MANDARINS AND NAZIS
- Geoffrey Barraclough

By

The centenary of the foundation of the Second Germat Empire in the Hall of
Mirrors at Versailles on January 18,1871,was no occasion for celebration,
but it provided at least an opportunity to take stock of the vast output of
writing on recent German history and draw up a provisional balance sheet,

My conclusion,after reading a soore of recent books (some of which i% is
charitable to pass over in sileénce),is that we hve gotten about as far as we
are-likely to reach along the road most historians have trodden since 1945, .
and that the hime has come for new directions and new goals.

In saying this I am not,of course,presuming to pass Judg ment on a genera—
tion of historical scholarship.Nothing would be more arrogant or futile,
Whatever else,the intense preoccupation of historians since 1945 with the
Nazi experience-its origins and antecedents as well as its revolting bruta~-
laties—has brought together a mass of detailed information unequaled for
any other comparable period of history. Wbther it has brought more under—
standing is another questlon.In any case,we may ask wether the law of di-
minishing returns is not beginning to operate,wether historians are not
starting to scrape the bottom of . the barrel When the Olympic Games of 1936 -
are dredged up and exhibited in full aray as "an obscuring layer of shimme—
ring froth on a noxious wave of destiny" ,it is time to call a halt and ask
where all this is getting us.

I shall.no doubt,be told that there is always something to be retrleved from_’
the - ;nexhaustlble reservoir of captured German documents.The question is-
what and how mucb,In the end little is gained if their exploration becomes_”
a mechanical “industry providing raw material for an unendlng series of .
dissertations and monographs which only embellish and amplify what we al-
ready know,Everyone is waware of the beastliness of Nazismja few more il-
lustrative facts do not-add to-our loathingjom “he'contrary,if they are
piled up incessantly,thé effeot may be to dull rather than heighten our re-
vulsion.This is something Richard Grunberger might have borne in mind before’
he set ‘about compiling his huge scrapbook of the horrors and absuddities
of"The Twelve—Year Relch"‘ét is a blt late in the day for 500 pages of
scorn,cantempt and hatred.

In the “end” even the richest vein of gold—bearlng ore is bound to be. ex—:
hausted. What ‘I am suggesting is that we are reaching-if we have not already
reached—the ‘stage where the few remaining nuggets no longer justify the
capltal ouflay,and it is time to sink new shafts in different territory..
Furthermore,preoccupatlons and’ preoonceptlons that were understandable in
the 1950s are no longer necessarily the best guide for' the 1970s.Confronted

Reprinted with permission from The New York Review of Books
~ Copyright 6 1473 NYRev.Inc.. '

209



The place of Fascism in European _History = HitlersThe man and the Military

ed.by Gilbert Allerdyoe Leader
Prentice-Hall < . - Percy ‘Erhst SchHramm . £
The Sientific Origins of Natlonal Soolallsm tragsl +by* Donald 5. Detw11er
Daniel Gasman QEERIRNELS
American Elsevier A History of Modern Germany
The decline of fhe German Mandarins: Hfﬁgliggm' T i
The. German Academic. Commun1ty,1890—1 933 'Kno f
Fritz, K. Rlnger Lot Ankaian %3 ;1.; PR me inatlise
Harvand,:,v et L oUE Srai R ;5# g g'iﬁ“'The German.Dlotatorshlp
§Eeiia anriaa et e o L esay vl KarlidDietrich Bracher
t} $ il anny. Pl SN 1 IRRRGE ety - SisirEig TihEn Jean.Stelnberg

