hilarious comment.” 3 The left-wing intellectuals deserted 

the Weimar Republic, comments the American historian Gordon A. 

Craig: “This defection was a grave one, and one that was not made 

good.” 4 
What is implied here is that the Right, acting alone, could not have 

engineered the republic’s destruction. This contention is scarcely sup- 
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ported by history. For one thing, the “literary Left” lacked the power 

to destroy. Nor was the Communist Party alone a match for the forces 

of the Right. Admittedly, the disagreeable noise that the Communists 

were making did not help matters, but there is little likelihood that 

their polite silence would have been salutory. The masses who voted 

the Communist ticket did so precisely because the KPD aggressively 

opposed the republic; had this party decided to behave “correctly,” 

these voters would probably have turned to the other antirepublican 

mass movement, the National Socialist Party. Even with the KPD 

mounting a constant propaganda barrage against republicanism, thou¬ 

sands of Communist rank and file went over to the NSDAP in search of 

a truly efficient antirepublican leadership. On the other hand, one is at 

least permitted to wonder what would have been the consequences of 

the SPD’s joining the Communists in their unconditional opposition to 

the bourgeoisie. This tactical alliance might have prevented the work¬ 

ing class from going down in 1933 without offering resistande to the 

Nazis. In any case, it was a tactical error for the SPD to seek support 

in the political center after 1930 when that center was rapidly disinte¬ 

grating. ft ought to be recognized, finally, that the Nazis and the 

^"Communists did not destroy the Weimar Republic: it had been de¬ 

stroyed by the German bourgeoisie and the bourgeois political parties, 

the Center, the People’s Party, and the Nationalists who, after 1929, 

consistently favored an authoritarian solution^ Because they clearly 

perceived the fallacy of the SPD’s course, the-writers of the Weltbiihne 

could not submit to that party’s discipline. Their contempt for the 

“party of Noske and of petty trade union functionaries” played only a 

minor role in this decision. 

Why then did they fail to become “simple soldiers” of the proletar¬ 

ian revolution? Even today, their biographers in the German Demo¬ 

cratic Republic bemoan the fact that these “magnificent antifascists,” 

who saw clearly the internal contradictions of biirgerliche society, 

could not bring themselves to take the final step and join the Commu¬ 

nist Party. Only then, do the East German historians argue, would the 

biirgerliche Linke have found fruitful ground for its ideas. Instead of 

addressing a bourgeoisie deaf to their calls, they could have used their 

literary force to appeal to the workers and win over the Social Demo¬ 

cratic voters to the only revolutionary organization of the proletariat.5 

The Communist argument falters on two grounds. To begin with, the 

German Communists were impotent revolutionaries and ineffectual 

antifascists: they manifestedly would neither overthrow the bourgeois 

state nor act as a responsible parliamentary party within that state. 
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One had to be very shortsighted—and there were such myopic indi¬ 

viduals in the Weltbiihne circle—to believe that the KPD could be 

reformed from within and transformed from a tool of Moscow into an 

independent political force. Secondly, the vast majority of the 

Weltbiihne writers did not desire the triumph of Communism; they 

were drawn to the KPD primarily as a vehicle of antifascist militancy. 

The fact that only a handful of those who survived chose to settle in 

the German Democratic Republic testifies to a reluctance to accept the 

ultimate consequences of the Communist program. Their willingness ^ 

to fight the forces of reaction, however, on the side of the Communist 

Party was undermined by the sectarianism of the Communist leaders. 

There was indeed no place for a left-wing intellectual in Weimar 

Germany. Still, the writers of the Weltbuhne helped contribute to their v 

own ineffectiveness. They were never able to conciliate their longing 

for revolution with their pacifist convictions. Nor did they ever con¬ 

cede that their refusal to shed blood reduced them to the role of 

reformers. And there were other inconsistencies which weakened their 

position. They asked for an egalitarian society often without bothering U'"' 

to ask for the socialization of private property; they clamored for a 

government by the intellectual elite but they never ceased to idolize 

the worker; they admired Soviet Russia but they consented to the 

quarantining of Soviet Bolshevism by the great powers; they decried 

the German Communist Party for parroting the policy of Moscow at 

the same time that they declared the German Communists inherently 

incapable of independent thought or action. 

Clearly, the writers of the Weltbuhne, too, were products of their 

time and society. As urban, bourgeois intellectuals they suffered from 

the limitations of a class which had no tradition of public service. 

They had no contact with those who ruled and they were also far 

removed from the workers and the peasants. As Germans they often 

engaged in the favorite German pastime of blaming the national 

character for misfortunes that had only little to do with the boundaries 

of their country. Finally, those among them who were Jews tortured 

themselves for being Jewish and often doubted their title to existence. ' 

Indeed, the Jewish writers of the Weltbuhne, more than their Christian 

colleagues, shared in the contradictions of Weimar society. They prof¬ 

ited from the peculiar fascination that the average middle-class Ger¬ 

man—unfree, frightened, and desperately respectable—bore toward 

the free, irreverent, and outwardly self-assured Jewish intellectuals. 

They created their literary pieces for this German, titillated him with 

satire, wit, eroticism, and permitted themselves applause at the same 
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time that they suffered enormously from the contempt which went 
hand in hand with the fascination. 

Fallible, conceited, often hedonistic, the writers of the Weltbuhne 
were never destructive. On the contrary, they aimed at redemption. 
They dreamed of a socialist society with democratic instrumental 

Informs; this was and still is everywhere an intellectual utopia. But these 
writers acted on behalf of their utopia; they were participants, not 
bystanders in the political arena. 
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Appendix I 

BIOGRAPHIES OF THE WELTBUHNE CIRCLE 

Note to the Reader 

The writers listed in this biographical series were selected for the fre¬ 
quency and importance of their contributions to the Weltbiihne. Several 
writers mentioned in the text do not figure in the biographies either 
because they were infrequent collaborators of the journal or because not 
enough is known of their lives. Others, who were not mentioned in the text, 
are included in the biographical series to establish a balance between the 
journal’s political and literary contributors. Ultimately, this selection must 
be regarded as arbitrary. 

There are many valuable source books on the politicians and writers of 
the Weimar period. The most useful for this series were: 

Wilfried Adling et al., eds., Lexikon sozialistischer deutscher Literatur 
von den Anfangen his 1945 (Halle, 1963); Gunter Albrecht et al., eds., 
Deutsches Schriftstellerlexikon (Weimar, 1963); Paul Fechter, ed., Ge- 
schichte der deutschen Literatur. Vol. II. (Giitersloh, I960); Siegmund 
Kaznelson, ed., Juden im deutschen Kulturbereich (Berlin, 1962); Her¬ 
mann Kunisch, ed., Handbuch der deutschen Gegenwartsliteratur (Mu¬ 
nich, 1965); Neue Deutsche Biographie (Berlin, 1955 ff.). This will here¬ 
after be referred to as NDB; Franz Osterroth, ed., Biographisches Lexikon 
des Sozialismus (Hannover, 1960), and The Universal Jewish Encyclope¬ 
dia (New York, 1940). This will hereafter be referred to as UJE. 

ALSBERG, MAX (Bonn, 1877—Samaden, Switzerland, 1933), one of 

Weimar Germany’s foremost legal experts and a counsel for the de¬ 

fense in numerous sensational political and criminal trials, was the son 

of a Jewish merchant in Bonn. He defended, among others, the con¬ 

servative politician Helfferich in the latter’s “Erzberger treason trial” 

(1920) which led to the resignation of Finance Minister Erzberger. 

Alsberg also figured in most of the Weltbiihne and pacifist trials. In 

1931 he was appointed lecturer at the University of Berlin. Two years 

later he fled to Switzerland where he committed suicide. Of his numer- 

231 
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ous legal studies, Der Beweisantrag im Strafprozess (1930) is consid¬ 

ered the most significant, and Der Prozess des Sokrates im Lichte 

moderner Jurisprudenz und Psychologie (1926) the most challenging. 

His drama, Voruntersuchung (1930) about guilt and legality was 

filmed in 1931. See NDB, I, 205, and Kaznelson, 230 et passim. 

APFEL, ALFRED (Diiren, Rhineland, 1882—Marseille, 1940), was 

the son of a well-known physician of liberal political views. He became 

a junior barrister (Referendar) in 1903. While on active duty in the 

army, he completed officer’s school but, being Jewish, was not commis¬ 

sioned. He nevertheless volunteered in 1914 and earned the Iron Cross 

First Class on the Western front. Discharged in 1916 because of illness, 

he became legal adviser to a business syndicate and, after 1918, a 

successful criminal lawyer and political lawyer. He defended, among 

others, Max Holz, the founder of the revolutionary “Soviet Republic 

of Central Germany” (1922); George Grosz, accused of blasphemy; 

Friedrich Wolf, charged with propagating illegal abortions; and Os- 

sietzky and Jacob at all of their trials. Apfel headed several Zionist 

youth organizations. In 1933 he fled to France. See his Behind the 

Scenes of German Justice (1935) and Jiidisches Lexikon, I, 383. 

BAB, JULIUS (Berlin, 1880—New York City, 1955), well-known thea¬ 

ter critic, director, speech expert, and literary historian, was a major 

contributor to the Schaubuhne and the Weltbuhne. The son of a 

Jewish salesman, Bab studied at the universities of Zurich and Berlin. 

Before the war he belonged to the Freie Volksbiihne movement in 

Berlin and through that organization discovered his interest in politics. 

(See his Das Erwachen zur Politik, 1920.) He was a member of the 

German Democratic Party. After 1933 he went abroad and in 1940 

settled in New York as theater and film critic at the New York Herold 

und Staatszeitung. He was the author of at least thirty volumes on 

literature and theater, for example, Kritik der Biihne (1908); Bernard 

Shaw (1910); Der Mensch auf der Biihne, 3 vols. (1909-11); 

Chronik des deutschen Dramas, 5 vols. (1911); Gustav Landauer 

(1923); Arbeiterdichtung (1924); Das Theater im Lichte der Soziolo- 

gie (1930); Kranze dem Mimen (1954), on great actors. See Kaznel¬ 
son, 217 et passim. 

BALAZS, BELA (Szeged, Hungary, 1884—Budapest, 1949), whose 

original name was Herbert Bauer, was one of the greatest critics of 
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cinematic art. Balazs was of Jewish descent. After obtaining a doc¬ 

torate in philosophy at the University of Budapest in 1909, he became 

a teacher. Soon, he joined the “Nyugat” (West) circle in Budapest, a 

group of democratic intellectuals who aimed at political and social 

reform through the propagation of Western, especially French, cultural 

values. At first a realist and a naturalist, Balazs soon changed to 

symbolism and a preoccupation with the inner self (“Aesthetics of 

Death,” 1907; “The Wanderer Sings,” poems, 1910). In 1914 he 

volunteered for front-line service to gain fresh artistic experience, 

becoming a revolutionary socialist in the process. He was among the 

first to join Bela Kun’s Hungarian Communist Party and, under the 

Soviet Republic, he was put in charge of the theaters. When the 

Hungarian Soviet Republic was overthrown in August 1919, he fled to 

Vienna and subsequently settled in Berlin. There he established his 

literary reputation through his neo-objectivist novels and socialist 

film aesthetics (Sieben Marchen, 1921; Der sichtbare Mensch, on 

cinema, 1924; Unmbgliche Menschen, an attempt to deal with the 

ideals of his youth, 1922-1930, and Menschen auf der Barrikade, 1929). 

His pieces in the Weltbiihne concentrated on film as an art form and a 

political weapon. In 1931 he migrated to the U.S.S.R. where he wrote 

filmscripts, essays, and short stories, and was appointed professor at 

the Moscow Film Academy. Returning to Budapest in 1946, he pub¬ 

lished his autobiographical novel, Almodo Ifjusag (Dreaming Youth). 

His most lasting contributions are probably the librettos he wrote for 

the operas of his friends Bela Bartok and Zoltan Kodaly, such as Blue¬ 

beard’s Castle, The Wooden Prince, and Czinka Panna. In these, he 

combined folk-tale elements and ballads with a modern psychological 

approach. See Adling, 78 ff., and letter by Erich Lukacs in Aufbau 

(New York), May 12, 1950. 

BALTHASAR: see SCHACHT, ROLAND 

BAUER, HERBERT: see BALAZS, BELA 

BIE, OSKAR (Breslau, 1864—Berlin, 1938), musicologist and art his¬ 

torian, was a contributor to the Schaubiihne and the Weltbiihne. Bie 

was the son of a Jewish manufacturer. He converted to Christianity. In 

1890 he became “Privatdozent” at the Technological Academy in 

Berlin, and after 1921 he taught at the Berlin Academy of Music. He 

was the successor of Otto Brahm as head of the Freie Biihne, and was 

for many years the editor of the famous Neue Rundschau. Of his 
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numerous works on opera, dance, ancient art, modem music (Richard 

Strauss) see, especially, Ratsel der Musik (1922) which was translated 

into several languages. On Bie, see NDB, II, 219 Kaznelson, 65 et 

passim, and UJE, II, 349. 

BOTTICHER, HANS: see RINGELNATZ, JOACHIM 

BREUER, ROBERT (Rereki, Poland, 1878—Martinique, West Indies, 

1943), whose real name was Lucian Friedlander, was the son of a 

Jewish grain merchant and of a Christian mother. He joined the SPD 

in his youth, worked at the Vorwarts, and lectured to workers on fine 

and practical arts. He was one of the founders (1909) of the “Schutz- 

verband deutscher Schriftsteller,” the professional organization of 

German writers. During the war he was chief editorialist of the 

Schaubuhne under the name of Germanicus. In 1918 he became dep¬ 

uty press chief of the Reich Chancellery. Later, he edited Die Glocke, 

the journal of the controversial Social Democratic millionnaire, Dr. 

Helphand-Parvus. In 1933 he fled to Paris where he worked for the 

Pariser Tageblatt. Interned in 1939, he managed to reach the Antilles 

where he died literally of hunger. See Arno Scholz, ed., Robert 

Breuer: Ein Meister der Feder (Berlin, 1934), and Osterroth, I, 48. 

BROD, MAX (Prague, b. 1884), J. D. from the University of Prague, 

novelist, essayist, dramatist, and literary critic, whose greatest service 

to literature was putting Franz Kafka into print, was also instrumental 

in promoting Franz Werfel’s fame. At first an expressionist writer and 

a cultural pessimist, he later became an advocate of social and ethical 

reforms. He was most successful in blending Jewish, Czech, and 

German cultural elements in his historical novels (for example, Tycho 

Brahe’s Redemption, 1916. In English: 1928). His Der Meister (1952) 

represented Jesus as a social redeemer. Brod wrote several novels and 

essays on Jewish nationality, relations between Jews and Christians, 

and the importance of the Jewish outlook on life (Sozialismus im 

Zionismus, 1920; Heidentum, Christentum, Judentum, 1921, etc.). In 

the Weltbiihne he wrote mainly in defense of his pacifist Zionism. 

During World War I he engaged in pacifist propaganda in Switzer¬ 

land; in the early 1920’s he headed the press department of the 

Czechoslovak Council of Ministers. He then was theater and music 

critic at the Prager Tagblatt and in 1939 went to Tel Aviv. See his 

memoirs: Streitbares Leben (1961). On Brod, see UJE, II, 537 f., and 
Kunisch, 135 f. 



235 Appendixes 

DOBLIN, ALFRED (Stettin, 1878—Emmendingen, Schwarzwald 

1957), grew up in Berlin as one of five children of a poor Jewish tailor. 

He became a physician, and between 1911 and 1933 practiced neurol¬ 

ogy among the Berlin proletarians. In 1910 he was one of the founders 

of the expressionist magazine Der Sturm. In the Weimar period he 

achieved fame with his great novels: Die drei Spriinge des Wang-Lun 

(1915); Wallenstein (1920); the utopian Berge, Meere und Giganten 

(1924), and especially Alexanderplatz (1929), a portrait of the Berlin 

underworld and the conversion to goodness of Biberkopf, a former 

convict. Doblin was a member of the Prussian Academy of Arts; 

politically, he stood close to the Social Democrats. Some of his pieces 

in the Weltbiihne discussed the relationship between the intellectuals 

and the masses. He renounced Judaism in 1917 and converted to 

Catholicism in 1941. Having barely escaped the Nazis in 1933, he had 

to flee from France in 1940. He then lived in San Francisco but was 

one of the first exiles to return to Germany after World War II. For 

further details on one of Weimar Germany’s greatest novelists see, 

among others, NDB, IV, 12 f.; Kunisch, 162 ff., and Fechter, 271 ff. et 

passim. 

DOMBROWSKI, ERICH (Danzig, b. 1882), who wrote in the 

Weltbiihne under the pseudonym Johannes Fischart, was the son of a 

Lutheran customs officer. He studied economics and business and 

became a journalist in 1907. He was deputy editor in chief of the 

Berliner Tageblatt from 1916 to 1926, and editor in chief of the 

Frankfurter Anzeiger from 1926 to 1936. He was one of the Welt- 

biihne’s best political contacts. A member of the German Demo¬ 

cratic Party, Dombrowski contributed a series of astute political por¬ 

traits to the Weltbiihne that were critical of the far-Left leaders. These 

biographies appeared in book form as Johannes Fischart, Das alte und 

das neue System, 4 vols. (1919-1924). Forbidden to practice journal¬ 

ism in 1936, he lived quietly until after World War II when he be¬ 

came one of the founders and the editor in chief of the Frankfurter 

Allgemeine Zeitung. 

EGGEBRECHT, AXEL (Leipzig, b. 1899), was the son of a Christian 

physician; his mother was a von. An officer’s candidate in 1917-1918, 

he was critically wounded at the front. He then studied at a university, 

practiced a variety of professions, and in 1925 became a free publicist. 

He joined Miinzenberg’s Red Aid in 1928. In the Weltbiihne he wrote 

mainly on cinematic art but also enthusiastic accounts of Soviet Rus¬ 

sia. A left-wing socialist, he was arrested in 1933 and spent two years 
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in a concentration camp. Thereafter he worked in film studios as a 

script writer. Between 1945 and 1949 he was an executive with the 

Northwest German radio station and since that time has been an 

unattached writer in Hamburg. He is the author, among other books, 

of Weltliteratur (1948) and Volk ans Geivelir: Chronik eines Berliner 

Houses, 1930-1934 (1959). 

ELOESSER, ARTHUR (Berlin, 1870—Berlin, 1938), the son of a 

Jewish textile merchant, was born and raised in the heart of Berlin, the 

Alexanderplatz area. The family could boast of noted intellectuals 

such as Ludwig Lewisohn. After acquiring a doctorate in history, he 

became increasingly involved with the world of the theater. He began 

writing theater criticism for the Vossische Zeitung in 1899 and went 

on to become, next to Julius Bab and Alfred Kerr, one of Germany’s 

most important literary critics. Although he dabbled in directing at the 

Lessing Theater, his main contribution was as historian and critic of 

drama and literature, and in developing the critical essay as an art 

form. His works include Das biirgerliche Drama: Seine Geschichte im 

18. und 19. Jahrhundert (1898); Thomas Mann: Sein Leben und sein 

Werk (1925); Die deutsche Literatur vom Barock bis zur Gegenwart 

(1930-1931). Eloesser remained in Germany after the Nazis came to 

power. Eventually deprived of the right to work, he died in 1938. See 

NDB, IV, 461 f.; UJE, IV, 89, and Kaznelson, 1 ff. 

EMERENZER, ANTON: see SCHNOG, KARL 

FASSLAND, FRANK (Bimbaum a/W., 1880—?), who also wrote 

under the name of Felix Pinner, was the son of a Jewish merchant. He 

studied law; in the Weimar period he was editor in chief of the 

Handelszeitung, a special supplement to the Berliner Tageblatt. His 

contributions to the Weltbuhne, written in a socialist vein, dealt 

mainly with financiers and with economics. See Felix Pinner, Deutsche 

Wirtschaftsfiihrer (1926) and Die grossen Weltkrisen im Lichte des 

Strukturivandels der kapitalistischen Wirtschaft (1938). 

FEUCHTWANGER, LION (Munich, 1884—Pacific Palisades, Calif., 

1958), the internationally known novelist, was born into a family of 

orthodox Jews. His father was a prosperous manufacturer whose nine 

children all became noted professionals. From 1903 to 1907 Feucht- 

wanger studied German philology, philosophy, and anthropology in 

Munich, completing a doctorate in 1907. In the same year he began 

writing drama reviews for the Schaubiihne and soon became editor of 
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the magazine Der Spiegel, Interned in Tunisia after the outbreak of 

World War I, he escaped and returned to Munich where he wrote 

some antiwar pieces. After the war, he directed for the stage, collabo¬ 

rating with Bertolt Brecht on The Life of Edward II in 1923. In 1925 

he settled permanently in Berlin and began to devote himself more 

seriously to writing novels and short stories. Among his best known 

works are Jad Suss (1925), Erfolg (1930), the trilogy Josephus 

(1932-35), and Goya (1951). Feuchtwanger’s dominant concerns 

were with the problem of the Jew in a non-Jewish world and with the 

psychological analysis of historic individuals. His political interest was 

never too apparent in his writings, and indeed developed only gradu¬ 

ally. In 1918, he had objected to the transformation of the Schaubiihne 

into the Weltbiihne because he felt that politics and culture were 

incompatible. With the rise of fascism, however, he became increas¬ 

ingly sympathetic to Communism. His 1930 antifascist novel Erfolg 

was followed by numerous international propaganda efforts against 

Nazism. By 1937, his sympathy for the Communist movement was so 

strong that he publicly criticized Andre Gide for his partly negative 

commentary on the U.S.S.R. Feuchtwanger spent his first years of exile 

in France, was interned during and after the German invasion, and in 

1941 made his way to the United States, where he remained until his 

death. His acclaim has been widespread both in his adopted land and 

in East Germany, which awarded him the National Prize for Litera¬ 

ture in 1953. He also received an honorary degree from Humboldt 

University in East Berlin in 1954. On Feuchtwanger, see his autobio¬ 

graphical novel Die Geschwister Oppenheim (1933); Hiller, Koepfe 

und Troepfe, 203 ff.; NDB, V, 109 f.; UJE, IV, 284 f.; Fechter, 248 ff., 

and Kaznelson, 50. 

FISCHART, JOHANNES: see DOMBROWSKI, ERICH 

FLAKE, OTTO (Metz, Lorraine, 1880—Baden-Baden, 1963), a war¬ 

time “activist” and a fighter for the Vergeistigung of political life, was 

also “the most important German essayist next to Heinrich Mann” 

(Tucholsky). Like Rene Schickele, a true son of Alsace-Lorraine, he 

was proud to have grown up in a mixed German-French cultural 

atmosphere. He studied at the University of Strasbourg and became a 

follower of Nietzsche. During the war he worked in the political 

section of the German army at Brussels, but in 1918 he went to 

Switzerland to engage in pacifist propaganda. After the war, he was 

editor of the Leipziger Tageblatt. A member of the Democratic Party, 
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Flake moved in the Weimar years from a pacifist-socialist to an in¬ 

creasingly conservative position. His Weltbuhne articles show his 

growing interest in elitist ideas and in a conservative revolution. In 

1927 he was expelled from Italy for his active sympathy with the cause 

of the South-Tyrolean Germans. In 1933 he remained in Germany but 

was relegated to obscurity because of his Jewish wife and his fierce 

individualism. Flake was a fascinating storyteller and an accomplished 

literary portraitist of female personalities. His autobiography, Es wird 

Abend (1960) is of great interest to the student of Weimar literature. 

See also the autobiographical Eine Kindheit (1928); Nein und Ja, 

novel (1920); Das Ende der Revolution (1920); Unsere Zeit, essays 

(1928); Spiel und Nachspiel, novel (1962). On Flake, see Kunisch, 

184 ff., and Fechter, 74 ff. 

FRANK, LEONHARD (Wurzburg, 1882—Munich, 1961), was the 

son of a Catholic carpenter. He was an apprentice bicycle tnechanic, 

factory worker, chauffeur, house painter, and hospital employee. In 

1904, he tried painting and joined the starving but happy company of 

the artistic coffee-house society in Munich-Schwabing. In 1910, he 

moved to Berlin and became one of the first expressionist writers with 

Die Rauberbande (1914; Fontane Prize, 1918), a semi-autobiogra- 

phical presentation of youthful revolt against petty-bourgeois parents 

and society. During the war, he went to Switzerland where he edited, 

with Schickele, the pacifist Die weissen Blatter, and achieved fame 

with the sentimental antiwar novel, Der Mensch ist gut (1917). After 

the war, he joined the Independent Socialists. When this party was 

dissolved in 1922, he remained an unattached left-wing socialist al¬ 

though he collaborated closely with Miinzenberg in the Red Aid and 

elsewhere. In the Weimar period, he received numerous literary acco¬ 

lades (Kleist Prize, 1920; membership in the Prussian Academy of 

Writers, 1927) for his expressionist stories and novels (Karl und Anna, 

1927, on the popular theme of the returning soldier; Im letzten 

Wagen, 1925, where he found lasting human value only in the sym¬ 

bolic figure of the worker, etc.). In 1933, he fled to Switzerland, from 

there to London, later to Paris, and then, after some concentration- 

camp experiences in France in 1940, to Portugal. In the same year, he 

went to the United States where he settled in Hollywood swelling the 

ranks of those German refugee writers whom the film industry paid 

but neglected. In 1950, he returned to live in Munich but received 

more recognition in the East than in the West. He visited Russia 

(1955), received the Tolstoy Medal of the U.S.S.R. (1960), obtained 
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the National Prize of the German Democratic Republic (1955), and 

was made an honorary doctor of the East-Berlin Humboldt University, 

for which reason the Bavarian Christian Democrats blocked a move in 

1962 to name a street after him in his native Wurzburg. See his 

autobiographical Heart on the Left (1954); Gesammelte Werke, 6 

vols. (1957); Fechter, 255 ff., and Kurt Kersten, “Leonhard Frank,” 

Aufbau, August 25 and September 7,1961. 

FRANZ, KARL: see FREI, BRUNO 

FREI, BRUNO (Bratislava, b. 1897), whose real name is Benedikt 

Freistadt, and who also wrote under the name of Karl Franz, was one 

of the few left-wing socialists in the Weltbiihne who consistently 

favored the Communist Party. Bom to a Jewish family of modest 

circumstances, he managed to take up studies and obtained a doctor¬ 

ate in philosophy at the University of Vienna in 1922. The experience 

of the war led him into the left wing of the Austrian Socialist Party. 

Between 1922 and 1925, he was the Berlin correspondent of Abend, a 

socialist newspaper in Vienna and, between 1925 and 1929, he was the 

editor of that newspaper. He also contributed regularly to the 

Weltbiihne. He wrote enthusiastic reports on Soviet Russia and en¬ 

gaged in controversies with the other Weltbiihne writers about the 

place of the intellectual in the workers’ movement. Between 1929 and 

1933, he was editor in chief of Berlin am Morgen, a Miinzenberg 

publication. He was especially active in exile politics where he entered 

the KPD (1934) and edited Der Gegenangriff (Prague and Paris) and 

the Nouvelles d’Allemagne, the news bulletin of the German Popular 

Front in Paris. Arrested by the French in 1939, he escaped to Mexico 

in 1941. He returned to Austria in 1947, and became the editor in chief 

of the Communist Abend. Since 1959 he has been editing Das Tage- 

buch in Vienna. Of his works, all of documentary character, see Das 

Elend Wiens (1921); Die roten Matrosen von Cattaro (1927); Im 

Lande der roten Macht (1929); Wie Hitler zur Macht kam (1933); 

Mit eigenen Augen (1955), about his experiences in Austria, Italy, 

Mexico, the U.S.S.R., etc.; Friihling in Vietnam (1959), and Carl v. 

Ossietzky (1966). On Frei, see Adling, 165 ff. 

FREISTADT, BENEDIKT: see FREI, BRUNO 

FRIEDELL, EGON (Vienna, 1878—Vienna, 1938), whose real name 

was Friedmann, was the son of a prosperous Jewish silk manufacturer. 
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At 27, Friedell converted to Lutheranism and developed an ambiva¬ 

lent, even hostile attitude toward Judaism. After obtaining a doctorate 

in German philology in 1904, he turned to the theater. Between 1908 

and 1910 he directed the Vienna cabaret “Fledermaus” and wrote, 

together with Alfred Polgar, several short, satirical plays. He also 

wrote philosophical and literary essays during this time, such as Ecce 

Poeta, 1912; Von Dante bis D’Annunzio, 1915; Das Jesusproblem, 

1921, and several plays, of which the 1920 Judastragodie is the best 

known. Under the aegis and encouragement of Max Reinhardt, Frie¬ 

dell also began acting, and pursued this profession in both Vienna and 

Berlin until 1927 when he returned to serious literary and cultural 

studies. One result was the much translated three-volume Kulturge- 

schichte der Neuzeit (1927-1931), in which modern times are depicted 

as heralding the end of rationality and the beginning of an ethos 

“beyond logic.” His brilliant and provocative analyses were no less 

evident in his subsequent cultural histories of ancient civilizations, 

written in the late thirties but published posthumously after World 

War II. Friedell took his life in Vienna just after the “Anschluss” by 

throwing himself out of the window when the Nazis entered his 

apartment. For more on Friedell, see Peter Haage, “Ein unbekannter 

Friedell,” Der Monat, March 1965, p. 82.; NDB, V, 446.; UJE, IV, 447.; 

Fechter, 127 ff., and Alfred Polgar, “Erinnerungen an Egon Friedell,” 

Aufbau, April 24, 1953. 

FRIEDLANDER, LUCIAN: see BREUER, ROBERT 

FRIEDMANN, EGON: see FRIEDELL, EGON 

GEORG(E), MANFRED (Berlin, 1893—New York City, 1965), the 

son of a Berlin businessman, was descended from a family of prominent 

Jews. He volunteered for military service in 1914. Seriously wounded, 

he was discharged a year later and returned to his studies. He began 

working as a journalist in 1916 while obtaining his doctorate in law, 

and collaborated with such German expressionists as Walter Hasen- 

clever and Kurt Pinthus. Between 1916 and 1933 he worked for both 

the House of Ullstein and Mosse, edited Berlin newspapers, and 

contributed to the leading periodicals of the day, particularly the 

Weltbiihne. As correspondent of the Vossische Zeitung in 1920, he 

covered the Upper Silesian events and was in Breslau at the time of 

the Kapp putsch; he narrowly escaped a firing squad set up by 

right-wing forces. Besides his numerous essays on law, politics, Zion- 
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ism (of which he was a supporter), he also wrote radio dramas, plays, 

short stories, novels, and a musical comedy. In 1924 he founded, with 

Karl Vetter, Berthold Jacob, and Carl von Ossietzky, the Republican 

Party of Germany. In 1933 he fled to Prague where he founded and 

edited the Judische Revue and edited the Prager Montagszeitung. He 

was also correspondent for the N ationalzeitung in Basel and a re¬ 

porter, in Spain, for many European newspapers during the Civil War. 

After his arrival in New York City in 1938, he created the Aufbau, the 

prestige publication of the Jewish and democratic emigres. See his Der 

Rebell, short stories (1921); Rathenau (1924); Theodor Herzl (1932), 

and The Case of Ivan Krueger (1933). On George, see Current Biog¬ 

raphy, October 1965, pp. 13-16, and UJE, IV, 535. 

GERLACH, HELLMUT VON (Monchmotschelnitz, Silesia, 1866— 

Paris, 1935), was the scion of a Junker family. As a young man, he 

resigned his civil service career to join Adolf Stocker’s “Christian Social 

Movement” toward which he was driven by his violent anti-Semitism 

and his preoccupation with social questions and land reform. When 

he fell out with the domineering Stocker, he approached Friedrich 

Naumann and Gohre and was, with them, one of the founders of 

the “Nationalsoziale Partei” in 1897. In 1903 he was elected to the 

Reichstag. After the dissolution of the Nationalsoziale Partei, he en¬ 

tered the “Freisinnige Vereinigung” (League of Free Thinkers); he 

was defeated at the Reichstag elections in 1907 and, in 1908, par¬ 

ticipated in the establishment of the Demokratische Vereinigung. 

His anti-Semitism and his interest in state socialism had by that 

time completely evaporated. During the war he was one of the most 

outspoken advocates of peace; he put his weekly journal, Die Welt am 

Montag, at the service of every conceivable humanitarian, democratic, 

and pacifist cause. In 1918-1919 he was, for a short time, a member of 

the Prussian revolutionary government but he turned against the 

Weimar coalition when it hesitated in accepting the Versailles treaty. 

He became a leader in the postwar pacifist movement and in the 

Reichsbanner, as well as a permanent contributor to the Weltbiihne. 

For his efforts, he was almost killed by nationalists at a meeting in 

1920. Gerlach was a member of the German Democratic Party from 

which he seceded when the Staatspartei (the successor to the Demo¬ 

cratic Party) accepted the support of an anti-Semitic youth league in 

1930. He then helped found a radical democratic splinter party. When 

Ossietzky went to prison in May 1932, Gerlach acted as editor of the 

Weltbiihne. In February 1933, he fled abroad to escape arrest by the 
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SA; he died in his Paris exile. Gerlach was a reformist pacifist: he 

supported what he considered Germany’s justified claims but he was 

uncompromising toward illegal rearmament and chauvinism. An ex¬ 

ceptionally short man, Gerlach, with his red beard and his great 

eloquence, was one of the best known of the left-wing intellectuals. 

See the autobiographical Erinnerungen eines Junkers (Berlin, n.d.), 

and Von Rechts nach Links (1937). Also NDB, VI, 301 f. 

GERMANICUS: see BREUER, ROBERT 

GERSTORFF, K. L.: see STERNBERG, FRITZ 

GLAESER, ERNST (Butzbach, Hesse, 1902—Mainz, 1963), had the 

most checkered political career of all Weltbuhne writers. Bom the son 

of a minor judge of Lutheran background, he studied at several 

German universities, then became a free writer and stage director in a 

Frankfurt theater. Between 1928 and 1930, he was the literary director 

of the Southwest German Radio Station. He made his fame with the 

still popular neo-objectivist novel, Jahrgang 1902 (1928), the autobio¬ 

graphical story of youthful awakening—erotic and political—under 

the impact of war and the parallel deterioration of bourgeois values. 

Perhaps nowhere was the happy mood of 1914 and the subsequent 

general disillusionment better illustrated than in this humorously mel¬ 

ancholy account of a little German town. At that time Glaeser was a 

left-wing socialist and a member of the group of proletarian revolu¬ 

tionary writers. His Der Staat ohne Arbeitslose (1931) presented a 

flattering image of Soviet Russia. In 1933, his works were burned by 

the Nazis on Opera Square in Berlin. Glaeser fled to Switzerland but 

returned to Germany six years later. During World War II he was 

editor in chief of a German army newspaper. After the war, he 

presented a dismal picture of the corruption and war-mongering of 

West German society in his Glanz und Elend der Deutschen (1960), 

but he also wrote a series of laudatory essays on West German politi¬ 
cians. 

GOLDSCHMIDT, ALFONS (Gelsenkirchen, 1879—Mexico City, 

1940), was a collateral descendant of Heine. He was a finance editor 

at Mosse’s Berliner Tageblatt and at Ullstein’s B.Z. am Mittag. For his 

Weltbuhne pieces he drew chiefly on his economic expertise, and he 

also contributed some enthusiastic accounts of Soviet Russia. Although 

a revolutionary pacifist and former member of the Council of In- 
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tellectual Workers, he stood close to Communism and worked for 

Miinzenberg’s International Workers’ Aid. He also taught economics 

at the University of Leipzig. After 1933, he became a member of the 

“Antifascist Literature Committee” (1937) and contributed to the 

Neue Weltbiihne as well as to the Wort (Moscow). Of his works, see 

Moskau 1920: Tagebuchblatter; Die Wirtschaftsorganisation Soivjet- 

Russlands; Wie ich Moskau wiederfand, and the violently anti-Wei¬ 

mar Deutschland heute, all published between 1920 and 1928 by 

Rowohlt in Berlin. On Goldschmidt, see Hiller, Koepfe und Troepfe, 

273 ff., and UJE, V, 29. 

GUMBEL, EMIL J. (Munich, 1891—New York City, 1966), professor 

of mathematical statistics and mathematical engineering, received his 

habilitation at the University of Heidelberg in 1923. By then he was 

already well known and much hated for his pacifist politics and his 

shattering documentary revelations on “patriotic” murders and reac¬ 

tionary justice. His appointment, in 1930, as associate professor (aus- 

serordentlicher Professor) of mathematics, statistics, and “social poli¬ 

tics” at the University of Heidelberg led to an extensive rightist 

student campaign, supported by most members of the Heidelberg 

faculty, for his immediate resignation. Two years later, Gumbel went 

to Paris and, in 1934, became “Maitre de Recherches” at the Univer¬ 

sity of Lyons. Between 1940 and 1966 he taught at, among other 

institutions, Columbia University in New York City. Gumbel was also 

interested in philosophy and translated Bertrand Russell into German. 

Among his political works, see Vier Jahre Luge (1919); Zwei Jahre 

Mord (1920); Vier Jahre politischer Mord (1922); Das Stahlbad des 

Krieges (1924); Vom Russland der Gegenwart (1927); “Verrater ver- 

falien der Feme” (1929); Lasst Kopfe rollen (1932); Freie Wissen- 

schaft (1938), and Vom Fememord zur Reichskanzlei (1962). On 

Gumbel, see Aufbau, September 14,1966. 

HASENCLEVER, WALTER (Aachen, 1890—Aix-en-Provence, 

1940), one of the most noted playwrights of the Weimar era, was born 

to an old Rhenish family, among whom there were Jews as well as 

Protestants. His father, a reputed physician, was apparently exces¬ 

sively authoritarian. The young man broke with his father and set out 

to study in Oxford, Lausanne, and Leipzig. He began writing poetry 

and plays at Oxford, but the real turning point in his life came in 1910 

at Leipzig where he became part of a circle of expressionist writers 

through friendship with Karl Pin thus and Franz Werfel. He produced 
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some of his most important work between 1910 and 1917, despite 

having volunteered in the war and having been wounded. His output 

included a volume of poems, Der Jiingling (1913); the expressionist 

drama Der Sohn (1913), on the conflict of generations; and the drama 

Antigone (1917), dominated by radical pacifism and political activ¬ 

ism. This last play earned him the Kleist Prize in 1917. Disappointed 

by the outcome of the events of 1918-1919, Hasenclever turned to 

literary mysticism under the influence of the occultism of Swedenborg, 

and later experimented with literary realism. He also wrote comedies, 

collaborating with Kurt Tucholsky on occasion. Forced to flee in 1933, 

he spent most of the subsequent years in France where he was 

interned in 1940. He took his life at the internment camp near Aix-en- 

Provence in March 1940 at the approach of the German army. See 

Kunisch, 244 ff., UJE, V, 236.; Fechter, 175 ff., and Gedichte, Dramen, 

Prosa (1963). 
< 

HEGEMANN, WERNER (Mannheim, 1881—New York City, 1936), 

son of a manufacturer, was a foremost architect and city planner, but 

he also held degrees in political science from Columbia University, Har¬ 

vard, and other universities. In the Weimar period he edited the 

Stadtebau, an architectural monthly, and wrote several historical stud¬ 

ies. Although not Jewish, he went to Geneva in 1933 and from there to 

the United States where he lectured on architecture and city planning 

at several universities. Besides his many professional works, see Fri- 

dericus oder das Konigsopfer (1926); Napoleon oder der Kniefall vor 

dem Heros (1927); Das Steinerne Berlin (1930) and Entlarvte Ges- 
chichte (1934). 