PPN FRE RE R 'Praeger.r‘

in 1945 by the horrlfylng reallty of‘Auschw1tz and Belsen;hlstorlans had
every reason 1o Qpnoentrate on the central experlence of Nazism, People not
only Wlshed.to oW how anythln so'beastly could erupt so sud&enly,they 5
also wished %o know whether Na21sm was an aberratlon or the end produot of L3
German hlstory. th Ll
Thus the inguest on, Nazlsm merged wlth the inquest on. German hlstory,and the 3
whole ‘period firom 1871 to 1945 came under sorutlny.It Would be’ absurd to. f'"
suggest. that the" sulﬁaﬁtfo'ntro w81es Wwere nnproductlve,but it is also
true that. they W '1nsp1redJas mudh*hy indignation,resentméent and "parti
prls" as by dlslnterested search. for hlstlflcal truth. English and American
hlstorlans scoured German history fortfhe, Mroots" ‘of Natiohal Socialism;
surviving Geérman historians of an olier generatlon 1ndlgnantly rejected the
suggestion that Nazism was 1nherent‘rp German hislfory and sought inste’ad
to show that Hltler s seizure of p Ler WaS B mlsfortune that might befall
any people 1n the modern age.Lofte,ing wrlters lndlctad the Nazls as instru—~
ments of German capltallsm the rlght Wlng malntalned that on the. oontrary,,
they climbed to power on the shoulders of the ”ma%ses",mesmerlzed and bam— f;

boozled by Hitler' s demogobyo,

(g el 5 bzt . | v '.'v—‘.

When the dust. settles the wverdiwt. nnfthese controver81es is llkely to*be
that ‘they engendered more heat than light.Nor,more: stirprisingly,has:much : .
illumination come from Fhe. attempt. toruhderstand National Socialism' by llftr‘
ing it out of its historical. setting and treating .it instead as -a particu-
lar manifestation of a world-widettrendl toward fascist -or totalitarian rules:..
The debate on fascism is justifiable in itself and has -produced. some' liwvely:
writingjbut one has'.only to ‘read-" ¢§e 1usefull collection of representativeit .
essags “editied: by CGilberti-Allerdyce rto see that,bistorically,it ratses.ias:::. .
many questionsg «gs ‘it..answers.For..one ‘thingyas Allerdyce points outyit-ids::.
still an' open‘guestion ‘whether Nazism--as most writers have‘assumethas_bhei;x
ultimate MfulEillment’ of fascist potentialities' or whether it was really: s ::
"an- &l eération: from £hscist norms'iAnd if it isragreed -that fasciam: igran -.i:
adequate characterization of Hitler's movement in 1923,there is stlll the N
question whether it aocurately desnrlbes uhe Naz1 dlotatorshlp as 1t devel—
ped after 19330 Sesleteal g tho P, 5= S i S

Until such ba51o questlons hawve been thoroughly vent11ated,w1ch ig’ not the
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new light on the specific problems of German Naz1sm.What 1s necessary. is a
rigorous structural comparison of all different fascist (or putatively .- . . .
fascist) movements. on the basis of a careful analysis of alh .available: evi- i
dence.Unfortunately the piocneering efforts of Nolte and-: Weber to. lay the , -
foundations of such an analysis have- ‘not been systematically followed up.4
Instead,we have had a spate of endlessly repetitive aocounts,loosely strung
together,of the, external history of .different Buropean fa80§st movements,
of wich HyR.Kedward's is the latest and arguably the worst,

The trouble,as Allerdyce says,is that hlstorlans,lnstead of relating the
facts to an intelligible conceptual pattern,'ise the term !fascist!'with~
out agreeing how to define it",while socdiologist,psychologists and philo—-
sophers "interpret fasdism in terms of their own political beliefs!" and
"find in its sordid history confirmation of their own opnions".No wonder
that Mr.Kedward ends his desultory survey with the chastening confession
that all "the real difficulties of 1nterpretat10n and historical understan—
ding remain'. :
The current preoccupation with fascism has also relnforced the tendency,
already strongsfot historians to look for abstruse srecondite,and,if pos~
sible,psychological explanations of the German descent into National So~
cialism.There was a time when I was much impressed by this line of thougzht.
Perhaps I was cajoled by the brilliande of its early exponents.Today I am
not.so sure.It is eady to see why writers shruggling to distill the es~ - .
sence of fascism from a multiplicity of forms and variations should moVe
away from -the concrete to the abstract and from the hlstorlcai to the psy-
chological.But when I am told that fascism is,in the last analysis,a state
of mind,my repiy is that it is a long way from a state of mind tot the con-
crete reality of Belden and Auschwitz,and the road is tot quite so direct
or well signposted as people seem to assume,Nolte's famous deflnitlon of
fascism as "resistance to transcendenoe" may be profoundjbut just what

it tells us about the Nazi seizure of power is not self-evident.:

It id now thirty years since Rohan Butler inaugurated the endless search
in the 'great quarry.of German history for the'"intellectual origins" of
National: Socialism. Since then the intellectual historians have had a -
field- day.Fratz Stern directed us persuasively to the cultural pessimism
of Langbehn and Lagarde,the emergence of a pervasive Social Darwinism,and
Moeller van den Bruck's vision of a "Third Reich";Mosse turned our atten~-
tion to*the "Volkish interpre?ation'of history" and the "Volkish ideology"
of the German:Youth Movement, ' :

These were enlightening studies,but the questlon is where to stop. Search
the libraries and you will find hundreds of obscure GePmanswho séribled
obscure and incriminating thoughts,among them Ernst Haeckel,the once fa~
mous exponent ol an exploded pseude-scientific mythology.Eventually his .
forgotten corpse  was bound to be exhumed and exhibited as still another,
archpriest of German infamy,and this is what Daniel Casman now has done.:
And then there is tha great anonymois cohort of professors,the "mandarins"

of the German academio establishment.As a body,perhaps,they were more coﬁ-i;_i

formist than wicdked;but were they not,nevertheless,through thei abandon~ [
ment of "1ntellectual ‘responsability ,the gravedlggers of the Weimar. Re— ... i,
public?So grltz Ringer would have us believe,and he is a man of immense ;
erudition.
of American education for My Lai.In a vague,transcendental way it may even
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be true,but it is not very illuminating.

No one:gaw:fail to admire the eruddtion,inguinity,and combinative skill of
these regondite essays in imtelléctural history.The problem about thém,as
J.P.Stern.hasigais,is that: thby’depend upon '"an aprlpalstlc concept of caﬁ—v'
sality  whose- actual working is shiroudéd in myster,." No- one,for example,
is likely to»dény that the prevalence 6f crude "social Darwinist beliefs
among “the educated (and semi=educated) German middle’ classes may have: “been
a precondition—one . precondition among many--for Hitlér's success., Biit vhen
Mr.Casman describes-it as "one of the most important causes for the- risé’
of the Nazi movement'"(the underlining is mine),I ecan only reply that he is
making-a gratuitous’ leap in the dark.

This is.not to say that Mr.Gasman is not an 1nte111gent and perceptlve
writer when he stlcks ‘46 his last.If He had been content to give us an ac—
count of some of the aberrations of pseudo-science at the turn of the nine-
teenth ‘and - twéntieth cénturies~there were plenty of them,in England and
the-United States as wéll as in Ceiman¥,every bit as absurd as the "monism"
Haechel affered as a solution to the "riddle of the univers'"-we should be
in hig-debtsItnis when he tries to draw a line from Haeckel to Hitler that
doubt treeps in.No one denies that Hitler picked up a’ ‘smattering of‘Haeok— X
el's ideas somewhere along the line.,His mystical belief :in the laws of"
naturejas P.E.Schramm has pointed out,was not§+ng but " avariant of the
monism so common before the First World War." "But if is another thing °

to arguejasM> ,Gasman does,that the '"fundamental presuppositions" of‘Haeok-"
el's evdélutionary monism vere "obviously" and "in all impottant respects
identical with those of fascism and National Socialism" and that there 18
"an unlnterrupted liné of development from one to the other.

The "methodologlcal fallacies" involved in this sort. of argument have been.
pointed out convincingl¥ enough  in Schramm s book As a study of Hitler's :
personaliy 1t may not be .the, last word;but it does. at least make clear the i
futlity of trflng to "explaln” Hitler by "focu31ng on his petty bourge01s

origins" and"early environment',or of attempting "to locate Hitler in terms

of inteliectusl history."Hitler's mind may have been‘a rag bag .of the: half- g
baked philosophies of his youth,but "his most essential characteristics'y
Schramm insists,''were singular and unique".It follows that"all attempts‘« :
to trace Hitlers intellectual history from one or afiother $Source are-fore—- &’
doomed"- 0’ failure bedduse the decisive factor Wwas not- the dervation of °
his ids848 but the ertirely peTsonal 'order and logic¢" he’ 1mposed upon* them
and the "grotesque combindtions!-into’ ‘which'he arbltrarely forced them",
Nothing is easier than.to range through German hls%ory plcklng out indi-
viduals'dand movements and labeling them r’pro*!:o-‘-N'a,z:|." Schramm shows-1 think
conv1nclngly~that ‘Mthe Hitled problem simply cannot be Fforced into that
frame of re,,rence”rAnyone who looks closely at the evidernoe will sodn
discover that ' the most strlklng thing abbut the alleged predursors of -
Hitler“is 'the way ‘they either Stopped” shiépt of hig ch&racteristic” aftltudes

{

or were Held* at arms" lenghh By the Nazis,Haeckel- himself,Mr.CGasman con-" %"

cedes;"did #ot figuré™in’ ‘Nazi propaganda as a-major prophet of National -
Socialigm," Furthermore;far from: AHere belng "an uninterrupted lineé of
developﬁen%," ‘the ' Moai&t" Leaguo ‘whieh® Haeckel foundéd in- 1906 "underwént

a significart shift’ from’ Pacism and Vblkzsm in - the dlreetlon of rad1~31 "ﬁ‘“'

liberalism®- between HoN9 and-'1933s" i
Nor is"Haeckel an™ exceptlon.Moeller van- defi Bruck unhesl%atlngly deserlbed
by Mri@asmaf as a "proto-Nazi'yhad:-no use for: Hltler,and the Nazis Pes-" -

242



0

iy ,-,v{zig.';_‘-x‘-' ¥

3
@
fg
54

wwer

Hitler bouwt aan zijn Derde Rijk.
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ponded by repudlatlng any connectlon between thelr Thlrd Réich and:his,
"Most members of the Youth Iovement” Mousse observes,"were openly hostile -
towards National Soolallsm",and Mr.Rlnger scrupulously ‘records that "the
orthodox mandarins did not actlvely desire the triumphi of the Third Reich"
and were not "to blame for the actual propositions’'of National Socialist:
propaganda”,The honesty of thesc admissions is admlrable,but they seem. to-
me rather like sawing away the’ ‘branch upon which ‘you ‘are sittingiIf,as-
Fritz Stern concludes,Moeller's "dlrect influence on thé National Soecia~
listé was not very great",and iP-hé? acfually rejected Hitler,is it.real- -
ly meaningful to describé the Nazi seizure of poWer in 1933 as the: "ulti=-
mate fulfmllment of his jpropheeles”‘P

To many hlstorlans these observatlons w1ll Seem obtuse The quwstlon at 1ssue
they will repljrls not direct afflllat*on but indirect influence.Moeller,-
the un1vers1ty ’mandarlns”,and the rest may not have beén diredt ancestors .
of Nazismj;but 1nd1rectly they fostered ite by creatlng a ollmate of opinlon
the Naz1s could exp101t. B § i,
I oannot w1th all rewpect, th1nk that it-is-a very. goo& answer,0f course -h
there was a. cllmate of oplnlon ‘in"which,given the right oondotions,Nazism
throve there 18’ no mystery aboutthat The real question.ig whether it had
to thrlve whether | given that“dlimate of’ opnion there eould hawve been no
othgr outcome bu t the Third Reich,To understand Nazism aud its place

in erman"hlstory ‘it is necéessary to take account not only of the Slmlla—
ritdies but also of the ‘obsevable dissimmilarities.Bven o so central. an:
issue as antl-Semltlsm the range of ‘difference is profound.Hd¥W odd,for  : -
example con31der1ng the role anti-Semitism plays in National Slc1allst
1deology,that"the proto—Na21 wrlter“ Moeller betrays scarcely a:sign of -
it!And Haeckel's solutlon fot the’ ”Jew1sh problem” was assimilation. It

is ,to say the least hardly the same as Hitler! syand-I would submit that

to br;ng ‘both together under the common heading of "antl—Semltlsm",as
though there were no dlfferenoe between then,begs moer questlons than it
enswers, : 7 2 &4 :

I do not for one moment wish to suggest that the dlstlngulshed hlstorlans
who have sought to. lay bare the .roots : of National 8001allsm have taught -
us nothing.Far from it.If old-fashioned narrative. accounts of the poli~ -
tical events leading up to Hitler's seizure of power,such as Erich Eyck's
"History :of the Weimar Republie',na.longer seen adeqmate,it is becausé
they have :shown us-what,we-all fell-that there was more to Na21am than
couldibe: explainéd in: that w&y.Thls w1denrng of vision is a major achieve~
ment,but is does:not mean, that the line of approach they have developed
can profltably be used forever The study of the 1ntellectual origins of
the Third Reich may be:infinitely suggestive, but it is not infinitely
probative.It makes: us:aware of a hindred reasons Why National Socialism
might suddenly erupt:in! Germany,but it does not explaln why it did,or ’f
how-it did,dnd certaizly: does not prowve that it-had to.As Mr.Ringer rather
woodenly but perfectliy correctly puts it,"at bottom it is based on a. ap- .
propriate use of the Jlogical sequence in historical explanation."