HENSCHKE, ALFRED: see KLABUND 

HERMANN, LAZAR: see LANIA, LEO 

HILLER, KURT (Berlin, b. 1885), is according to his own account a 

“rebel with veneration for certain traditions.” He has candidly admit¬ 

ted that his judgments have been dominated by the “crassest subjectiv¬ 

ity.” On his father’s side he was a descendant of famous rabbis, on his 

mother’s side of socialists. His father was a merchant. Having obtained 

his degree in law at the University of Heidelberg, Hiller became, 

before World War I, one of Germany’s coffee-house Literaten and 

helped to found several expressionist magazines. In 1920 he joined the 

German Peace Association and, in 1926, he founded the revolutionary 

pacifist movement. Four years later, he was excluded from the Peace 
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Association for his violent attacks on Fr. W. Foerster and other alleged 

“agents” of French and Russian imperialism. Feverishly active, Hiller 

edited his own Ziel Jahrbiicher; contributed to the Weltbiilme and 

other independent leftist periodicals; lectured to students and philoso¬ 

phers; praised the philosopher Leonard Nelson and the latter’s Inter- 

nationaler Sozialistischer Kampf-Bund (ISK), and fought for sexual 

freedom at the head of his Kartell fur Reform des Sexualstrafrechts 

(1927). His own publications were: Geist werde Herr (1920); Ver- 

wirklichung des Geistes irn Staate (1925) with a full exposition of his 

views on humanism, rationalism, logokratic activism, and free social¬ 

ism; Das Ziel: Die rote Einheit (1931), which demanded socialist 

unity to combat fascism; Der Sprung ins Helle (1932); and Selbskritik 

links! (1932). Arrested by the Nazis in the spring of 1933, Hiller was 

released from the Oranienburg concentration camp in April 1934. In 

the same month, he fled to Prague where he wrote articles for the 

exiled Weltbuhne. While in Prague, Hiller published, in partnership 

with Otto Strasser, ex-National Socialist and conservative revolution¬ 

ary, a manifesto (1938) calling for an elitist society and the world rule 

of intellectuals. In 1938, he went to London and founded the “League 

of Independent German Writers” (1939-1946). After World War II, 

Hiller returned to Germany, and in 1956 in Hamburg founded the 

“New Socialist League.” Living more in the present than in the past, 

and active as a polemicist, Hiller at eighty-three seems loath to write 

his autobiography. His Koepfe und Troepfe, however, sheds light on 

his past. See also, Kaznelson, 65 et passim. 

HIRSCHFELD, MAGNUS (Kolberg, 1868—France, 1935), was the 

son of a Jewish physician. He studied philosophy and medicine, and 

became one of Rerlin’s best-known neurologists. His Institute for 

Sexology and his Zeitschrift filr Sexualwissenschaft were the subject of 

constant controversies. In the Weltbiilme he wrote mainly on psychoa¬ 

nalysis and against the homosexuality and abortion paragraphs of the 

criminal code. He belonged to the left wing of the SPD: in 1921, an 

attempt was made on his life by an anti-Semite. His exotic Berlin 

apartment cum Institute housed, among others, the Communist lead¬ 

ers Heinz Neumann and Willi Miinzenberg (see Buber-Neumann, Von 

Potsdam . . . , 132 et passim). Apart from his numerous writings on 

sexology and psychiatry, see Racism (1938). On Hirschfeld, see UJE, 

V, 382. 

HOLITSCHER, ARTHUR (Budapest, 1869—Geneva, 1941), was the 

son of a wealthy Jewish businessman. He broke away in early youth 

from his religiously orthodox and politically Hungarian nationalist 
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family to return to the fold of German (Western) culture which his 

parents had abandoned. He quit his original profession of bank clerk 

in Fiume and Vienna and began to travel widely, writing his first 

novel, Leidende Menschen (1893), while abroad in the various capi¬ 

tals of Europe. He settled in Munich a few years before the outbreak 

of World War I and wrote for the satirical magazine, Simplizissimus. 

His many travelogues (Amerika heute und morgen, 1912; Reise durch 

das jiidische Palastina, 1922; Das unruhige Asien, 1926) reflect his 

strong identification with revolutionary socialist movements. His ac¬ 

counts of Soviet Russia (Drei Monate in Sowjet-Russland, 1921; Das 

Theater des revolutionaren Russland, 1924) were almost unreservedly 

enthusiastic. Politically, he stood close to the Communist Party, but he 

also had sympathies with the socialist wing of the Zionist movement 

and was involved with “Heduth Avoda,” a labor group in Palestine. 

Holitscher left Germany in 1938 for Switzerland where he remained 

until his death. See the autobiographical Lebensgeschichte eines Re- 

bellen (1926) and Mein Leben in dieser Zeit (1928). Also, Adling, 

229 ff. 

HORVATH, ODON VON (Fiume, 1901—Paris, 1938) was the son of a 

Hungarian Jew and petty noble who was a diplomat in the Dual 

Monarchy. At the end of World War I, the family moved to Munich, 

where Horvath studied philosophy and German philology. After his 

studies, he became a free-lance writer, residing variously in Berlin, 

Salzburg, and Vienna. Besides contributing to the journals of the day, 

he wrote plays and novels in which the main themes were the fate of 

little men buffeted by forces they could not control, and their struggle 

for decency and dignity. (See Die Rergbahn, 1929, the story of strik¬ 

ing railroad workers.) His stories were sometimes compassionate and 

humorous, sometimes bitingly satirical; the latter was particularly true 

of his vignettes from the lives of the lower-middle class, such as the 

play, Geschichten aus dem Wienerwald (1931) or Italienische Nacht 

(1930). From 1934 on he lived in Vienna until the Nazi take-over in 

1938 when he fled to France. Fie was killed by a falling tree-branch in 

Paris that same year. Aside from his autobiographical novel, Ein Kind 

unserer Zeit (1939), see Kunisch, 298 f. 

HUTH, ERNST: see SCHNOG, KARL 

JACOB, BERTHOLD (Berlin, 1889—Berlin, 1944), whose full name 

was Berthold Jacob Salomon, was the son of a merchant of graphic 
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arts in Berlin. His brother was a novelist. After the war, he became a 

staff-member of the Berliner Volks-Zeitung and in 1924 helped found 

the “Republican Party of Germany.” He was also a regular contributor 

to Harden’s Zukunft, Gerlach’s Die Welt am Montag, and Die 

Weltbiihne. In March 1928 he was sentenced to nine months’ confine¬ 

ment in a fortress for an article written three years earlier in Kiister’s 

Das andere Deutschland on the Reichswehr’s violation of the Ver¬ 

sailles treaty. Jacob left Germany for Strasbourg in 1932, and was 

among the first Germans to be deprived of citizenship by the Nazis. In 

March 1935 he was kidnapped by German agents from Basel on Swiss 

territory and questioned by Heydrich himself on his amazing familiar¬ 

ity with the German military organization. The Swiss government 

protested, and Jacob was released to the Swiss police a few months 

later. (See Eduard Zellweger, “Die Affare Jacob: Politische Entfiih- 

rung und ein Schweizer Beispiel,” Die Zeit [Hamburg], July 5, 1963, 

p. 4.) In 1936, he published in Paris Das neue deutsche Heer und 

seine Fiihrer (Paris: Editions du Carrefour—Willi Miinzenberg’s exile 

publishing house—1936) which again proved his precise knowledge 

of the German military establishment. Jacob was again kidnapped, 

this time from Portugal, in 1941. He died, a prisoner of the Gestapo, in 

the Jewish Hospital in Berlin. See Lehnau, “Berthold Jacob und Ru¬ 

dolf Olden,” WB, October 15, 1946, pp. 232-237, and Hermann Lewy, 

“Nochmals: Berthold Jacob,” ibid., March 1, 1947, pp. 222-223. 

KASTNER, ERICH (Dresden, b. 1899), one of Germany’s most fa¬ 

mous writers and popular feuilleton humorists, was born to a poor 

Christian saddler. His mother was a seamstress. In 1917 he was 

drafted in the army and served on the Western front. He completed 

his doctorate in philology in 1925 when already a writer. Two years 

later he was fired from the Neue Leipziger Zeitung for publishing an 

erotic poem. He then settled in Berlin and contributed drama, literary 

reviews, reportages, and feuilleton items to the leading periodicals and 

newspapers of that city. He was one of the Weltbiihne’s most popular 

contributors, and provided the luxury of publishing apolitical poems 

and essays in that journal. His first volume of poetry, Herz und Taille, 

appeared in 1928. A witty, aphoristic style, and a compassionate 

optimism for mankind pervaded his work as in Fabian (1931) and 

Drei Manner im Schnee (1935). His children’s books (Emil und die 

Detektive, 1928) remain as popular today as do his witty and socially 

critical verses known as Gebrauchslyrik. Although his works were 

burned on Opera Square in Berlin in May 1933, Kastner chose to stay 
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in Hitler’s Germany. He wrote several film scenarios (Miinchhausen, 

1942), but most of what he wrote could only be published abroad. 

After the war he edited the Neue Zeitung and directed the Kleine 

Freiheit, a literary cabaret theater in Munich. He was elected presi¬ 

dent of the German PEN Club in 1951, and vice-president of the 

International PEN Club in 1965. He was awarded the Georg Buchner 

Prize in 1957. See his autobiographical When I Was a Little Boy 

(1959). Also, Kunisch, 323 ff., and Fechter, 359. 

KARSCH, WALTHER (Dresden, b. 1906), the youngest member of 

the Weltbuhne circle, was one of Ossietzky’s editorial assistants and, 

in February-March 1933, the editor of the journal. The son of a 

Christian businessman, Karsch became a journalist in 1928, contribut¬ 

ing among others to the pacifist Die Friedenswarte and Die neue 

Generation. In the Weltbuhne his contributions were mainly on the 

theater. He was then a socialist. Karsch remained in Germahy in 1933 

and became a businessman. Since 1945 he has been the editor in chief 

of the West Berlin Der Tagesspiegel, a moderate conservative newspa¬ 

per. See his Was war—was blieb?, a collection of critiques on the 

Berlin theater in 1945-1946. 

KERSTEN, KURT (Welheiden, Kassel, 1891—New York City, 1962), 

the son of a peasant, held a doctoral degree from the University of 

Berlin. His wife was Jewish. During World War I, he was an officer 

and won the Iron Cross First Class. Kersten was a successful journal¬ 

ist, translator, and writer of historical biographies; in the Weimar 

period he contributed, among others, to the Prager Tagblatt and to 

Miinzenberg’s Arbeiter Illustrierte Zeitung. In the Weltbuhne he 

wrote mainly on Soviet Russia. He was a left-wing socialist, if not a 

Communist, and he was one of Miinzenberg’s main collaborators. In 

1933 he fled abroad, living mostly in Paris. He contributed, among 

others, to the Pariser Tageblatt, Das Neue Tage-Buch, and the Mos¬ 

cow Das Wort. Between 1940 and 1945, he lived on Martinique island 

and, after 1946, in New York where he contributed to the Aufbau. See 

his N. Lenin (1920); Fridericus Rex und die Krise des Absolutismus 

(1922); Moskau-Leningrad: Eine Winterfahrt (1924); Der Moskauer 

Prozess gegen die Sozialrevolutionare (1926); Bakunins Beichte 
(1927); Peter der Grosse (1935), etc. 

KESTEN, HERMANN (Nuremberg, b. 1900), refers to himself as a 

Cafe-Dichter, the title of an autobiographical book written in 1958. 
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Yet the implication that an author can find inspiration in one place, 

the coffee house, is contradicted by Kesten’s own life. The son of a 

prosperous Jewish merchant, he traveled widely in Europe and Asia 

after completing his university education. He had already known 

many cultural milieus before he became an editor, in 1927, at the 

Kiepenheuer publishing company in Berlin. His first novel, Joseph 

sucht die Freiheit (1928), concerning the impossibility of total free¬ 

dom, earned him the Kleist Prize. This novel, as well as his short 

stories and essays, show the influence of German neo-objectivism. 

Kesten also became noted for his travelogues. After 1933, he lived in 

Paris and Amsterdam, heading the Amsterdam publishing house, Al¬ 

bert de Lange. In exile he wrote his “Spanish” novels: Ferdinand und 

Isabella, 1936; Konig Phillip II, 1938; Die Kinder von Guernica, 1939. 

When war broke out he moved to the United States, but returned to 

Europe at war’s end. Today, he lives and writes in Rome. See Kunisch, 

344 f. 

KIAULEHN, WALTER (Berlin, b. 1900), a well-known figure in 

contemporary German journalism and the theater, came from a Berlin 

working-class family. He was at first trained as an electrician. Having 

served in World War I, he took up university studies and in 1924 

became a journalist and an actor. He wrote theater critiques and 

related articles for Mosse’s Berliner Tageblatt from 1924 to 1930, and 

for Ullstein’s B.Z. am Mittag from 1930 to 1933. He was also editor in 

chief of the Miinchner Merkur. Kiaulehn continued to live and work 

in Germany after the Nazi take-over. Although his satirical collection 

of essays, Lehnaus Trostfibel (1933), was banned by the Nazis, subse¬ 

quent humorous collections, such as Lesebuch fur Ladder (1938; 

reprinted in 1958), were published. He also worked for the German 

film industry as a newsreel commentator. During World War II he 

was again drafted and was captured by the Red Army. In 1958 he 

published an excellent illustrated documentary history, Berlin: Schick- 

sal einer Weltstadt, and has continued to live and work in Munich. See 

also his Die eisernen Engel (1935; reprinted in 1953) on the culture of 

the machine age. 

KISCH, EGON ERWIN (Prague, 1885—Prague, 1948), one of the 

world’s best reporters, often called a “private eye for Communism,” 

was bom of a German-Jewish upper-middle class family. He began his 

journalistic career in 1906 at the Prague newspaper Bohemia; he 

belonged to the Prague coffee-house society and was a close friend of 
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Rilke, Kafka, Brod, Werfel, and Paul Kornfeld. He became famous 

through his journalistic exposure, in 1913, of the sensational Redl 

affair: the life and death of an Austro-Hungarian colonel and chief of 

army counterintelligence who had been blackmailed by the Russians 

into spying for them. (Alfred Redl, a homosexual, committed suicide 

at the orders of his superiors.) In 1913, Kisch went to Berlin for the 

first time where he tried both acting and directing. He became a 

radical socialist during the war while a corporal in the Austro-Hun¬ 

garian anny and, after the proclamation of the Austrian republic, par¬ 

ticipated in the Communist general strike movement in Vienna and 

headed a Red Guard unit. He stormed, among others, the editorial 

offices of the Neue Freie Presse where his brother, Paul, was a staff 

member. As legend has it, his brother warned him on that occasion that 

he would “tell it all to mother.” Arrested by the Social Democratic 

authorities in Vienna, he was imprisoned for three months and then 

expelled to Germany. From then on, he worked for scores of leftist 

papers as a peripatetic reporter (Der rasende Reporter), traveling 

widely and pouring out innumerable articles on imperialism, the suf¬ 

ferings of the colonial peoples, bourgeois callousness and corruption, 

religious superstition, and so on. For the Weltbuhne he wrote some of 

his most militant travelogues, and also political commentaries and 

short stories. A member of the KPD, Kisch helped found the “Bund 

proletarisch-revolutionarer Schriftsteller Deutschlands” (League of 

German Proletarian-Revolutionary Writers) in 1928, and was a staff 

member of the Linkskurve. Despite a tone of Marxist militancy, some 

of his reportages on Soviet Russia were suppressed there because they 

were much too accurate (Zaren, Popen, Bolschewisten, 1927). His 

most shattering revelations concerned the misery of the Asiatic peo¬ 

ples (Asien griindlich verandert, 1932; China geheim, 1933). In 1933, 

he was arrested by the Nazis but was soon released because of Czech¬ 

oslovak protest. He then went to Paris and worked for the Miinzen- 

berg enterprises, reporting, among other assignments, on the Civil 

War in Spain. In 1940 he fled to Mexico where he worked for the 

Communist Freies Deutschland until 1946; he then returned to 

Prague. Riihle recounts in his Literatur und Revolution (p. 231) that 

by that time Kisch was a disillusioned Marxist, having shown even as 

early as the 1930’s an ambivalent attitude toward the eventual triumph 

of Communism. [His close friend and colleague, Otto Katz (Andre 

Simon)—incidentally also a collaborator of the Weltbuhne in the 

1920’s—became one of the highest-ranking members of the Czechoslo¬ 

vak Communist Party and was executed in Prague in the early 1950’s 
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as a Zionist agent.] See, among others, Schreib das auf, Kisch: Soldat 

im Prager Korps, war diaries (1920); Der Fall des Generalstabschefs 

Redl (1924); Marktplatz der Sensationen (1953); Gesammelte Werke 

in Einzelausgaben (1960 if.), and Emil Utitz, Egon Erwin Kisch 

(1956). These last three works were published by Aufbau-Verlag in 

East Berlin. 

KLABUND, whose real name was Alfred Henschke (Crossen/O., 

1890—Davos, 1928), lived the short and intense life typical of roman¬ 

tic poets. The son of a pharmacist in a small Prussian town, his adult 

life was plagued by recurring attacks of tuberculosis. His profound 

poetic talent was discovered early through his contributions to the 

magazine Pan in 1913. In that year the first volume of his poetry 

(Morgenrot) was published. A mixture of neo-romanticism (Rilke was 

an early model) and expressionism permeates his “soldiers’ songs” and 

other war poems written between 1914 and 1918. The war experience 

turned his neo-romantic nationalism into confirmed pacifism, but al¬ 

though he wrote political satire and chansons for the cabaret and for 

newspapers, he was not primarily a political poet. He was widely 

noted for his lyrical rendering of translations from Chinese poetry, 

and for the linguistic beauty of his novels and short stories which 

often centered on historical figures. Before his premature death in the 

Swiss sanatorium town of Davos, Klabund had also written some 

plays. One of these was “The Chalk Circle” (1924), an adaptation of 

an ancient Chinese tale which was also later adapted by Bertolt 

Brecht. In a well-known and moving funeral address, the great Ger¬ 

man poet Gottfried Benn, voiced the loss to literature occasioned by 

Klabund’s death. See Kunisch, 345 f. 