Ralf Dahrendorf has written,more oaustioally,of "the -tedious fog of ars
bltrar ness" that OVerhangs all "qua51—11terary" analysis of the German -
past. ~The point is not only,as ‘Michael Hamburger has saidythat "no his—.
tory of 1deas can poss1bly get to “the heart of a phenomenon that con31sts
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in the“denial of ‘reason". 13More simply,it is that writersiof ‘imtellectual :
hlstory;knew1ng the outcome,too often embark on"an erratic chase ‘through -
the whole ‘o0f German history" (thc phrase is J.P. Sterrd's ) for expressions
of "oprnion- ‘¥hich support their diagnosis. Perhaps we should not“take: too
seriously a recent iwriter who assures us -that "Hitler's later actions and
attitudes were strongly infly 8nced by “his reading of Karl May",the German
writer of Wild West flctlonf but no one should be.surprised if,confron-
ted by ‘such statements we arétempted to echo Dahrendérf's: desorlptlon of i
1nte11ectual hlstory ‘as "the cédtch-as+cathcan of hlstorlcal scholarshlp,
wheré anything goes because everything is arbltrary. b St Bt A

As Fritz Stern has recently paéinted out,the study g German history has
sufféred from”a surfeit of "exaggerated exegesis"., ” That's why oné turms
with“pékief-to Hajo Holborn and Karl Dietrich Bracher. “Their books. ‘a‘u.-e ol
not“partieularly exiting or original,but they are-at-Least sober andv.i:
baléncéd.Their task,as they see it,is to sort and sift‘and set the reocrd
strelght not to propound challenging theories or novel ‘interpretations.
This m&y seem dull,but it is ‘“immensely useful.Anyone who has read Hol- . '~
born“and Brachee Wlll know the considered verdict of modern scholarship -
on what traditionnally have been regarded as the main issues.At the same -
time they pravide a yardstick by which¢ to measure the results of a quarter
of a century of writing and reésearchy - : v
The first’ thing to be said about Holborn and Braohwr is that taken to—
gether,they epitonize the:liberal v1ew “0f German history whlch ‘has:pre-.:
vailed 'since 1945:In this sensc,they sét the seal on'a whole period of
hlstotlography They also oomplement .6a6h ‘other admirably.Holborn was . one =y
of the wisest and most~ dlstlngulshed of the German- liberal h1stor1ans ;
who took refuge in tHe United States after 1933.Bracher is' by common ‘nLE*ﬁ
assent™ the leadlng*flgure in the subsequent generation that after the war Erl
broke with thé past’ both in method and in”its unflinching resolve th st
subJect ‘the whole Nazi experiencé,both its immediate ampact and its longraf'
term implications,to pitiless analysis.They share a basic liberal pholo=. "
sophy,but-it is a liberalism tempered by a keen eye for social realities,
Bracher.was one of the first.to;apply the analytlcal technlques of social
sdence:-to the history of.. Natlonal 8001allsm,and Holborn. crltlclzes ‘his: o c
own teacher,melnecke,for underestlmatlng "the conflict of socla1 forces" S
and overratlng_"the power of purec ideas,"

It is ,eharacteristic of qolborn and Bracher therefore that wh11e in no’
way -neglecting the flndlngs of 1ntellectua1 hlstory,they conslstently j
tesist. the temptation to let .it. get out of bounds It is only necessary ey
to compare: Holborn's brief balanoed but. entlrely adequate remarks on
Haeckel with. Mr. Gasman 8 exaggcrated exegesis to see; the dlfference And
it is- egua}ly charapterlstlc that,far from attrlbutlng the "1amentable
weakness'', of the German bourg80151e in. the face of autocracy and totali~
varianism. to; the. 1ns1d10us influence of . 1ntellentuals such as Langbehn =
or Lagardejyhe asormbes 1t. w1thout hes1tat10n to'"the strength of bourge01s i
class interest.’ : .