KOBLENTZ, KARL: see SCHNOG, KARL 

KOESTLER, ARTHUR (Budapest, b. 1905), was the son of an unsuc¬ 

cessful Budapest inventor-businessman. He studied at the University 

of Vienna where he joined a Zionist student fraternity which fought 

weekly engagements with members of “Aryan” fraternities. He then 

went to Palestine to become first a laborer in a kibbutz and then a 

lemonade vendor in Tel Aviv. Later he worked as the Middle-East 

correspondent of the House of Ullstein and moved in 1928 to Berlin 

where he was the science editor of the Vossische Zeitung and foreign 

editor of the B.Z. am Mittag. He participated, among other ventures, 

in the “Graf Zeppelin” expedition to the North Pole. At the end of 1931 
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he became a secret member of the German Communist Party and an 

agent of its intelligence apparatus; when he was fired from Ullstein’s 

seven months later, he went to Soviet Russia. After 1933 he worked for 

the Miinzenberg enterprises in Paris and was sent to Spain to write on 

the Civil War. Arrested by the Nationalists and almost executed, he 

became disillusioned with Communism while waiting—according to 

his own account—to be shot by the fascists. Later, he was interned in 

France. In 1940 he settled in England where he became a British 

soldier. For more details on “this typical case history of a Central 

European member of the educated middle classes, bom in the first 

years of our century” (Koestler), see the autobiographical Arrow in 

the Blue (1952-1954), which describes his childhood and youth up to 

his joining the KPD in 1931, and The Invisible Writing (1955), a 

sequel to Arrow in the Blue. 

KOLB, ANNETTE (Badenweiler, 1875—Badenweiler, 1967), was a 

novelist equally versed in German and French. Her father was a 

Christian landscape architect to die Bavarian Court, her mother a 

French pianist. Her early short stories and her novel, Das Exemplar 

(1913), won for her the attention of Rilke and Thomas Mann. For the 

recurring theme in her novels of the frantic frivolity and malaise of 

affluent life (Daphne Herbst, 1928, and Die Schaukel, 1934), she drew 

upon her childhood experiences in the aristocratic circles in fin de 

siecle Munich. An even stronger theme in her work was pacifism and 

Franco-German conciliation as, for instance, in Sieben Studien, Tame 

aux deux patries, written in 1906, Wege und Umwege (1914), Briefe 

einer Deutsch-Franzosin (1917), and Versuch iiber Briand (1929). 

She was among the first to leave Germany in 1933, living in Paris until 

1940 and then in New York. After the war she returned to Badenweiler 

where she continued to write mostly on music and musicians. She 

received the Fontane Prize in 1915, the Gerhart Hauptmann Prize in 

1928 and 1931, and the Frankfurt Goethe Prize in 1955. See Fechter, 

80 ff., and Aufbau, December 8, 1967. 

KUCZYNSKI, ROBERT RENE (Berlin, 1876—Berlin, 1947), son of a 

Berlin Jewish banker, was a student of Lujo Brentano and became a 

labor economist. Between 1906 and 1921 he headed the Office of 

Statistics in Berlin. A left-wing socialist and a pacifist, he was chair¬ 

man, in 1926, of the Reich Committee on the Expropriation Without 

Indemnity of the Rights and Holdings of the German Princes. Be¬ 

tween 1933 and 1945, he taught at the London School of Economics. 
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Of his numerous works on immigration policy, demography, agricul¬ 
ture, wage policy, labor conditions, see American Loans to Germany 
(1927); Postwar Labor Conditions in Germany (1925), Lebensraum 
und Bevdlkerungsproblem (1939). His son Jurgen is the foremost 
economic historian of the German Democratic Republic. See Kaznel- 
son, 697. 

LANIA, LEO (Kharkov, Russia, 1896—Munich, 1961), bom Lazar 
Hermann, was the son of a professor of medicine at Kharkov Univer¬ 
sity who, although Jewish, was decorated by the tsar in 1905 for his 
medical services to the Dowager Empress. In the same year, the 
family moved to Vienna where Lania later studied at the university. 
He became a pacifist and a socialist when he served as an officer in the 
Austro-Hungarian army during the war. After World War I, he first 
worked at the Wiener Arbeiterzeitung, and then settled in Berlin 
where he became a dramatist. In 1922 he helped Piscator create the 
proletarian theater. Later he also worked with Reinhardt, wrote politi¬ 
cal editorials, and published several documentary collections, plays, 
essays, novels, and film scenarios, such as that for the Dreigroschen- 
oper. He insinuated himself into Nazi circles and published one of the 
earliest interviews with Hitler. In the Weltbiihne he wrote mainly on 
socialist unity and against the Reichswehr. As a left-wing socialist, he 
collaborated both with Paul Levi and Willi Miinzenberg. In 1933 he 
fled to Paris where he was interned at the outbreak of World War II. 
He then fled to England, via Portugal, and in 1941 came to the United 
States. After the war, he returned to live in West Germany. Of his 
numerous works, see particularly Die Totengrciber Deutschlands 
(1923) and Das Urteil im Hitlerprozess (1924); Gruben, Grdber, 
Dividenden (1924); Gott, Konig und VaterJand, drama (1928); Wan¬ 
derer ins Nichts, novel (1935); the autobiographical Today We Are 
Brothers (1952) and Welt im Umbruch (1953); also Willy Brandt, a 
biography (1960). His novel, Der Aussenminister (1960), based on 
the last days of Jan Masaryk, describes a confrontation between Masa- 
ryk and Otto Katz, the former Weltbiihne writer and Communist, who 
became a leader in the Czechoslovak regime after 1948. On Lania, see 
Kurt Kersten in Aufbau, August 3, 1956, and November 17, 1961. 

LANZER, ROBERT: see LEONHARD, RUDOLF 

LEDEBOUR, GEORG (Hannover, 1850—Berne, 1947), the oldest 
member of the Weltbiihne circle, was the descendant of North-Ger- 
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man peasants, and the son of a civil servant. Orphaned at ten, he was 

trained to be a businessman by his guardian but chose journalism as 

soon as he was legally free to do so. He served in the Franco-Prussian 

war of 1870-1871 as a medical orderly. At first a liberal, he joined 

Social Democracy in the 1890’s and was elected in 1900 to the Reichs¬ 

tag where he represented the district Berlin-Pankow until 1924. An 

early advocate of revolutionary socialism, he became one of the found¬ 

ers of the Independent Socialist Party. In November 1918 he was 

elected into the Executive of the Berlin Workers and Soldiers Council 

where he advocated mass demonstrations and a general strike—not 

violence—as the proper revolutionary method, thus siding with Rosa 

Luxemburg against the radical Spartacists and revolutionary shop 

stewards. In January 1919, he barely escaped death at the hands of the 

counterrevolutionary soldiers. Sent to prison for four months, he was 

acquitted at his trial. (See Der Ledebour-Prozess, and Ledebour vor 

den Geschicorenen: Seine Verteidigungsrede, both published by the 

Freiheit, in 1919 in Berlin). Although a strong advocate of Soviet 

dictatorship, he turned against Zinoviev at the Halle Congress of the 

USPD (1920) and fought against the acceptance of Lenin’s 21 Propo¬ 

sitions as well as against the entry of the USPD into the Third 

International. In 1922, he refused to follow his moderate colleagues 

into the SPD and founded—together with the son of Karl Liebknecht 

—a new USPD. Their splinter party never acquired a mandate. When 

his Reichstag mandate expired in 1924, Ledebour turned to political 

journalism, advocating a united action front of all socialist parties. In 

1931, he joined the SAPD; two years later he fled to Switzerland. In 

1945 he protested sharply against the expulsion of Germans from 

Polish-occupied territories. Hiller and many other left-wing intellec¬ 

tuals esteemed Ledebour as the greatest German socialist, but at least 

one Weltbiihne writer, Johannes Fischart, that is, Erich Dombrowski, 

regarded him as a cheap comedian and a fool (Das alte und das neue 

System, 1919, pp. 64 ff.). On Ledebour, see Osterroth, I, 183 f., and 

Minna Ledebour (his wife) et al, eds., Georg Ledebour (Zurich 
1957). 

LEHMANN-RUSSBULDT, OTTO (Berlin, 1873—West Berlin, 1964), 

the son of a customs official, was one of the Weltbiihne’s most dedi¬ 

cated pacifists. A bookseller by profession, he became interested in 

social philosophy (monism) and social criticism while still a young 

man. (See Metaphysik der Geschlechtsliebe and Weckruf an Deutsch- 

lands junge Geister, both written in 1901). He was one of the found- 
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ers, in 1914, of the Bund Neues Vaterland which later became the 

Deutsche Liga fur Menschenrechte. His main work was Der Kampf 

der deutsclien Liga fiir Menschenrechte, written in 1927. He was 

typical of many leftist intellectuals in that he combined adherence to 

left-wing Social Democracy with assiduous work in several of Willi 

Miinzenberg’s Communist-front organizations, and a conviction that 

lasting peace would be achieved even among capitalist societies. Al¬ 

though a moderate among the German pacifists, he was a strong 

antimilitarist and coauthor of the expose Weissbuch iiber die 

Schwarze Reichswehr (1925), a fierce attack on the military establish¬ 

ment. Further polemical works, many of which reflected his moderate 

views, were: Die blutige Internationale der Riistungsindustrie (1929); 

Die Reichsivehr (1930); Wer rettet Europa? Die Aufgabe der kleinen 

Staaten (1936). Aggression: The Origin of Germany’s War Machine 

(1942) was written in London, where Lehmann-Russbiildt spent his 

exile after 1933. At the close of World War II, he edited for a short 

while a publication for German emigres, Rundbriefe des Fliichtlings 

(1947), and then returned to Germany in 1951. He lived in West 

Berlin where he continued to write about European reconciliation in 

such books as Europa den Europaern (1948), and Wie gewinnen wir 

den Frieden? (1956). He received a high decoration (Grosse Bundes- 

vejrdienstkreuz) from the Federal Republic of Germany in 1953. A 

year later he felt compelled to resign from the German League for 

Human Rights when it turned to propaganda among the inhabitants 

of East Germany. See “Konflikte in der deutschen Liga fiir Menschen¬ 

rechte,” Aufbau, August 13, 1954. 

LEONHARD, RUDOLF, whose real name was Levysohn (Lissa, 

Posen, 1889—East Berlin, 1953), was the son of a wealthy Jewish 

lawyer. He obtained a doctorate in law at the University of Berlin. In 

1914 he volunteered for front service. The war turned him into a 

radical pacifist and revolutionary, a conversion indicated in his 1916 

play, Die Vorholle. In 1918 he became a follower of Karl Liebknecht 

and the Spartacists even though he had joined the Council of Intellec¬ 

tual Workers and, later, Kurt Hiller’s revolutionary pacifist movement. 

He then lived in Berlin as a writer and reader for the publishing house 

Die Schmiede. At first an expressionist, he came to advocate a human¬ 

istic socialism in his poems, essays, and dramas. In 1927 he went to 

Paris where several of his works were published in French translation. 

After 1933 he became one of the founders of the “Schutzverband 

Deutscher Sehriftsteller im Exil” (Association of German writers in 
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Exile) and was a Communist advocate of the Popular Front. Interned 

by the French in 1939, he escaped to join the French underground 

movement during the German occupation. Some of his illegally pub¬ 

lished writings aimed at the German soldiers (see Robert Lanzer, 

Deutschland muss leben, poems, 1944). In 1947, he attended the first 

German Writers’ Congress in Berlin and three years later settled in the 

Eastern sector of the city. By then, however, he was almost blind. His 

best-known expressionist writing is the Angelische Strophen, poems 

(1913). See also his revolutionary Spartakus-Sonette (1921); Das 

nackte Leben, poems (1925); Segel am Horizont, drama (1925); 

Gedichte (1936), a collection of poems that was smuggled into Ger¬ 

many; Der Tod des Don Quijote (1938), poems on the Spanish civil 

war; Geiseln (1945), a drama about the French resistance, and Unsere 

Republik: Aufsatze und Gedichte (1951) written in praise of the 

German Democratic Republic. On Leonhard, see Adling, 321 ff. 
< 

LEVYSOHN, RUDOLF: see LEONHARD, RUDOLF 

LEWINSOHN, RICHARD (Graudenz, West Prussia, 1894—Brazil?), 

who wrote under the name Morus, was the best economics reporter of 

the Weltbuhne. Bom of a fairly prosperous Jewish family, he became 

a medical doctor but interest in the problems of urbanization and in 

demography led him to acquire a doctorate in economics and to join 

the Social Democratic Party. He gave up his medical practice after 

World War I to become economics specialist and foreign correspond¬ 

ent for the Vossische Zeitung. In 1921 he also joined the Weltbuhne 

where he became one of Jacobsohn’s favorite writers. He published 

works on political theory (Sozialismus und Bevolkerungspolitik, 

1922); tersely written and well researched analytical articles on socio¬ 

economic problems, and several biographies on the “lords of the 

economy.” (Das Leben Sir Basil Zaharoffs, 1925; Wie sie gross und 

reich wurden: Lebensbilder erfolgreicher Manner, 1927). Some of his 

other works are Jiidische Weltfinanz? (1925); Histoire de Tlnflation 

(1926), and Das Geld in der Politik (1930). He wrote The Profits of 

War through the Ages (1936) in exile which eventually led him to 

Brazil. Nothing has been heard of him in recent years. 

LINKS, JACOB: see POL, HEINZ 

MANN, HEINRICH (Liibeck, 1871—Santa Monica, California, 1950) 

is one of the great names in twentieth-century German literature. His 
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background, that of north German merchant-patricians, is well-known 

from the novels and short stories of his younger brother, Thomas. As a 

young man he was trained for the publishing business with the Fisch- 

er-Verlag, but soon began traveling and writing on his own. In the 

decade before World War I he settled in Munich where he became a 

leading literary figure, moving through the literary influences of natu¬ 

ralism, neo-romanticism, expressionism and, after the war, neo-objectiv¬ 

ism. His most frequent and successful genre was the novel, in which at 

first two themes predominated: the dichotomy between artist and 

Burger, and the moral and social decline of the Wilhelmian bour¬ 

geoisie. Among his early novels were Professor Unrat (1905), which 

was later made into the classic film The Blue Angel; Die kleine Stadt 

(1909), and Der Untertan (published in 1918 but written between 

1912 and 1914). After the war, when he settled in Berlin, his novels 

concentrated on dissecting bourgeois society and became increasingly 

political, reflecting what was to be his life-long connection, despite 

ideological differences, with the Communist Party. His personality, 

much more patrician than that of his brother, made this connection 

sometimes seem incongruous. As Hermann Kesten noted in Tauter 

Literaten (1963), Heinrich Mann was an “anti-bourgeois satirist with 

almost upper-class (hochbiirgerlich) manners.” In 1930 he was elected 

to the Prussian Academy of Arts. His sympathies for the KPD and his 

marriage to a Jewish woman (Mimi Kahn) made it impossible for him 

to remain in Germany in 1933. In exile in France, he continued to 

write for the Weltbuhne as well as to head numerous Popular Front 

undertakings, but he slowly returned to literary themes which had 

occupied him earlier. The two volume Henri Quatre (1935-1938) is a 

break from his political novels of the interwar period. His commitment 

to Communism remained, however, until his sudden death in 1950: he 

was about to return to East Germany where he had been named 

president of the Academy of Arts. In 1961 he was reburied in East 

Berlin. See Kunisch, 408 ff.; Fechter, 47 ff.; Deutsches Dichter Lexi- 

kon, 388; his own Geist und Tat, essays (1931), and the autobiogra¬ 

phical Ein Zeitalter wird hesichtigt (1944). 

MABCUSE, LUDWIG (Berlin, b. 1894), is a noted biographer and 

cultural critic. Born of a prosperous Jewish family, he studied philoso¬ 

phy, wrote a dissertation on Nietzsche, and would have become, in 

another day and age, an academician. World War I made him dis¬ 

cover his interest in journalism and politics. Fresh out of the university 



258 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

at the close of the war, he wrote theater critiques, feuilleton articles, 

and political commentaries for the Frankfurter Anzeiger, the Berliner 

Tageblatt, the Vossische Zeitung and, of course, the Weltbiihne. He 

also wrote learned essays on philosophy and drama and gradually 

found his best form in biographies; his choice of figures were those 

whom he considered representative of a revolutionary historical 

change. (Georg Buchner, 1922; Strindberg, 1924; Ludwig Borne, 1929; 

Gerhart Hauptmann, 1929; Heinrich Heine, 1932; Ignatius von Loy¬ 

ola, 1934, and others). In 1933 he fled to the United States via France. 

He taught philosophy at the University of Southern California in Los 

Angeles from 1947 until his recent retirement and return to Germany. 

He reentered the German literary scene shortly after World War II, 

and most of his recent works, such as his well-known biography of 

Sigmund Freud (1958), appeared both in English and German. See 

Kunisch, 422 f., and his own Mein zwanzigstes Jahrhundert. 

MEHRING, WALTER (Rerlin, b. 1896) was bom to a Jewish family 

of artists. His father, Sigmar, was a writer and editor of the Berlin 

magazine, Ulk. His mother was an opera singer. He finished high 

school before World War I but refused to go on to university studies, 

plunging instead into the expressionist movement. He wrote poetry for 

Sturm and for Harden’s Zukunft, and was one of the originators of the 

Berlin circle of Dadaists. After the war he began writing cabaret 

shows and political chansons for which he became famous, starting 

out in this career in Max Reinhardt’s cabaret in 1919. He also worked 

with George Grosz and Erwin Piscator. Many of his savage and 

brilliant lyrics are contained in Ketzerbrevier (1921) and Arche Noah 

SOS (1931) as well as in other volumes published in those years. His 

play, Der Kaufmann von Berlin, produced by Piscator in 1929, created 

a scandal partly because of its alleged anti-Semitism. Characterized by 

iconoclasm, irreverence, and above all wit, his poems—the Gebrauchs- 

lyrik type of verse—combined the rhythms of jazz and other foreign 

song forms with the German language, particularly Berlinese. Politi¬ 

cally, Mehring was a revolutionary pacifist with anarchist tendencies. 

He lived in Paris from 1924 to 1928, and again after 1933. Interned in a 

Vichy detention camp in 1940, he escaped to the United States after a 

series of wild adventures; he remained there until some time after 

World War II. In 1952 he wrote a satirical, sociopolitical account of 

twentieth-century German history, by way of a description of the fate 

of his father’s library, called Die verlorene Bibliothek: Autobiographie 
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einer Kultur. He now lives in Switzerland. See UJE, VII, 996, and 

Kunisch, 424 f. 

MENENIUS: see SCHACHT, ROLAND 

MORUS: see LEWINSOHN, RICHARD 

MUHSAM, ERICH (Berlin, 1878—Concentration Camp Oranienburg, 

1934) is distinguished among the Weltbiiline writers because he was 

utterly and unambiguously a revolutionary. The purpose of his entire 

life was, as he put it, “Struggle, Revolution, Equality, Freedom.” He 

never hesitated to act for this purpose and devoted his art to it. Son of 

a Jewish pharmacist in Berlin, he spent his youth in Liibeck where his 

secondary schooling ended with his expulsion for socialist agitation. 

He spent the next few years traveling around Germany as a pharma¬ 

cist’s apprentice, and received most of his subsequent education in 

coffee houses and through reading. By 1901 he was launched as a 

free-lance writer in Berlin, collaborating with the Hart brothers on the 

periodical, Neue Gemeinschaft. Through his Bohemian Berlin circle, 

he met the philosopher Gustav Landauer and the dramatist Frank 

Wedekind who were to have a decisive literary and political influence 

on him. In 1909 he moved to Munich where, a year later, he was 

arrested but not convicted for socialist agitation. In Munich he wrote 

theater criticism, cabaret plays and songs, essays and verse for Simpli- 

zissimus and Fackel. He also edited his own literary periodical Kain, 

described as a “magazine for humanity.” By this time he was on the far 

Left of the socialist movement, a revolutionary pacifist who, when the 

war broke out, declined even to carry out alternate labor service. For 

this he was confined to the Traunstein fortress in Bavaria. The strike 

wave of January 1918 found him agitating among factory workers for a 

socialist revolution to end the war. In the winter of 1918-1919 he 

opposed the revolutionary prime minister of Bavaria, Kurt Eisner, 

from the left and, in April 1919, he helped set up the short-lived 

Bavarian Soviet Republic. As one of the most hated revolutionaries, he 

was sentenced by a Bavarian tribunal to fifteen years’ imprisonment in 

a fortress. While incarcerated, he wrote a series of revolutionary songs 

which became highly popular among both Social Democrats and 

Communists. Many of these songs were published in the book, Revolu¬ 

tion: Kampf-, Marsch-, und Spottlieder (1925). In the same period he 

wrote novels and nonfictional accounts of his own revolutionary ex- 
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perience and on revolution in general, such as Brennende Erde (1920) 

and, in 1921, the play Judas. Amnestied in 1925, he returned to 

full-time propagandizing for the revolutionary cause. Although he was 

associated with Miinzenberg’s Red Aid, his basic creed remained 

anarchism, and he was often critical of the KPD. He edited the 

monthly Fanal and wrote didactic and agitational novels, short stories, 

and poems for workers, according to the tenets of Proletkult. Other 

noted works are Von Eisner bis Levine (1929), his account of the 

Bavarian Soviet Republic; Unpolitische Erinnerungen (1931); Die 

Befreiung der Gesellschaft vom Staat: Was ist der kommunistische 

Anarchismus? (1932). When the Nazis took power, Miihsam was 

immediately arrested and sent to the Oranienburg concentration 

camp. There this bearded and hirsute apostle of unchained humanity 

became the obvious target of the SS guards. He died at the hands of 

his captors on July 11, 1934. For more information on Miihsam, see his 

“Selbstbiographie” in Auswahl: Gedichte, Drama, Prosa (1961); UJE 

VIII, 32; Kunisch, 437 f., and Adling, 367 ff. 

NATONEK, HANS (Prague, 1892—Tucson, Arizona, 1963) was bom 

into a family of noted Jewish scholars. Destined for his father’s profes¬ 

sion in the insurance business, he chose to leave Prague for study in 

Vienna and Berlin. Later he was to write that his greatest regret in life 

was having been too fearful of taking a job as publicity agent with a 

traveling circus. His need for variety and excitement was, however, at 

least partly requited when he became a free-lance writer. From 1920 

on he was feuilletonist for the Neue Leipziger Zeitung and contrib¬ 

uted to the leading journals of the time. By 1931, when he received the 

Goethe Prize, his literary output was prolific: he wrote short stories, 

drama, novels, and literary and cultural criticism. As a moderate 

liberal, his works were only mildly polemical. Among his most popular 

novels were Der Mann, der nie genug hat (1927), and Geld regiert die 

Welt (1930). After 1933, he returned to Prague, then went on to Paris 

in 1938. Before his arrival in the United States in 1940, he wrote for 

the Neue Ziircher Zeitung and the Paris Weltbiihne. Apart from some 

published poems, Natonek had little success in the United States and 

was obliged at times to take up manual labor. He married and settled 

in Arizona where he died after a long illness. See his autobiography, 

In Search of Myself (1943), and Manfred George, “Hans Natonek,” 

Aufbau, November 8, 1963. 

OLDEN, RUDOLF (Stettin, 1885—At sea, 1940), was the son of a 

Berlin actor and playwright. He served in an aristocratic Dragoon 
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Regiment and was a Leutnant der Reserve. After the war he left his 

civil-service career to become a reporter for Theodor Wolff’s Berliner 

Tageblatt. When already a well-known journalist, he acquired a 

doctorate in law and passed his bar examination. He made a name for 

himself as a lawyer with his successful defense of a proletarian woman 

accused of child murder, and with his defense of Ossietzky and other 

opponents of the Reichswehr. Olden was a pacifist and a leading 

member of the German League for Human Rights. Politically he was a 

moderate with sincere admiration for Gustav Stresemann. In the 

Weltbiihne he first wrote a series of “Austrian Portraits” (1925) and 

then articles on the judiciary. Although a Christian, he fled to Czecho¬ 

slovakia in 1933 and settled, in the following year, in England. He 

and his wife were on their way to the United States when their ship, 

the “City of Benares,” was sunk by a German submarine. Olden was 

described as an aristocratic personality, a “noble snob in the spirit of 

Baudelaire,” and a “true homo eroticus.” He was the author of a 

number of astute biographies (Stresemann, 1929; Hindenburg, 1933, 

published in 1948; Hitler, 1936), and The History of Liberty in Ger¬ 

many (1946). On Olden, see Lehnau, “Berthold Jacob und Rudolf 

Olden,” Die Weltbiihne, October 15, 1946, pp. 232-237. 

PERSIUS, LOTHAR (Kyritz, East-Prignitz, 1864—Ascona, Switzer¬ 

land, 1944), naval captain and dedicated pacifist, came from an old 

Protestant family; his ancestors were Prussian officers and civil ser¬ 

vants. His father, a civil servant in Breslau, was a conservative member 

of the Prussian Upper House. Persius’ biographer, Johannes Fischart 

[Erich Dombrowski] remarks that the father had testified to his cul¬ 

tural liberalism by allowing the presentation of Gerhart Hauptmann’s 

“Weavers” in Breslau. (Das alte und das neue System, I, 250.) Persius 

studied nautical engineering, witnessed the Spanish-American war in 

the Philippines and, in the early 1900’s, was commander of an armored 

cruiser in the Far East. While there, he published pseudonymous 

articles in the Ostasiatische Lloyd criticizing German colonial policy 

in China. When his identity became known, he was recalled to Ger¬ 

many. He resigned his commission in 1908 and wrote newspaper 

articles on Tirpitz’ naval program which he found inadequate. Instead 

of battleships, he proposed the construction of submarines, which he 

saw as purely defensive weapons. Beginning 1912 he was a staff 

member of the Berliner Tageblatt, but also wrote for other liberal 

papers. He held World War I for lost before it had begun and became 

an ardent pacifist. In the Weltbiihne he wrote several series of articles 
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on the Imperial Navy, on World War I and, in 1928, against the 

“armored cruiser” program. See his Die Tirpitzlegende (1918), and 

Warum die Flotte versagte (1924), both of which originally appeared 

in the Weltbiihne. 

PINNER, FELIX: see FASSLAND, FRANK 

PINTHUS, KURT (Erfurt, b. 1886) is one of the most important 

German expressionists. He was cofounder of the Kurt Wolff Verlag, 

famous for its support to expressionist writers, and author of the 

analytical anthology of expressionism, Menschheitsdammerung 

(1920). Bom of a Jewish family in Erfurt, he studied German philol¬ 

ogy and literature in Leipzig where he completed his doctorate in 

1911. As chief reader for Rowohlt as well as for Wolff, he brought 

many future expressionist writers together, such as Franz Werfel and 

Walter Hasenclever. He was also a friend and collaborator of Oskar 

Kokoschka and Max Reinhardt. After World War I, he became a 

leading theater critic and feuilleton contributor to Das Tage-Buch, 8 

Uhr-Abendblatt, and the Weltbiihne. He did not immediately leave 

Germany after Hitler came to power but lectured at the “Jiidisches 

Lehrhaus” in Berlin. He came to the United States in 1937 where he 

wrote for The New York Times and the Aufbau and, in 1947, began to 

lecture on theater at Columbia University. There he also worked on 

the Columbia Dictionary of Modern European Literature (1947). He 

retired in 1961 and now lives in New York. See Kunisch, 673 ff., and 

VJE, VIII, 539. 

POHL, GERHART (Trachenberg, Silesia, b. 1902), one of the 

Weltbiihne’s most polemical cultural critics, was born to a Silesian 

Catholic family. His father owned a saw-mill. Pohl joined the Youth 

Movement and earned a doctorate in German philology. As a young 

man he settled in Berlin, swelling the ranks of the many Silesian 

writers who constituted a separate group in Berlin literary circles. He 

came under the influence of the expressionists Klabund and Kasimir 

Edschmid and published his first novel, Fragols Kreuzweg, in 1921. 

Between 1923 and 1930 he edited the youthful and iconoclastic liter¬ 

ary review, Die neue Bucherschau. In the Weltbiihne he wrote far left 

essays on politics, many of which later appeared in book form 

(Deutscher Justizmord: Der Fall Fechenbacli, 1924; Vormarscli ins 

XX. Jahrhundert, 1931). He also wrote literary essays on Lessing, 

Buchner, Zola, Mehring, as well as short stories (Partie verspielt, 1929, 
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etc.). After the triumph of Hitler, Pohl retired to his Silesian homeland 

to live in “inner emigration.” He continued to write, however, and his 

novels and short stories made him famous. Der Ruf (1934); Die 

Briider Wagemann (1936); Der verriickte Ferdinand (1939) reflect 

his fascination with Silesia, as well as with his own tragic “generation 

of 1902,” previously described by Ernst Glaeser (Jahrgang 1902). At 

war’s end, Pohl found himself in Silesia under Polish occupation. In 

1946 he conducted the transfer of the remains of his friend and fellow 

Silesian, Gerhart Hauptmann, from Polish Silesia to Berlin. Four years 

later, he himself moved to West Germany. He resides today in Munich 

and has continued to write about the fate of Silesia. See Fechter, 

117 ff., and Kunisch, 462. 

POL, HEINZ (Berlin, b. 1904), who often used the pseudonym Jakob 

Links in the Weltbiihne, was the son of a Berlin Jewish manufacturer 

of progressive liberal convictions. Pol studied at an exclusive Gymna¬ 

sium in Berlin and later at Berlin University where he was expelled for 

his satirical articles on members of the faculty; these had appeared in 

the Vossische Zeitung. He also turned against his father under the 

influence of expressionist literature and for a while toyed with the idea 

of killing him. In 1923 he joined the Vossische Zeitung as assistant 

editor but also became a regular contributor to the Weltbiihne and the 

Literarische Welt. He published his first political novel, Entweder- 

Oder in 1927: its socialist hero, a refined intellectual moulded in the 

image of Paul Levi, is murdered by Communist workers. Four years 

later, he published Die Patrioten, another political novel, and in the 

same year he left the Vossische Zeitung because of censorship of his 

articles. Between 1931 and 1933, he was editor of the Neue Montags- 

zeitung and assistant editor of the Welt am Abend, both published by 

Willi Miinzenberg. Although sympathetic to Communism, he criti¬ 

cized the KPD in his pseudonymous Weltbiihne articles from a Trot¬ 

skyist point of view. Pol was arrested by the Nazis on the night of the 

Reichstag fire but was released from Spandau prison eight days later 

when he artfully convinced his captors that he was the wrong man. He 

then fled to Prague where he stayed until 1936 as part-owner and 

regular collaborator of the Neue Weltbiihne and editor of the anti- 

Nazi satirical weekly, Der Simpl. Between 1936 and 1940, he lived in 

Paris as editor of the antifascist news and feature agency, Mitropress. 

Interned by the French in 1939, he left France in May 1940 on the last 

French passenger ship bound for New York. There he published the 

Suicide of Democracy (1942), a study on the fall of France; the first 
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biography of De Gaulle, and The Hidden Enemy (1943), a study on 

the origins of National Socialism. He also contributed to the left-wing 

Nation and Protestant, as well as to The New York Times and other 

New York newspapers. Between 1946 and 1948, he was U.S. corre¬ 

spondent for the Paris weekly, L’Action, and since 1949 he has been 

the New York correspondent of the Frankfurter Rundschau, Basler 

National-Zeitung, and several other West German and Swiss papers. 

He is also the author of numerous volumes of poetry and essays 

published in Germany. 

POLGAR, ALFRED (Vienna, 1873—Zurich, 1955), was the son of a 

Jewish composer and music teacher in Vienna. He set aside his studies 

in music to become one of the most celebrated feuilleton writers of the 

Welthiihne. He began by writing theater critiques for the Montagblatt 

in Vienna, and contributed to the Schaubiihne as early as 1905. 

Twenty years later, he moved to Berlin and wrote regularly for the 

Weltbiihne, the Tage-Buch, and a number of other Berlin journals. His 

celebrated style—Jacobsohn always referred to him as “Marquis 

Prosa”—was characterized by aphorisms, crystallized ideas, and lapidary 

sentences. He wrote thousands of music and theater critiques many of 

which appeared in the four volume Ja und Nein (1926-1927); Stiicke 

und Spiele (1929); Ich bin Zeuge (1928), and Schwarz und Weiss 

(1929). He also translated the Czech author Hasek and the Hungar¬ 

ian Ferenc Molnar. He escaped to Austria in 1933, five years later to 

France, and then to Spain. He landed in Hollywood in 1940 where he 

was paid but politely ignored. He succeeded, however, in publishing a 

collection of essays in German (Geschichte ohne Moral, 1942). He 

died unexpectedly while on a European trip. See Kunisch, 463 f., and 

Kaznelson, 62 et passim. 

QUENDT, EUGEN: see SCHACHT, ROLAND 

QUIDDE, LUDWIG (Bremen, 1858—Geneva, 1941), was the son of 

a Lutheran wholesale merchant in Bremen. His ancestors were mainly 

civil servants with democratic, grossdeutsch political leanings. His 

wife was Jewish. Quidde was a historian and founder of the Deutsche 

Zeitschrift fur Geschichtswissenschaft (1886). In 1894, in an ostensibly 

innocent essay entitled, Caligula: Eine Studie iiber romischen Cdsar- 

enwahnsinn, he delivered a biting and sensational attack on William 

II. Two years later, Quidde drew a prison sentence for lese majesty 

allegedly committed while addressing a Social Democratic audience. 
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He had joined the peace movement at its very start; in 1894, he 

became president of the Bavarian branch of the Peace Association 

and, in 1914, president of the German Peace Association. In 1907 he 

was elected to the Bavarian Landtag on a progressive liberal ticket. 

He spent most of the war years in Switzerland and was, in 1919, 

elected to the Weimar National Assembly on a German Democratic 

Party ticket. Quidde came into conflict with the Party leadership over 

the question of the Reichswehr and failed to be elected to the Reichs¬ 

tag. As president of the German Peace Association and of the Frieden- 

skartell, he came under attack from the left for supporting interna¬ 

tional arbitration and a peaceful revision of the Versailles treaty, as 

well as for being anti-Soviet. In 1927, he received the Nobel Prize for 

Peace. Having seen his movement disintegrate in the early 1930’s, he 

left Germany after Hitler came to power. See Utz-Friedebert Taube, 

Ludwig Quidde (Kallmiinz, Opf., 1963). 

RINGELNATZ, JOACHIM (Wurzen, near Leipzig, 1883—Berlin, 

1934), whose assumed name fits his extraordinary life better than his 

real one (Hans Botticher), was one of Weimar Germany’s best-known 

lyricists. Plis father was a lieutenant in the reserve, an artist of applied 

arts, and a writer of children’s books. By the time he was thirty, 

Ringelnatz himself was a jack of all trades: he had been an actor, 

sailor, cabaret entertainer, painter, and an announcer in a reptile act 

as well as having had approximately thirty other occupations. To these 

he added poetry with his first volume of verse, Kleine Wesen, appear¬ 

ing in 1910. Best described as Gebrauchslyrik—aphoristic and slightly 

absurd verse about the common yet universal concerns of life—Rin¬ 

gelnatz’ poetry reflected the language of those places he knew best: 

harbor bars (he was a heavy drinker), ships, backyards of lower-class 

neighborhoods, and amusement parks. Yet the language was musical, 

and the poems, said to be akin to the poetry of Christian Morgenstern, 

unexpectedly beautiful. Many of Ringelnatz’ lyrics became popular 

chansons, especially those contained in Seemann Kuddel Daddeldu 

(1920), a volume commemorating the four war years he had spent in 

the Imperial Navy. Ringelnatz was one of the Weltbiihne’s most 

prolific poetic contributors. His works were suppressed in 1933 and 

were not collected and republished until 1951, when they appeared 

under the title . . . und auf einmal steht es neben dir, a line taken 

from one of his poems. On Ringelnatz, see his autobiographical Als 

Mariner im Krieg (1929), and Mein Leben bis zum Kriege (1931). 

See also Fechter, 259 ff., and Kunisch, 488 f. 
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RODA RODA, ALEXANDER (Zdenci Puszta, Slavonia, 1872—New 

York City, 1945) was actually Sandor Friedrich Rosenfeld, son of a Jew¬ 

ish estate manager for a Hungarian landlord in that part of Southern 

Hungary’s black belt region which is now Yugoslavia. His father had 

also been an active officer in the Austro-Hungarian army, a career at 

first chosen for or by Alexander as well. Entering the army in 1892 as a 

“one-year volunteer,” he was discharged ten years later with the rank 

of first lieutenant in the artillery; eventually, he was deprived of his 

rank (in 1907) when he published his criticism of the Austro-Hungar¬ 

ian generals. By that time he had taken up residence in Berlin and in 

Munich, and had become a free-lance writer. His plays were banned 

from the stages in Austria-Hungary. He spent the next few years 

before World War I as a correspondent for Vienna newspapers in 

Belgrade and Balkan cities and also wrote for the Munich Simplizissi- 

mus. His Balkan experiences were gathered in a volume of tales, 

Rosenland (1918). During the war he served as reporter irf the Aus¬ 

tro-Hungarian Army Command Headquarters. In the following years, 

he produced a great number of plays, novels, reviews, travel stories, as 

well as stories about Vienna written in Viennese Jewish jargon. He 

was also a frequent contributor to the Weltbuhne. In 1933 he fled to 

his Austrian homeland from which, in turn, he had to flee in 1938. He 

made his way to the United States in 1940 and spent the last five years 

of his life in New York. See Das grosse Roda Roda Buck (1950). 

ROSENFELD, KURT (Marienwerder, West Prussia, 1877—United 

States, 1943), son of a Jewish manufacturer, became a lawyer in 1905. 

He joined the SPD, and in 1909 was elected to the Municipal Council 

in Berlin. During the war he was a soldier. In 1917 he was elected to 

the executive committee of the Independent Socialist Party, and in 

November 1918 he was delegated to the Prussian Ministry of Justice. 

In the following year he was elected to the Prussian Constituent 

Assembly on a USPD ticket, and in 1920 to the Reichstag where he 

served until 1932. In 1922 he rejoined the SPD but remained in 

opposition to the party’s coalition policy; in October 1931 he was 

among the founders of the SAPD. Rosenfeld was one of the lawyer- 

collaborators of the Weltbuhne; he defended Ossietzky at all of his 

trials. He was also a leading member of the German League for Pluman 

Rights. After his immigration to the United States, he edited the 

German-American, a trade-union newspaper. See Osterroth, 255. 
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ROSENFELD, SANDOR FRIEDRICH: see RODA RODA, ALEX¬ 
ANDER 

SALOMON, BERTHOLD JACOB: see JACOB, BERTHOLD 

SCHACHT, ROLAND (Reichenberg, Bohemia, 1888—Berlin, 1961) 

wrote for the Weltbiihne under a variety of pseudonyms such as 

Eugen Quendt, Menenius, and Balthasar. His father was an actor at 

the Royal Theater in Reichenberg. His mother was a member of the 

aristocracy. Having studied at the universities of Paris, Munich, Ber¬ 

lin, and Gottingen, Schacht settled in Berlin where he became a 

grammar-school teacher. When the republic was declared, he entered 

the foreign service but soon gave up this career in favor of free-lance 

writing. His contributions to the leading periodicals of the time were 

mostly on literature, literary history, aesthetics, and art history. He 

edited the periodical Jahresberichte fur neuere deutclie Literaturge- 

schichte. Himself a painter, he wrote about artists, publishing a biogra¬ 

phy of Matisse in 1923 and of Archipenko in 1924. He also wrote 

successfully for the theater, his most noted works being Christine von 

Schweden and Die Schauspielerin. He remained in Germany after 

1933, wrote comedies and film scenarios, but turned increasingly to 

translating, paticularly after the war. 