What'Holborn and Bracher put before Tig, in short isa reasoned falr—mlnded
11beral 1nterpretat10n of' German hlstory,whloh carefully avoids ‘akl ex— ..
tremes ‘But’ 1t is also clear that the antithesiks of:1liberal history .for .
them is ‘the conservative interpretation so prevalent' in the Weimar Repu-—:
blic and still a powerful force in the Germany of Adenauer.This is their
target,and their aim is deadly.One by one they demolish the myths upon
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wkich the conservatlve v1ew of German history rests —beglnnlng,ln ‘the case
of Holborn,with the old and ingrain myth that Hitler would not have come

to power if the Versallles trea+y had not 1mposed an 1ntordble burden of
reparatloné on Germany. .

In partlcular,nelther Holborn nor Bracher has any sympathy with the onte
fashionable myth that Nazism was a revolt of the masses.They establish :
beyond doubt' —Bracher naturally more speeifically and in greater detail-
that the hard core of Hitler's followinf was "the lower middle classes .

of town.and countryside".It may-be true .that Nazism attracted"the drift— )
wood" of ‘"young,unstable workers" who voted for the first time after 1930, .
but"the representation of workers'" in-the Nazi party was alwags "relati-
vely gmall'iEven in March 1933;after the seizure of power,Bracher points-
out,the Nagis in mdy working=-class areas polled less than 20-percent and.

in some districts less than 10 percent of the votes,and as late as Aprll,
19353bétween 60 -and 70 percent of the shop stewards voted agaanst the :Nazi
tieketv. 5 =

These facts are. also an -answr to the faclle attempt to 1dent1fy the Ger—
man people withiNational Socialism<Holborn has little-to say. about popu-—.
lar:resistanee to Hitler,but he at: least draws attention. to "the network

of smallicells" built:-up by Social:Democrats and Communists over." a magor
part of Germany".Bra¢her is more specific.H epays trirute to.the "far flung,
anonymous. opposition" of the working classes,and at the same. tlme questlons
the justifiication for the ususal ooncentratlon on the mllltary oppos1tlon :
which "did nét consist.at all!. before 1936.Not that,in opposing the views ”5
of conservative historians such as Rothfels and thter,Holborn and Bracher )
have in any-sense a left—wing approach.Their main characterlstlc on the ’
contrary,is thei refusal to countenance doctrinaire,one. dlmens1onal ex—
planatlons from whatever side they come. - : :

In. the flnal analys1s Bracher" 1nqlsts"H1tler came to power as a result

"ot a series of avoidable errorrs,' But ‘these errorrs camnot be reduced,as
both r1ghb-w1ng and left~w1ng wrluers have attempted to do,to a single
formula or attlbuted to a 81ngle party On the chntrary,all parties and all
segments of soclety were 1mpllcated The Communists totally misjudged' the
31tuatlon The Social Democrat were passive and 1nert,cr1ppled by a

"fecble power drive"which prevented them from taking over the reins of
government in 1930 and led to thei supine capitulation when Papen put through
the coup d'etat in Prussia in 1932, On the other hand,the Na21 party would
not. have survived at all without the" flman01aL support of industrialists
such as Kirdorf and Thyssen,an& even at the end "Hltler probably could not-
have come to power'! except fox the intrigues and ‘maneuvers of the sllppery
r1ght—w1ng politicians arcund Hindenburg. :