SCHICKELE, RENE (Oberehnheim, Alsace, 1883—Vence, Provence, 

1940) was a noted German expressionist and pacifist. Bom to a Chris¬ 

tian German-Alsatian wine grower and local police official, and to a 

French mother, he always considered himself a Grenzvogel or “fron¬ 

tier bird” and devoted himself to conciliation between French and 

Germans. His writings, which often dealt with Alsace, reflected a 

combination of French rationalism and German romanticism. At fif¬ 

teen, he published his poems in the Strassburger Zeitung and in the 

Heimat in Berlin. Five years later, in 1903, he founded the magazine 

Der Stiirmer, devoted to modem poetry in Alsace; his partner in this 

venture was his fellow Alsatian and later colleague on the Weltbiihne, 

Otto Flake. While studying natural sciences and philology at Stras¬ 

bourg, Munich, and Paris, he brought out his first volume of poetry, 

entitfed Somniernachte (1902). From 1904 to 1909, he edited the 

internationally known literary review, Das neue Magazin fur Litera- 

tur, during which time he also wrote his first novel, Der Fremde 

(1909), a story about a young Alsatian in Bohemian Paris. From 1909 

to 1913 he was foreign correspondent for the magazine, Nord und Siid, 
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and for the newspaper, Neue Strassburger Zeitung. He then became 

coeditor of the pacifist journal, Die weissen Blatter. When the war 

broke out Schickele declared himself a conscientious objector and 

wrote his first pacifist play, Hans im Schnakenloch (1916). Because of 

his pacifist activity, he was forced to move to Switzerland where he 

lived until after the war. He returned to Germany at the time of the 

revolution, which he described in Der 9. November (1919). There¬ 

after, he lived near Munich until 1933. He continued writing for the 

Weltbuhne and other journals, and also published his famous Alsatian 

trilogy, called Erbe am Rhein (1927-1931). These novels described 

the destructive effect on the Alsatians of the revanchism of both 

France and Germany. Schickele died in exile. His collected works 

were edited by Hermann Kesten in 1961. For his role in the formative 

years of German expressionism, see Kurt Pinthus, Men- 

schheitsddmmerung. See also Kunisch, 519 f., and Fechter, 73 f. 

SCHNOG, KARL (Cologne, 1897—East Berlin, 1964), one of the 

Weltbuhne’s far left contributors, was the son of an artisan and a 

descendant of famous Jewish scholars. He himself was entirely self- 

taught. He became a political radical in World War I, and in Novem¬ 

ber 1918 he helped set up a Workers’ and Soldiers’ Council in Hag- 

enau. At first an actor, he also tried directing in various Berlin theaters 

and political cabarets. In addition, he wrote feuilleton pieces, reviews, 

and satirical verse for the Weltbuhne and similar journals under such 

assumed names as Ernst Huth, Anton Emerenzer, and Carl Coblentz. 

Much of his satirical verse was published in the volume Gerumpel and 

So sehen sie aus! Sehen sie so aus? (1928). After 1927, he worked for 

various radio stations as the author of successful plays. He also wrote 

for the left-wing Social Democratic satirical magazine, Lache Links. 

In 1933 he went to Switzerland and from there to Luxemburg where 

he was captured by the German army in 1940. The next five years he 

spent in several German concentration camps (see his Unbekanntes 

KZ, 1945). In 1945 he returned to Luxemburg; a year later, he 

became editor in chief of the Berlin satirical newspaper Ulenspiegel 

and, in 1948, editor in chief of the East-Berlin Radio Station. He was 

awarded the East German Heine Prize in 1957. See, among others, 

Zeitgedichte-Zeitgeschichte (1949), and Adling, 448 f. 

SCHOENAICH, PAUL FREIHERR VON (Reinfeld, Holstein, 

1886—Reinfeld, Holstein, 1954), scion of East-Elbian aristocracy 

turned pacifist militant, was at first a naval officer. From 1887 to 1907 
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he served in the Second Guard Dragoons Regiment and then in the 

War Ministry. Between 1913 and 1919 he was regimental commander 

at the front and rose to the rank of major general. In 1920 he resigned 

from the army and became a full-time propagandist for a series of 

German and international peace organizations, such as the German 

Peace Cartel and the German League for Human Rights. The ideas 

and experiences which led him to change his philosophy and way of 

life are described in Mein Damaskus: Erlebnisse und Bekenntnisse 

(1926). Having joined the German Democratic Party in 1918, he 

repeatedly attempted to win a Reichstag seat but was always de¬ 

feated. He was not among those left-wing pacifists willing to modify 

their opposition to the bearing of arms for the sake of anti-capitalist, 

anti-imperialist revolution. His rejection of any form of military ser¬ 

vice included the socialist idea of a citizen’s militia. Besides writing 

numerous pacifist works, such as Abriistung der Kopfe (1922) and 

Vom Chaos zum Aufbau (1923), he also aroused the wrath of his 

former military colleagues by traveling to and reporting favorably on 

the Soviet Union in his book Lebende Bilder aus Soivjet-Russland 

(1925). His articles in the Weltbiihne were often leading political 

editorials. He was immediately arrested by the Nazis in 1933 but went 

on a hunger strike in prison and was released after a few months. 

Living in retirement on his family estate, Schoenaich became increas¬ 

ingly embittered after World War II by political developments in 

West Germany and by the slim chances of East-West reconciliation. 

On Schoenaich, see his own Mein Finale (1947) and Kurt R. Gross- 

mann’s tribute in Aufbau, January 15,1954. 

STERNBERG, FRITZ (Breslau, 1895—Munich, 1963), who wrote in 

the Weltbiihne under the names K. L. Gerstorlf and Thomas Tam, was 

one of the journal’s foremost economic and political analysts. Bom to a 

Jewish middle-class family, he embarked on an academic career 

shortly after World War I, and as a Ph.D. in economics taught at tire 

University of Frankfurt. His scholarly works, Der Imperialismus 

(1926) and Der Niedergang des deutschen Kapitalismus (1932) re¬ 

flected his left-wing socialist orientation and inclinations to Trot¬ 

skyism, as did the many editorials he wrote for the Weltbiihne in the 

early 1930’s. A political activist since his youth, he first belonged to the 

SPD, then to the USPD, again to the SPD, and finally became a major 

theoretician for the SAPD. The bulk of his work appeared after 1933, 

when he went to live in Austria, then Switzerland and, finally, in 1939, 

in the United States. In this country, he taught at New York Univer- 
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sity, returning to West Germany after the close of the war. During this 

period he wrote economic and political analyses of German develop¬ 

ments (Deutschland ivohinp, 1937); on the war effort (Die deutsche 

Kriegsstarke, 1939, and Fivefold Aid to Britain, 1941), and anticipa¬ 

tions of the Cold War (The Coming Crisis, 1947; and Hotv to Stop the 

Russians Without War, 1948, the latter translated into fifteen lan¬ 

guages. ) One of his most widely read books among socialists is Capi¬ 

talism and Socialism on Trial (1951). For his differences with Trotsky, 

see “Erinnerungen an Trotsky,” Gewerkschaftliche Monatshefte, 14 

(1964), 711-722. For a tribute to Sternberg, see Kurt R. Grossmann in 

Aufbau, November 8, 1963. 

STOCKER, HELENE (Elberfeld, 1869—New York City, 1943), mili¬ 

tant feminist and pacifist, studied at the universities of Rerlin and 

Glasgow and was the first woman in Germany to earn a doctorate in 

philosophy. In 1905, she founded the “Bund fiir Mutters6hutz und 

Sexualreform” (League for the Protection of Mothers and for Sexual 

Reform). In the same year she founded Die neue Generation, a 

feminist periodical which she edited until 1932. She was among the 

first in 1914 to join the Bund Neues Vaterland and after the suppres¬ 

sion of this antiwar organization in 1916, carried on pacifist propa¬ 

ganda at the head of her own “Frauenausschuss fiir einen dauernden 

Frieden” (Women’s Committee for a Lasting Peace). This too was 

suppressed, however, in the same year. After the war, she cofounded 

numerous international pacifist and feminist organizations; she be¬ 

came a leading member of the German Peace Cartel and was most 

active in the International League for Sexual Reform where she 

pleaded, among other things, for the protection of unwed mothers and 

illegitimate children, and against the laws forbidding abortion. The 

elimination from German birth certificates of the term “illegitimate” 

was almost entirely her doing. Politically, she stood to the left of Social 

Democracy. She considered herself one of Kurt Hiller’s “revolutionary 

pacifists” and she belonged to the left-wing opposition within the 

German Peace Cartel, favoring the Soviet peace projects. She worked 

with Miinzenberg in the League Against Imperialism and other organ¬ 

izations, and in the Weltbiihne she expressed admiration for the Soviet 

educational system and social legislation. In 1933 she fled to Switzer¬ 

land, later to England and Sweden, and finally, in 1941, to the United 

States. Of her numerous works, see Die Frauen und die Liebe (1906); 

Liebe, novel (1922); Erotik und Altruismus (1924); Verkiinder und 

Verwirklicher (1928). On Stocker, see Fischart, Das alte und das neue 
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System, II, 255 ff. and Hiller, Koepfe und Troepfe, 259 ff. where Hiller 

insists that Stocker was not a suffragette in the conventional sense hut 

rather an advocate of equality between the sexes based on the recogni¬ 

tion of the different social roles of the male and female. 

STOSSINGER, FELIX (Prague, 1890—Zurich, 1954), wrote for the 

Weltbiihne both on music and on Social Democratic tactics. His 

political point of view represented an interesting mixture of revisionist 

Social Democratic theory and radical practice. He wrote mainly for 

the periodical, Sozialistische Monatshefte, in which he advocated a 

Franco-German Kontinentalpolitik directed against Great Britain. He 

was also the editor of a 1920 series called, Die Revolution: Jahresbe- 

richt; the owner of his own Felix Stossinger publishing firm (which 

published the Independent Socialist Die Freiheit), and the author of 

radio programs on music. As a Jew and well-known activist in the 

SPD, Stossinger was forced to emigrate in 1933 to his home city of 

Prague; he then went for a short while to Nice, and subsequently to 

Zurich where he remained for the rest of his life. He resumed writing 

at the end of World War II, but his works were no longer political. 

Besides contributing to the Neue Schweizer Rundschau, he translated 

Upton Sinclair, Hillair Belloc, and John Hershey, and edited a volume 

of Heine’s poems, all in the early 1950’s. For more on Stossinger, see 

Kurt Kersten’s tribute in Aufbau, September 10, 1954. 

STROBEL, HEINRICH (Bad Nauheim, 1869—Berlin, 1945), was one 

of the Weltbiihne’s chief editorialists and a leading left-wing Social 

Democrat. Of Christian middle-class background, he studied litera¬ 

ture, history, and economics at several German universities and, in 

1892, began writing for various Social Democratic newspapers in 

Kassel and Kiel. After 1900, he was a staff member of the party’s main 

organ, Vorwarts. He resigned in 1916 to join the antiwar Independent 

Socialists. Beginning in 1908, he had also been a member of the 

Prussian Landtag. In November 1918 he entered the Prussian revolu¬ 

tionary government but resigned a month later when the USPD with¬ 

drew from the coalition with the SPD. During the next three years, he 

wrote weekly editorials for the Weltbiihne and published several 

political tracts, such as Wider die Pfaffenherrschaft (1919) and Die 

Rilanz der Revolution (1919), as well as his major work, Die deutsche 

Revolution (1922; translated into English as The German Revolu¬ 

tion). Along with the USPD moderates, Strobel rejoined the SPD in 

1922 and thereafter devoted himself to leading the left-wing opposi- 



272 Weimar Germany’s Left-Wing Intellectuals 

tion within the party. In 1924 he was elected to the Reichstag by the 

workers of the Saxon industrial town of Chemnitz, and retained his 

seat there until 1932. His contributions to the Weltbuhne were few in 

this period, but he remained in close association. He also wrote for the 

Welt am Montag and was editor of the left-wing Social Democratic 

journal, Der Klassenkampf. He continued to write theoretical works, 

such as Die Sozialisierung: Ihre Wege und Voraussetzungen, and 

Sozialismus und Weltgemeinschaft. In 1931, together with Rosenfeld 

and Seydewitz, he led the left wing out of the SPD to form the 

Socialist Workers Party (SAPD). Strobel remained in Germany after 

1933, but his life during the Nazi regime is not traceable. See Oster- 

roth, 305. 

TARN, THOMAS: see STERNBERG, FRITZ 

TOLLER, ERNST (Samotschin, Posen, 1893—New York, 1§39), was 

the son of a shopkeeper. He volunteered for the army in 1914 and was 

still a soldier when he wrote his antiwar play, Die Wandlung (1917). 

Imprisoned for a short time for his participation in the antiwar strikes 

in Bavaria in January 1918, he was the youngest of the five Jewish 

Literaten (Kurt Eisner, Gustav Landauer, Erich Miihsam, Eugen Le¬ 

vine ) who made history in Munich during the revolutionary events of 

1918-1919. Sentenced to five years by a Bavarian court after the 

suppression of the revolution, he earned popularity while in captivity 

by his melancholy Schwalbenbuch and his socialist dramas: Masse 

Mensch, Die Maschinentiirmer, and Hinkemann. An expressionist 

writer at first, he turned to neo-objectivism around 1925 (Feuer aus den 

Kesseln). He had been a member of the USPD, but after the dissolu¬ 

tion of that party he remained uncommitted. He was often chided by 

the Communists for his bourgeois idealism. After he fled Germany in 

1933, he felt that his creative energy was spent. He committed suicide 

in 1939 in New York by hanging. Toller was a genuine humanitarian 

who longed to become a Volksdichter, a poet of the masses, but his 

audience was limited to the sophisticated. Most of Toller s works have 

been translated into English: see, for instance, Man and the Masses 

(1924); I Was a German: An Autobiography (1934); Look Through 

the Bars: Letters from Prison, Poems, and a New Version of the 

“Swallow Book” (1937). There are in German two collections of his 

writings: Ausgewahlte Schriften (1959), and Prosa, Briefe, Dramen, 

Gedichte (1962), with an excellent introduction by Kurt Hiller. See 
also, Kaznelson, 55 et passim. 
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VALENTIN, VEIT (Frankfurt/M, 1885—Washington, D.C, 1947) an 

eminent historian, came to the Weltbiihne through his affiliation with 

the German Democratic Party. He was bom to a highly cultured 

family of French background; among his ancestors were poets and 

scholars. His father was a teacher, art critic, and expert on Goethe, 

and his mother a musician. He was educated at Heidelberg, Berlin, 

and Munich and began to teach history at the University of Freiburg 

when he was twenty-five. During World War I he was a soldier, and 

between 1915 and 1916 was attached to the Foreign Ministry. After 

the war, he taught at the Technological Academy in Berlin where he 

was also director of the Reichsarchiv from 1920 to 1933. During this 

time, he wrote some historical essays with democratic political over¬ 

tones, such as Die erste deutsche Nationalversammlung (1919) and 

Schwarz-weiss-rot und schwarz-rot-gold (1925). Among his many 

studies in German history, the best known are those on the revolution 

of 1848, on Bismarck, and on Frederick II. In 1933 he went to England 

and in 1940 to the United States where he taught at the University of 

Pennsylvania and at Harvard. It was at that time that he wrote his 

comprehensive history of Germany, The German People (1946). 

VICTOR, vVALTHER (b. Oeynhausen, Westphalia, 1895), was the 

editor of several left-wing Social Democratic newspapers in the Wei¬ 

mar period and an assiduous contributor to the Weltbiihne. Of 

Jewish middle-class background, he obtained a doctorate in literary 

history and experimented with apolitical avant-garde literature before 

joining the Social Democratic Hamburger Echo in 1919. Between 1923 

and 1931, he was editor of the left-wing Social Democratic Sachsisches 

Volksblatt in Zwickau where he took a militantly critical position 

toward the politics of his party. Although he refused to follow his 

Saxon left-wing Social Democratic friends in 1931 in founding the 

SAPD, he quit Social Democratic journalism in that year and, for the 

next two years, worked for the left-wing intellectual 8 Uhr-Abendblatt 

in Berlin. In the Weimar period he published several political and 

social essays, such as Abseits vom Tempo (1921), and Atemziige der 

Besinnung (1928), as well as a biographical sketch of Heinrich Heine, 

entitled Mathilde (1931). When Hitler came to power, Victor re¬ 

mained in Germany to carry on illegal anti-Nazi activity. He fled 

abroad in 1935 and thereafter lived, successively, in Switzerland, Lux¬ 

emburg, France and, beginning 1940, in the United States. In 1947 he 

returned to East Germany where he is now an author and a playwright. 

His autobiographical Kehre tvieder iiber die Berge (1945) sheds light 
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on his political development but the chapter entitled “The Three Great 

Men of the Weltbiihne” (Jacobsohn, Tucholsky, Ossietzky) is unfor¬ 

tunately, unreliable. See Adling, 506 f. 

WEHBERG, HANS (Diisseldorf, 1885—Geneva, 1962), a noted paci¬ 

fist and international jurist, was born to a Diisseldorf physician. He 

studied law at Jena, Gottingen, and Bonn, and embraced the pacifist 

cause while yet a student. After obtaining his doctorate, he became 

co-editor of the pacifist Zeitschrift fur Volkerrecht. During World War 

I he engaged in active antiwar propaganda, proudly shouldering the 

accusation of treason. (See his Als Pazifist im Weltkriege, 1919.) From 

1917 to 1919 he was a staff member of the Kiel Institute on World 

Economy and thereafter became a leader in the pacifist movement. He 

was president of the German Association for the League of Nations; 

member of the Executive Committee of the German Peace Cartel, 

and editor of the important pacifist journal, Die FriedenswUrte. From 

1921 to 1925 he worked for the Reichstag Committee investigating 

Germany’s attitude toward the peace conference. Among his many 

works on the prospects of world peace and international organization, 

see Der Volkerbund: Vorschlag der deutschen Regierung (1920) and 

Die V dike rbundb ewe gun g (1924). From 1928 until his retirement in 

1959, Wehberg was professor of international law at the Institut 

Universitaire des Hautes Etudes Internationales in Geneva. In 1955 he 

was decorated for his services to peace by the government of his 

homeland. 

ZWEIG, ARNOLD (Gross-Glogau, Silesia, b. 1887), the most famous 

writer of the German Democratic Republic, was not a Communist 

during his Weltbiihne years but a pacifist and a Zionist. His father had 

been a saddler who, after marrying rich, became a food merchant and 

was ruined when Jews were forbidden to supply the Prussian army. 

The father was once again eking out a living from saddling when 

Zweig started attending a Gymnasium at Kattowitz. During his last 

years there he began to write, and had his first short story published in 

1909. He also attended several German universities. His writing at that 

time was still quite romantic, and his 1912 novel, Novellen um Clau¬ 

dia, is unlike the social realism which was to become his genre. His 

next work, the 1914 drama, Ritualmord in Ungarn precursed the 

central theme of his later writing, that of the identity of the Jew in 

European society. He received the Kleist Prize for this play in 1915, 

the year he volunteered for military service. His experience in World 
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War I, in which he served near Verdun and in the East, turned 

him into a pacifist, a process which he described in the 1935 novel, 

Erziehung vor Verdun. After the war, he made fame with his Sergeant 

Grischa stories. Das Spiel um den Sergeanten Grischa (1921) and 

Der Streit um den Sergeanten Grischa (1927) tell a true wartime 

incident about a Russian prisoner of war whose fate is decided in a 

struggle between the progressive and reactionary forces of German 

society. When the Nazis came to power, Zweig emigrated to Czecho¬ 

slovakia, Switzerland, and France, where he worked for various Ger¬ 

man emigre newspapers and magazines. During the Popular Front 

period, his connection with the Communist movement grew. He 

reached Palestine in 1940 and remained there for the duration of the 

war, co-editing the journal Orient and heading the “Liga Victory,” an 

organization waging propaganda for the U.S.S.R. and the Red Army. 

Zweig returned to East Berlin in 1948 and has remained in the Ger¬ 

man Democratic Republic ever since; he represented East Germany at 

die World Peace Conference in 1949. He has continued to write 

prolifically, although with diminishing artistic inspiration, and has 

received many awards (Lenin Prize, 1958). He was president of the 

East German Academy of Arts and deputy in the People’s Parliament. 

A reworking of some of his earlier novels became the Zeitgeschichte 

epic, Der grosse Krieg der weissen Manner (1958). See his Au- 

sgewahlte Werke (1957ff.; as of today in thirteen volumes). Also, 

Kunisch, 642 f.; Fechter, 265 f., and Adling, 565 ff. 
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SOME FRIENDS AND ENEMIES OF THE 
WELTBUHNE 

BERNHARD, GEORG (Berlin, 1875—New York City, 1944), was the 

son of a merchant. At first a stockbroker, he began his journalistic career 

at the Welt am Montag in 1896; two years later, he became financial 

editor (Handelsredakteur) of Ullstein’s Berliner Zeitung. He also 

wrote for Harden’s Zukunft but quit all his posts in 1903 when the 

Social Democratic Party forbade its members to work for the bour¬ 

geois press. When he eventually left the SPD he found his way back 

(1908) to Ullstein’s where he became co-editor of the Vossische Zei¬ 

tung. At first an annexationist, he came out in 1917 for a peace of 

understanding. As editor in chief of the “Voss” after 1920, he advo¬ 

cated Franco-German reconciliation, and a Kontinentalpolitik directed 

against England (the Right called his paper Gazette de Foch). In 

1928 he was elected to the Reichstag on a Democratic Party ticket; he 

also taught at the Business Academy in Berlin. His resignation from 

the Voss in 1930 was provoked, according to his own account, by a 

rightist turn at Ullstein’s. (See Bernhard’s letter to Ossietzky: “Verle- 

gertragodie,” WB, July 15, 1930, pp. 82-86.) In 1933 he fled to Paris 

where he edited the Pariser Tageblatt, later to be renamed Pariser 

Tageszeitung. He resigned his post four years later in the midst of an 

emigre scandal. (He had accused Leon Poliakov, the publisher of the 

newspaper, of having attempted to make a business deal with the 

German embassy in Paris. A “Jewish Court of Honor” found Bernhard 

guilty of libel. See Das Neue Tage-Buch, July 4 and 25, 1936.) In 1941 

he fled to the United States where he worked at the Institute of Jewish 

Affairs in New York. Bernhard was an excellent journalist and a 

276 
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foremost financial expert, but he was rather disliked in radical circles 

and in the Weltbiihne. Of his own works, see Die deutsche Tragodie 

(1933). On Bernhard, see Schay, 267 ff.; Peter de Mendelssohn, Zei- 

tungsstadt Berlin (Berlin, 1959), 76 et passim, and NDB, II, 117 f. 

BREITSCHEID, RUDOLF (Cologne, 1874—Buchenwald, 1944), was 

the son of a bookstore salesman. He began his political career as a 

liberal. In 1903 he joined the progressive Freisinnige Vereinigung. 

Five years later he founded with Gerlach and Theodor Barth the 

Demokratische Vereinigung. Defeated at the Reichstag elections of 

1912, Breitscheid joined the SPD and, in 1915, identified himself with 

those socialists within the party who two years later were to found the 

USPD. Between November 1918 and January 1919 he was Prussian 

minister of interior in the coalition cabinet of Social Democrats and 

Independent Socialists. Having rejoined the SPD in 1922, he became 

one of its parliamentary leaders. He supported Stresemann’s Locarno 

policy and was known as an advocate of Franco-German reconcili¬ 

ation. In March 1933 Breitscheid went to Switzerland and from there 

to Paris. He was extradited to the Germans by the Vichy government 

and died in an air attack on the Buchenwald concentration camp. A 

celebrated orator, Breitscheid was, around 1920, the great hope of the 

Weltbiihne writers. See Osterroth I, 46 ff., and NDB, II, 579 f. 

DEUTSCHE LIGA FUR MENSCHENRECHTE: see GERMAN 

LEAGUE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS 

DIEDERICHS, EUGEN: see TAT, DIE 

FACKEL, DIE: see KRAUS, KARL 

FRIED, FERDINAND (b. Hamburg, 1898), whose real name was 

Friedrich Zimmermann, was the son of a merchant. He worked for the 

Vossische Zeitung and went over, with Zehrer, to the Tat during the 

Depression. He became a main contributor to the Tat and to the 

Tagliche Rundschau. Fried’s Das Ende des Kapitalismus (1931) 

created a sensation. In 1934, Fried boasted—probably without justifi¬ 

cation—that he had been in close contact with the NSDAP since 1930. 

In the same year, he was made an Obersturmfiihrer in the SS and 

assigned to the “Race and Settlement” office of the Reichsfiihrer SS 

Himmler. Between 1940 and 1944, Fried was a professor at Prague 

University. After 1954, he was a leading collaborator of Zehrer in the 

Welt in Hamburg. See Fried’s Die Wende der Weltwirtschaft (1937) 

and Der Umsturz der Gesellschaft (1950). On Fried, see K. L. Gerstorff 
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[Fritz Sternberg], “Ferdinand Fried und ‘Die Tat,’ ” WB, May 26, 1931, 
pp. 751-756; Alexander Gabriel “Kryptomarxismus,” Die Gesellschaft 
(Berlin), May, 1932, pp. 415-428, and Poliakov and Wulf, 368 ff. 

GERMAN LEAGUE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS (Deutsche Liga fiir 
Menschenrechte), originally Bund Neues Vaterland, dedicated itself to 
“pacifism and to the struggle against fascism and injustice.” The 
League was headed by Kurt R. Grossmann (b. Berlin, 1897) himself 
an occasional contributor to the Weltbuhne. Grossmann, who de¬ 
scended from a family of Berlin merchants, served in World War I, 
and after his return from capitivity by the British, became a journalist 
and an activist in the antiwar movement. Threatened by arrest, he fled 
to Prague in February 1933 and was among the first Germans to be 
deprived of citizenship by the National Socialist regime. In New York 
City since 1939, Grossmann is active as a journalist and an adviser on 
Jewish affairs. Of his many works, see Die unbesungenen Helden 
(1957), on Christian Germans who helped save Jewish lives in the 
Nazi era, and Ossietzky (1963). In the Weimar period, the League 
enlisted the support of some of Germany’s greatest lights, among them 
Albert Einstein. Obviously unsuccessful as a political force, the 
League was an efficient protector of the victims of both political and 
criminal justice and succeeded in reversing many an illegal conviction. 
On the activities of the League, see Lehmann-Russbiildt, Der Kampf 
der Deutschen Liga fiir Menschenrechte, as well as Die Menschen¬ 
rechte, the League’s monthly periodical. 

GROSSMANN, KURT R: see GERMAN LEAGUE FOR HUMAN 
RIGHTS 
GROSSMANN, STEFAN: see TAGE-BUCH, DAS 

HARDEN, MAXIMILIAN (Berlin, 1861—Switzerland, 1927), was 
the most formidable polemical journalist of the Wilhelmian era. A 
fierce individualist, he escapes every attempt at classification. His 
original name was Witkowski, and he converted to Christianity at 
sixteen. He was first an actor, then, from 1892 to 1922, he edited—and 
mostly wrote—Die Zukunft, a political, cultural, and theatrical 
weekly, of which 119 volumes appeared. Harden became an intimate 
friend of Bismarck and a mortal foe of Bismarck’s successors, but he 
himself departed from Bismarck’s path with his advocacy of a German 
Weltpolitik and a preventive war against France (1913). His hero at 
that time was Admiral Tirpitz; his whipping boy William II. In 1914 
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he was a determined annexationist, but two years later he foresaw 

Germany’s defeat and began to agitate for an early peace. By the end 

of the war he was a republican, a pacifist, and a socialist. He asked for 

unconditional acceptance of the Versailles treaty—a “work of art” as 

he called it—and for unilateral German disarmament. He reproached 

the Majority Socialists for lack of sophistication, brutality, and cow¬ 

ardice. He hated the bourgeois aspects of the republic and he toyed 

with elitist ideas. This helps to explain why he despised the liberal 

Jewish press and why he found kind words for the reactionary multi¬ 

millionaire Hugo Stinnes, the White terrorist Captain Ehrhardt, Gen¬ 

eral Ludendorff, and the Communist revolutionary Max Holz. By 

1921, he was a staunch friend of Soviet Russia. A year later he was 

severely beaten by some young “patriots,” and he never quite recov¬ 

ered from this attack. Harden was very erudite and an excellent, if 

somewhat pompous, stylist; the writers of the Weltbiihne held him 

almost unanimously in great esteem. See Die Zukunft, 1892-1922; 

Kopfe, four vols. (1910-13; 1924), Krieg und Friede (1918). On 

Harden, see Harry F. Young, Maximilian Harden (The Hague, 1959); 

Hans Delbriick, Kautsky und Harden (Berlin, 1920), very critical; 

Wilhelm Herzog, Menschen, denen icli begegnete (Bern, 1959), 70ff., 

appreciative of Harden’s talent and courage; Helmuth Rogge, “Aus 

Maximilian Hardens politischer Publizistik, 1912-1922,” Publizistik, 

September-October, 1961, pp. 301-337, and NDB, VII, 647 ff. 

HERZOG, WILHELM (Berlin, 1884—Munich, 1960) earned his first 

literary laurels with a biography of Heinrich von Kleist (1911). A year 

earlier he had founded with Paul Cassirer the avant-garde magazine 

Pan; in 1913 he became the editor of the progressive-liberal Marz, and 

in 1914 he founded the Forum. The latter was suppressed from 1915 to 

1918 for pacifist propaganda. After the war, Herzog became editor in 

chief of the socialist Hamburger Volkszeitung. In exile, beginning 

1933, he was interned by the Vichy authorities but escaped to Trini¬ 

dad. Between 1945 and 1947 he lived in the United States and there¬ 

after in Switzerland. To the Western reader he is best known for his 

From Dreyfus to Petain (1947). See his autobiographical Menschen, 

denen ich begegnete. 

HILFERDING, RUDOLF (Vienna, 1877—La Sante prison in Paris, 

1941), was a physician but he seldom practiced his profession. A 

socialist from his youth, he became famous as the author of Das 

Finanzkapital (1910), often called the “fourth volume of Das Kapital.” 
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As a member of the German Reichstag, he opposed the SPD’s voting 

for war credits in August 1914. Three years later, he became one of the 

founders of the USPD, and edited Die Freiheit, the party newspaper. 

He rejoined the SPD in 1922 as a member of its executive committee. 

He was twice minister of finance, and a member of the Reichstag from 

1924 to 1933. He also edited Die Gesellchaft, the SPD’s prestige 

monthly to which some Weltbiihne writers contributed. Having fled 

abroad in 1933, Hilferding was handed over to the Germans by the 

Vichy authorities in 1941. A few days later, he was tortured to death 

by the Gestapo. See Alexander Stein, Rudolf Hilferding und die 

deutsche Arbeiterbewegung (Hannover, 1946), and Osterroth, I, 

131 ff. 

KRAUS, KARL (Jicin, Rohemia, 1874—Vienna, 1936), poet, drama¬ 

tist, linguist, cultural and social critic was, after Heine, the greatest 

satirist in German literature. The son of a Jewish paper manufacturer, 

he converted to Catholicism to spite his parents. He studied law and 

philosophy in Vienna. At first an actor, he soon became a journalist 

and free-lance writer. In 1899 he founded Die Fackel, a journal which 

he published, edited, and wrote from 1911 to the day of his death, 

filling 20,000 pages in the process. Before the war his greatest enemy 

was the Vienna liberal (Jewish) press which he accused of linguistic 

sloppiness, moral decadence, and corruption. Then and later he pre¬ 

dicted, and confidently expected, the end of the bourgeois-capitalistic 

world order without, however, suggesting anything more precise in its 

stead than the replacement of Ungeist by Geist. During the war he 

wrote Die letzten Tage der Menschheit (1918-1919), an engrossing 

monster drama made up of documents and of diatribes against the 

imperialistic war, stock-market speculators, generals, and yellow jour¬ 

nalism. In the 1920’s he wrote, among others, the satirical drama 

Literatur oder Man wird dock sehen (1921), directed against Franz 

Werfel and expressionist literature, and Die Uniiberwindlichen 

(1928), a condemnation of the bloody suppression of the 1927 work¬ 

ers’ revolt in Vienna. Kraus also made a name for himself with his 

public lectures where he read from his own works and from those he 

liked: Goethe, Hauptmann, Wedekind, Brecht, and Nestroy. Basically 

an elitist and a conservative, in the 1930’s Kraus supported the Aus¬ 

trian dictator Dollfuss. The writers of the Weltbiihne held him 

in the greatest esteem, but he was the mortal enemy of Jacobsohn. 

Although Kraus is very popular in German-speaking countries, he is 

almost unknown abroad—his writings are considered untranslatable, 
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but a representative selection of his principal work, Die letzten Tage 

der Menschheit, by Max Knight and Joseph Fabry is being prepared 

for publication. See, among other writings, Spriiche und Widerspriiche 

(1909); Pro Domo et Mundo (1911); Die Sprache (1937),—these 

three mainly on language; Worte in Versen, 9 vols. (1916-1930), 

one of the many collections of his poetry; Untergang der Welt durch 

schwarze Magie (1922), and Literatur und Liige (1929), both contain¬ 

ing essays and satire; Dokumente und Selbstzeugnisse (1945), and 

Gesammelte Werke (12 vols.; Munich, 1952 ff.). On Kraus, see among 

others, Werner Kraft, Karl Kraus (Salzburg, 1956); Hans Kohn, Karl 

Kraus, Arthur Schnitzler, Otto Weininger (Tubingen, 1962), and 

Kunisch, 363 ff. 

LEVI, PAUL (Hechingen, 1883—Berlin, 1930), was the son of a 

manufacturer; he first made a name for himself as a Social Democratic 

lawyer in his defense of Rosa Luxemburg in February 1914 when the 

latter was tried for inciting soldiers to disobedience. Levi contributed 

to the Spartakushriefe in 1916 and, at the end of the war, became a 

member of the central committee in the Spartacus League. In January 

1919, after the murder of Liebknecht and Luxemburg, he became 

leader of the Spartacus League and, subsequently, of the United 

Communist Party. Opposed to what he termed the “Bakuninist” and 

“putschist” tactics of the party majority (see Unser Weg wider den 

Putschismus, 1921), he broke with the KPD in 1921. Following a 

brief experiment with his own splinter “Kommunistische Arbeits- 

gesellschaft,” he rejoined the SPD in 1922. Reelected to the Reichstag 

in 1924, he was recognized as the intellectual leader of the SPD’s left 

wing although he always remained a loner. Levi edited the important 

Sozialistische Politik und Wirtschaft, a journal which in 1928 merged 

with the Klassenkampf of Strobel, Seydewitz, and Rosenfeld. His 

greatest professional triumph came in April 1929, when, as a defense 

lawyer, he achieved the acquittal of the journalist Josef Bomstein, 

“responsible” editor of the Tage-Buch. Bomstein was accused of hav¬ 

ing defamed the character of public prosecutor Joms by repeating the 

old charge that Joms had abetted the murderers of Liebknecht and 

Luxemburg in his capacity as military judge advocate. At the trial, 

Levi proved Bornstein’s innocence by establishing Jorns’s guilt. (See 

Der Jorns-Prozess: Rede des Verteidigers Dr. Paul Levi, 1929.) Less 

than a year later, Levi fell to his death from a window while in a state 

of delirious fever. According to the obituary of the Communist Rote 

Fahne, the death of this “arch-opportunist” had deprived the “left- 
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wing Social Fascists” of their only orator and writer. The writers of the 

Weltbiihne, Ossietzky in particular, admired Levi and freely recog¬ 

nized their indebtedness to him for many of their political views. 

Thus, they voiced Levi’s demand for a united front of all socialists 

without regard to ideological differences, and insisted with Levi that 

the SPD maintain itself in strict opposition to all bourgeois ministries. 

They were particularly attracted by Levi’s antimilitarism, his willing¬ 

ness to defend nonsocialists (Bullerjahn), his brilliance as a writer 

and debater, and his refined tastes and inclinations. See Ossietzky, 

“Als Gast Herr Dr. Paul Levi,” WB, June 4, 1929, pp. 841 ff., and “Paul 

Levi,” ibid., February 18, 1930, pp. 280-282. Levi is also the hero of 

Pleinz Pol’s political novel, Entweder-Oder. See, further, Osterroth, I, 

191 f, and Helmut Gruber, “Paul Levi and the Comintern,” Survey 

(London), October 1964, pp. 70-85. Documents on and by Levi are 

reproduced in Gruber, International Communism, 161 ff. et passim. 

MUNZENBERG, WILLI (Erfurt, 1889—Forest of Caugnet, France, 

1940), was the son of an innkeeper who was a drunkard and a brute; 

his mother was sickly. Orphaned at thirteen, he became a barber’s 

apprentice, then a worker in a shoe factory and, beginning in 1910, a 

pharmacist’s aide in Zurich. By then he was an old hand at revolution¬ 

ary socialist activity and a sharp critic of the SPD. A genuine self- 

made man, Miinzenberg read voraciously, at first Kropotkin and Baku¬ 

nin (for a while he belonged to an anarchist group in Zurich), then 

Ibsen and Strindberg, and, finally, Marx, Engels, and Mehring. As 

coordinator of various international youth organizations, he advocated 

in 1914 a general strike against the war. During the war he remained 

in Switzerland where he became an intimate of Lenin, the organizer of 

the Socialist (later Communist) Youth International, and the editor of 

the Jugend-Internationale. The Swiss authorities, after imprisoning 

Miinzenberg for about a year, deported him in November 1918 to 

Germany where he joined the Spartacus League and participated in its 

uprisings. Again he went to prison for a few months, emerging as an 

even stronger advocate of putschist policy (as opposed to Paul Levi’s 

parliamentary tactics). This did not prevent him from associating with 

bourgeois elements when, in 1921, he organized the International 

Workers’ Aid (IAH) at Lenin’s behest. From then on, he was at home 

in the Central Committee of the KPD, in the Moscow Comintern, in 

the Reichstag, and in non-Communist literary circles. He won over 

almost every left-wing intellectual for one or more of his enterprises. 