As_this analgsis shows,the essential point,both for Holborn and for Bracher,
is the extreme complex1ty ‘of the German situation and the impossibility . of -
findin any. satisfactory 51ngle explanation of the turn of events which brought
Hitler to power.Bracher is expllc1tly,Holborn implicitly,committed to "the
multl—oausal nature of hlstorlco—polltlcal processes",On the one 31de,they
repudiate the view that National Socialism was "the logical end-product

of German historical development”.On the other,they insist that Hitler's
conquest of power was not,in Holbdrns words,"a fortuitous event'.When
Bracher tells us that Natlonal Socialism "cannot be equated with German
history" and yet at the 'sanme time was completely attuned to the . German o
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siryation",he is giving notice that we must not espect easy answers,What.
Holborn and Bracher are saying,%ﬂ,effeCt,is_that the ‘wholé entérprise of “*
explaining why Nazism happened ~whether' we seek the answer in thé ‘deepre—~
cesses of the German mind or in the social and intellewtual climate in

the 1920s and 1930s~ is doomed o failure and that thé most we'can do is”"

to discover how il happened.’ . ¥ o S e i
The fesult i& a richly diffedentidted view of German-history;marked by & .-
delibe?aﬁéry'empiricalfapproach,aﬁdeepfsuspicioﬁ ofrdogmatic-conceptual: - .i-
cshefies jand ‘an instinctive conviction that tire truth'lies :somewhere im..: -
the{middﬁé’ground'bétWeen the conflicting interpretations«This is what "' o-
Brachér calls ' ‘an intégréting approack';It has already-won the highesfi ',
praigéiHolborn's bobk hos been described as "the finest study of QGermany-, ..
in theé ninetéenth and’twintieth centuries in any ldnguage',and Brachers:.:
book~-hag béen acclaimed’as’ " & masterpiece .of historical and political - -
analysis” and ‘"the most comprehénsive:and illuminating account of-Natig—: »-
nal Socialism to appear to date",I have no desire to cavil at these judg;ré-
ment&%Cranted thetirbasic assumptions,neither book: could eagily be bettered,
What I‘am 1é8s8" happy about are the bagsic assumptions.For:Holhorne and .
Bracher;iike other historians,pperate consciously or unconsciously within. . :
thé”ffémé_pffa*parti¢ﬁlar'@hildsophy of histéory which. colors their intel= - -
lectual approach and determines thehi methods.We may call it"a:liberal
philo&ophy,and the question is thesadequacy of its underlying presuppo-.
sigORgEeRE T LRaR iy OAE G e b et dianiol JaGime Rl pet L8 0eery T
In the Tirst place,one may question the adequacy: of the methodological .. : .
poStulates which Holborn' ahd Bracher adopt.To put the'record straight is
all very welljbut-is i* enough?Admirable-as is the.-eool; empiricism.with - -
which Holbo¥n and Bracher ‘demolish rTight~wing and left-wing myths,this.
does not automatically guarantee the. validity of their liberal approach.:
When Bracher,for instance,insists that. Hitler's conquest of power was the
result of ".a series of avoidable erwors",we may well reply,with Fritz Stern,
that when. we come across'a.buSiness_invwhichf”avoidablé_errdrs"_dré'alﬁayS"
ocouzing, it is not vnreasongble to conclude that there must be ‘something' °

fundamentally wrong with the mhole entprprise.To know "how',in ‘shortyis
no substitute for knoying why',and gné is left with the uneasy suspicion
that libexgi¢histopiqgfaphj5wi¥h“its“QmphaSis on ‘the singularity of eventsy
“is leaving out 2 whole dimension. Vi e R A S g R, O

Methodelogically,again,ong. may Questioﬂ_thg>Vn1iditybof"Bféchgrigfuinté_;-
grating approaca'.It looks at first glande like the straightforward appli~"

cation 'of . the rules of .common sensejbut it is not,perhaps,the common sense:

of..the .schoolboy who. was asked the quare number ‘of 2,and,with one well=-"""

wisher whispering 4 in one ear,and another whispering 8 in the other, -
.cautiously -plumped for 6?The truth is nct a sort of half-way house between
rightggndulefpzstillgleas.%nv%ssembiagequ bits and piscés from the feper—-

L &g

.itory QfiLntekleotual,gogﬁaihgconomiqvaq@.pglitiCQL'histqriahsgah&7if B
Bracher's aocount qjvtpe:gg:manﬂp@th’iﬁtq.ﬁazi"diqﬁaporéhipf%s‘extrgofdiﬁﬁ'
narily complew and intricate,the reasdn may mot be that the‘'facts are too

complipated..for Qlearequtﬁanswers;buﬁlfﬁat'he has failed to’find;or déki~

berately -abstained, from seeking,the inbellectusl criteria’which'might have
enabled_ himn:bq Gut:’;a wal'y.thro_l};gl‘l -th(f“ma,z,':e, g - o TN e e Mgl T