The propaganda empire that he created with Comintern money, and 
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which proved to be financially profitable, consisted of ideological, 

political, and illustrated dailies and journals; a film company (Mezhr- 

abpom) which had studios in Moscow and produced, among others, 

“Storm over Asia”; theaters; cabarets; cinemas; a publishing company 

(Neuer Deutscher Verlag), managed by his wife, Babette Gross, and 

other undertakings. As director of these organizations, Miinzenberg 

was tolerant and understanding; as a party member, he unwaveringly 

towed the Comintern line. Thus in 1932 he furiously denounced Trot¬ 

sky for suggesting a KPD-SPD action front against the Nazis. This 

might have been the price he had to pay for relative independence but 

it disappointed those who had thought Miinzenberg “reasonable,” and 

who wanted to use him just as they were used by him. (See, for 

instance, Hans Wesemann, “Interview mit Willi Miinzenberg,” WB, 

September 23, 1930, pp. 474-477, and Kurt Hiller, “Undurchfiihrbar,” 

ibid., March 3, 1931, pp. 303-306.) In 1932, Miinzenberg organized 

the League Against War and Fascism which won the cooperation of 

some of the world’s most famous literati. In the following year, he 

went to Paris where he set up a new propaganda network. His Edi¬ 

tions du Carrefour published among others, the famous and often 

distorted “Brown Books” on the Reichstag fire and on Nazi atrocities. 

He organized a mock countertrial to discredit the Leipzig Reichstag-fire 

trial and persuaded some of the world’s greatest legal authorities to 

indict—wrongly so it seems—the Nazi leaders for having set fire on 

the Reichstag. The Comintern’s Popular Front policy, inaugurated in 

1935, permitted Miinzenberg an enormous expansion of his activities 

but it also sealed his fate. For the first time he worked not for 

Communist ascendancy in his supra-party organizations, but for gen¬ 

uine cooperation with the SPD and a common front of all antifascists. 

This was a mistake that neither Ulbricht nor Pieck would overlook: in 

1936 he was recalled to Moscow and almost purged. His friends in the 

Party helped to get him back to Paris but he was no longer trusted; in 

the following year he himself broke with the Comintern. Termed a 

“vermin,” a “parasite,” and a “Trotskyite viper,” he set up an independ¬ 

ent antifascist propaganda network and, after August 1939, openly 

criticized the U.S.S.R. When the Germans invaded France, Miinzen- 

berg fled from Paris and was found dead, sitting with a rope around 

his neck in the Isere valley. The identity of his murderer[s] remains 

unknown. This “grey eminence” of Communist propaganda was not 

only one of modem history’s greatest impresarios but a political 

theoretician and writer of talent. He did more to win sympathy for the 

U.S.S.R. and Communism than all the German Communists combined 
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and, in the years of exile, provided the emigres with a sense of 

community and purpose. See Babette Gross, Willi Miinzenberg (Stutt¬ 

gart, 1967); Koestler, The Invisible Writing, 205 ff.; Ruth Fischer, 

Stalin and German Communism (Cambridge, Mass., 1938), 610ff.; 

Buber-Neumann, 97 et passim; Kurt Kersten, “Das Ende Willi 

Munzenbergs: Ein Opfer Stalins und Ulbrichts,” Deutsche Rund¬ 

schau, April 1957, pp. 484-499; Jorgen Schleimann, “The Organisation 

Man: The Life and Work of Willi Miinzenberg,” Survey (London), 

April 1965, pp. 64-91; Helmut Gruber, “Willi Munzenberg’s German 

Communist Propaganda Empire, 1921-1933,” The Journal of Modern 

History, September 1966, pp. 278-297, and, by the same author, “Willi 

Miinzenberg: Propagandist for and against the Comintern,” Interna¬ 

tional Review of Social History, X, 2 (1965), 188-210. The latter is 

definitive on the period after 1933. 

REVENTLOW, ERNST GRAF ZU (Husum, 1869—Munich, 1943), a 

captain in the Imperial navy, resigned his commission at the age of 

thirty to devote himself to writing. Before the war he was a Pan-Ger¬ 

man; beginning in 1920, he edited the conservative revolutionary 

journal, Reichswart, and in 1923 was co-founder of the radical rightist 

“Deutschvolkische Freiheitspartei.” In the same year, he created a 

sensation by contributing to the Communist Rote Fahne. In 1924 he 

was elected to the Reichstag on the ticket of the “Nationalso- 

zialistische Freiheitspartei;” three years later, he joined the NSDAP. 

After 1933 he headed the “Deutsche Glaubensbewegung.” Despite his 

association with Hitler, Reventlow stood closer to National Bolshevism 

and to the circles of the “homeless Right” than to the Nazi movement. 

His influence on Nazi party politics was insignificant. Of his numerous 

writings, see especially Volkisch-kommunistische Einigung (1924) 

and Deutscher Sozialismus: Civitas Dei Germanica (1933). See also 

Armin Mohler, Die konservative Revolution (Stuttgart, 1950), 60 et 

passim and Schiiddekopf, Linke Leute von Rechts (Stuttgart, 1960), 

114 et passim. 

SCHWARZSCHILD, LEOPOLD: see TAGE-BUCH, DAS 

STAPEL, WILHELM (Calbe, Altmark, 1882—Hamburg, 1954), a po¬ 

litical writer and Lutheran religious philosopher, was one of the 

founders of the “Fichte-Gesellschaft” and the director of the Hansea- 

tische Verlagsanstalt, a social-conservative publishing house in Ham¬ 

burg, financed by the powerful “Deutschnationaler Handlungsge- 

hilfen Verband,” the trade union of shop attendants. From 1918 to 
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1933, Stapel edited the Deutsches Volkstum, a monthly journal. He 

was a prolific author, equally versed in theology, ethics, and in anti- 

Semitic “Germanic” mystification. See, for instance, Antisemitismus 

und Antigermanismus (1927), Literatenwdsche (1930), Der christliche 

Staatsmann (1932), and Die Kirche Christi und der Staat Hitlers 

(1933). On Stapel, see Heinrich Kessler, Wilhelm Stapel als politischer 

Publizist (Nuremberg, 1967). 

TAGE-BUCH, DAS, a weekly magazine, was founded in 1920 in Berlin 

by the Austrian journalist Stefan Grossmann (Vienna, 1875—Vienna, 

1935) who was joined, two years later, by the economic analyst 

Leopold Schwarzschild (Frankfurt/M., 1891—Italy, 1950). When 

Grossmann retired from journalism in 1930, Schwarzschild became the 

journal’s sole editor. Of the latter, Golo Mann writes: “His political 

sagacity stands almost without parallel in the history of German jour¬ 

nalism. He rarely used satire and then only as a means to an end. He 

moderated his fury because he hoped to reach the ears of the men in 

power. All in all, he wanted to help. Deep down he was a conserva¬ 

tive, as were most Jewish Germans, and he belonged to the Left only 

. . . because the Right allowed him ... no other alternative.” Das 

Tage-Buch was consistently democratic, but never radical, although it 

printed contributions from the far Left. Both its circulation (10,000 to 

20,000) and the excellence of its collaborators matched that of the 

Weltbuhne; it was also often better informed than its competitor. In 

1933, Schwarzschild fled to Paris where he edited Das Neue Tage- 

Buch which won the collaboration of Churchill, Chancellor Dollfuss, 

G. B. Shaw, Ilya Ehrenburg, Leon Trotsky, Bertrand Russell, Aldous 

Huxley, Julien Benda, Francois Mauriac, and, of course, the best of 

the German exile-intellectuals with the exception of the orthodox 

Communists. In his last years, which he spent in the United States, 

Schwarzschild became a conservative. His The Red Prussian: The Life 

and Legend of Karl Marx (1947), shows little of his earlier judicious¬ 

ness and wisdom. His other works are, Das Ende der Illusionen 

(1934), and World in Trance: Prom Versailles to Pearl Harbor 

(1942). Die letzten Jahre vor Hitler (1966) contains a selection of 

Schwarzschild’s Tage-Buch articles. Valerie Schwarzschild, ed., Die 

Lunte am Pulverfass (Hamburg, 1965) contains a selection of 

Schwarzschild’s articles written in exile. See also Wolfgang Wey- 

rauch, ed., Ausnahmezustand (Munich, 1966), and Plans-Albert Wal¬ 

ter, “Schwarzschild and Das Neue Tage-Buch,” in Walter Laqueur 

and George L. Mosse, eds., The Left-Wing Intellectuals Between the 

Wars, 1919-1939 (New York, 1966), 103-116. On Stefan Grossmann, 
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see his autobiographical Ich tear begeistert: Eine Lebensgeschichte 

(Berlin, 1931), which unfortunately does not go beyond the beginning 

of Grossmann’s journalistic career in Berlin. 

TAT, DIE, one of Weimar Germany’s most prestigious cultural maga¬ 

zines, was founded in 1909 by Eugen Diederichs (1867-1931), a 

publisher, essayist, and political philosopher. Convinced that religion 

and religious-ethical education must be made the foundations of Ger¬ 

man society, Diederichs opposed Wilhelmian Germany and capital¬ 

ism. In 1913, he helped to organize the congress of the Free German 

Youth on the Hoher Meissner Mountain. Although a follower of Fichte 

and Lagarde, and an advocate of a national and socialist revival built 

on religiovLS-vdlkisch grounds, Diederichs occasionally opened the 

pages of his journal to radical leftists (Ernst Toller). In 1927, Diede¬ 

richs made the young poet Adam Kuckhoff (executed in 1944 at 

Plotzensee) the journal’s editor in chief. In 1928, the latter’s place was 

taken by Hans Zehrer who turned Die Tat into Germany’s leading 

conservative revolutionary journal. The small circle of friends around 

Zehrer, the “Tatkreis,” presented a coherent revolutionary program for 

an authoritarian state. On Eugen Diederichs, see, among others, 

Leben und Werk, Lulu von Strauss und Tomey-Diederichs (his wife), 

ed. (Jena, 1936), and Klaus Dietze, Eugen Diederichs als Zeitschrif- 

tenverleger (Wurzburg, 1940). On Die Tat and the Tatkreis, see, 

among others, Kurt Sontheimer, “Der Tatkreis,” VierteIf ahrshefte fiir 

Zeitgeschichte, July, 1959, pp. 229-260; H. P. Brunzel, “Die Tat,’ 1918- 

1933” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Bonn, 1952), and 

Klemperer, 74 et passim. 

ULLSTEIN, Germany’s and Europe’s foremost newspaper concern, 

was founded in 1877 by Leopold Ullstein (1826-1899), the son of a 

Jewish paper wholesaler. Within a few decades, the firm acquired 

scores of Berlin newspapers and founded new ones. The House of 

Ullstein revolutionized German journalism by employing hundreds of 

foreign correspondents, setting up its own wire service, and giving 

straight news understandable to everyone. Besides publishing dozens 

of dailies and weeklies aimed at the lower classes, it also published the 

most respectable German paper, the Vossische Zeitung (acquired in 

1913). Under the active direction of the five Ullstein brothers, sons of 

the founder, the firm attained its greatest fame in the 1920’s when its 

Berliner lllustrirte Zeitung alone attained a circulation of 1.8 million. 

Regarded as a bastion of solid republicanism, by the early 1930’s 

Ullstein’s was nevertheless thoroughly infiltrated by National Social- 
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ists. In 1934, the owners sold their enterprise to a Nazi publishing firm 

and went abroad. After World War II the House of Ullstein in Berlin 

never matched the fame of its predecessor; it was recently absorbed 

by the new giant, Axel Springer. See Mendelssohn, Zeitungsstadt Ber¬ 

lin, almost entirely devoted to the Ullsteins; Hermann Ullstein, The 

Rise and Fall of the House of Ullstein (London, 1944); Max Krell, 

Das alles gab es einmal (Frankfurt/M., 1961), by the former head of 

Ullstein’s book publication department, and Heinz Ullstein, Spielplatz 

meines Lebens (Munich, 1961), by a rebellious younger member of 
the family. 

WOLFF, THEODOR (Berlin, 1868—concentration camp Oranien- 

burg, 1943), became at nineteen a contributor to Mosse’s Berliner 

Tageblatt of which he was the Paris correspondent from 1894 to 1906, 

and its editor in chief from 1906 to 1933. Before the war he was also 

active in the Freie Biihne movement. In 1914, he wrote editorials 

accusing the German government of responsibility in the outbreak of 

the war. As one of the founders of the Bund Neues Vaterland, he led a 

journalistic campaign for a negotiated peace and a parliamentary 

government. In November 1918 he helped found the German Demo¬ 

cratic Party which he left seven years later because of that party’s 

support of the clerical Law on Pornography. Wolff was one of the 

three or four best known journalists in Weimar and a consistent 

democrat. In 1933 he fled to Switzerland and then to Nice. He was 

extradited to the Germans by the Vichy authorities and put in the Ora- 

nienburg concentration camp where he died. Of his numerous works, 

see especially, Pariser Tagebuch, essays written for the Berliner Tage¬ 

blatt (1908; new ed. 1927); Vollendete Tatsachen (1918), political 

editorials written between 1914 and 1917; Der Krieg des Pontius 

Pilatus (1934), in English: The Eve of 1914 (1936); Der Marsch 

durch ztvei Jahrzente (1936), also published as Durch zwei Dekaden 

(1936), and in English as Through Two Decades (1936), and Die 

Lachelnde Sphinx (1937). On Wolff, see Hiller, Koepfe und Troepfe, 

358 ff.; Mendelssohn, 117 et passim; UJE, X, 557 f., and Schay, 261 ff. 

YOUTH MOVEMENT, THE, began in 1896 with the formation of 

small groups of students, the Wandervogel, organized for hiking 

through the countryside in symbolic protest against the grimness of 

city life and the banalities of bourgeois society. It found support for its 

ideals in the elitist doctrine of the poet Stefan George, who saw the 

irrational (poetic) essence of man as the regenerative force within 

politics and society. Very popular among educated youth before 
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World War I, the Youth Movement wasted its energy in romantic 

(pseudo-medieval) escapism. The war, seen as a supreme purification, 

decimated the ranks of the movement. After the war the Youth Move¬ 

ment became political, dividing into a large nationalist (often vi¬ 

olently anti-Semitic), and much smaller republican and Communist 

camps. Both the National Socialist “Hitler Jugend” (HJ) and, after 

World War II the East German “Freie Deutsche Jugend” (FDJ) 

consciously harked back to the tradition of the Youth Movement but 

without its essence: withdrawal from adult society. For two valuable 

accounts of the Youth Movement, see Walter Z. Laqueur, Young 

Germany (New York, 1962) and Mario Domandi, “The German Youth 

Movement” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, New York: Columbia 

University, 1960). 

ZEHRER, HANS (Berlin, 1899—Hamburg, 1966), son of a civil ser¬ 

vant, was of Protestant background. He was a member of the Youth 

Movement and in 1916 volunteered for the war. After 1918, he studied 

alternately medicine, history, national economics, and theology. In 

1920, he participated in the Kapp putsch where he was wounded. 

Despite his nationalist background, he worked as foreign political 

commentator between 1923 and 1929 for the Vossische Zeituna. When 
O 

it was discovered that he had been secretly editing Die Tat he was 

forced to resign his post at the Vossische Zeitung and was made the 

Tat’s official editor in chief. Following the death of Diederichs in 1931, 

Zehrer also became the Tat’s publisher. In 1932, he acquired the 

Tdgliche Rundschau, a conservative daily, which he put at the service 

of General Schleicher and the latter’s authoritarian program. The 

triumph of National Socialism disappointed Zehrer. He withdrew from 

public life and spent the Hitler years as a businessman. Between 1947 

and 1953, Zehrer edited the Sonntagsblatt in Hamburg. After 1953, he 

was editor in chief of the liberal daily Die Welt, also a Hamburg 

paper. Besides his numerous editorials in the Tat and the Tdgliche 

Rundschau, see Der Mensch in dieser Welt (1948) and Stille vor dem 

Sturm (1949). On Zehrer, see Walter Struve, “Hans Zehrer as a 

Neoconservative Elite Theorist,” The American Historical Review, 
July 1965, pp. 1035-1057. 

ZIMMERMANN, FRIEDRICH: see FRIED, FERDINAND 

ZUKUNFT, DIE: see HARDEN, MAXIMILIAN 
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2 Carl von Ossietzky, “Kulturbolschewismus,” Die Weltbiihne, April 21, 1931, 
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16Alfred Kerr, cited by Tucholsky in his letter to Arnold Zweig (Zurich, 
December 15, 1935), Kurt Tucholsky, Ausgewahlte Briefe, 1913-1935 (Hamburg, 

1962), 337. This will hereafter be referred to as Ausgewahlte Briefe. 
17 Jakob Wassermann, My Life as a German and Jew (New York, 1933), 226 f. 

There is an enormous and generally excellent literature on the predicament of 
Germany’s Jewish intellectuals. Besides the works of Jakob Wassermann, see also 
those of Arthur Schnitzler, Walther Rathenau, Arnold Zweig, Ernst Toller, Theo¬ 
dor Herzl. For a short and successful survey, see Solomon Liptzin, Germany’s 

Stepchildren (New York, 1961). 
18 Zweig, Bilanz der deutschen Judenheit, 280. For a modem study on the 

political dilemma of the Jewish Germans, see Jakob Toury, Die politischen 
Orientierungen der Juden in Deutschland von Jena bis Weimar (Tubingen, 1966). 

19 These are the last lines from Tucholsky’s last contribution to the 
Weltbiihne. See Kaspar Hauser [Tucholsky], “Worauf man in Europa stolz ist,” 
WB, November 8, 1932, p. 688. Also in Gesammelte Werke, III, 1096. 

20 In 1925 only 564,000 out of 62,400,000 Germans were Jewish by religion. See 
W. C. Woytinsky, Zehn Jahre Neues Deutschland: Ein Gesamtiiberblick in Zahlen 

(Berlin, 1929), 25. 
21 Helmut Gruber, “The Politics of German Literature, 1914 to 1933’’ (un¬ 

published Ph.D. dissertation, New York: Columbia University, 1962), 274. 
22 See, for instance, Koppel S. Pinson, Modern Germany (New York, 1954), 459. 

Notes for Chapter II (pp. 30-61) 

1 Due to increasing interest in the culture of Weimar, Die Weltbiihne has 
recently received some attention in Germany. The only comprehensive history 
today is Alf Enseling, Die Weltbiihne: Organ der “Intellektuellen Linken” 
(Munster, Westf., 1962), 183 pp. Enseling argues that Die Weltbiihne successfuly 
executed its role as a foremost representative of “individualistic journalism” (as 
opposed to collectivistic journalism aimed at a mass audience) but that it 
remained ineffective precisely because of the excessive individualism of its collabo¬ 
rators and their utopian program. Thoroughgoing as it is, this study makes difficult 
reading; it also seems mistaken in its assumption that the Weltbiihne’s “fundamen¬ 
tal thesis” was Logokratie, that is, the rule of philosopher-kings. More entertaining 
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lichen Mangeln der Presse” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Mu¬ 
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which has an almost complete collection of the exile Weltbiihne, 1933—1939). The 
reader must be prepared to handle paper of extremely poor quality lest he becomes 
the last person to read the journal. 
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