The H&sumption” fronwhich Holborn andBracher proceed is that the neces—.

sary preliminitry work Has béen’ done and<that their.task is to sift andsort,

216



not to break new ground .but to garner the fruits of a generatlon of liberal -
-scholarship.But ‘what if the last generation of hlsborlans,because of its pre-

»-.occupatlon with such things as the intellectual roots of ‘Nazism,has bypassed

some ofthe central -problems?It is usefiul to have the answers - to the 61d--
controversies authoritavely set out;but as one by ‘one the protagonists on
both sides ~Holborn himself and Gerhard Ritter- disappear from the scene,
the controver81es which so engrossed them begih to look stale and’ thread-
bare. i -

This: is true,ln partlcular,of theis preoccupation with the genesis oft 'Natio~
nal -Socialism.There is nodoubt: that this,for Holborn and Bracher,is' the
central'thpead‘running"thrbugh'GermanihistOry since - 1870 and detrerhining
its pattern.Like the postwarliberal historians whose work they 'itbmiZe,:“
they are haunted by the question of why German liberalism failed withstand.
the. Na21 onslaught Thls is a. perfectl legltlmate question, but it is not ‘
necessa“lly an adequate yardstlck for measurlng a whole oentury og German
hlstory.',

When' Hofborn tells us,for example,that the handbook of 1egal phllosophy Whlch
Ihering wrote between’ 1877 and 1884 had." a devstatlng influence .on the events
of the, H1tler perlo&" the point is not only that this is g subgectlve Judg—
ment Whlch can. be nelther proved .nor dlsproved but,more serlously,that the
habit of looklng forward to 1933 . at every turn, of German hlstory is. bound

to result 13 &1stort10n.Perhaps the most. reveallng faot ‘about Bracher' 8
book” is that although the subgeot is "The German chtatorshlp",very nearly
one-half deals with. the perlod before there aws a German dlctatorshlp,and '
here again the queution arises whether it.is a sound approach. te review

a period of sixty or seventy yoars ag though the only crlterlon of Judgment
is ‘the Nazi fterror which emerged at its close.

No one in his right mind is go:Lnb to write, off Natloqal 8001a11sm as a mere
eplsode in German history.What I am suggestlng,rather,ls that the almost
obsessive. preoccupation with. tho crdgins of National Socialism,particu-.
larly with its intellectual origins,has long outllved its usofulness.There
'are,after all,other questlons about. Nazism of equal bR not greater impor-
tance ~for example its, 1mpact and lasting effects on the structure of German
society— and it sometlmes seems as though the ceaseless preoccupatlon with
its origins is more a reflection of an uneasy liberal consience than of an
unflinching concern to examine it from every angle.

Though Holborn and Bracher are too experienced and levelwheaded. to be carried
away_ byithé fashionable preoccupation with the intelleetual background of
Nazism,it remains true that their work is ‘permeated and colored by a charac-—
teristiccally liberal emphasis on causes and:origins.According to-Bracher,
the "ultimate: cause" of National Socialism,reaching 'back to the beginning
of the nineteenth century",was '"the deep schism between German and Western
political thought."If everything that happened: im the past is held in some -
way to be responsible for ewveiythint that happened in the future,this state~—
ment is,perhaps, uhexoeptionable'ln ariy other sense it.rests like Holbor's
attempt to+'saddle Rudolf:Therihg with" respos1b111ty for Carl Sohmitt and
Judge Freisler,oniassumptions which can_neither be proved nor. disproved,

For one thing,it assumes that the Western (English,French,Ameridan.) form

of political democracy was the only workable model and that the German .. .=
"Rechtsstaat" was bound to "degenerate ifito self-destructive criminality”.
As Fritz Stern has pointed out,neither proposition is self-evident;but they
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_ color Bracher's view of a century of German history. EE

« More fundamental howevery,is the intellectual bias which such a statement re— -
veals,the implication tha the moving force of history'is ideasyrather than so—
cial relations,or fundamental structural changes,such as wére prodused by
the impact of industrialization,It would not be difficult,if one s0 wished,
to 4race the so—~called "schism" between Germany and the: Wes# back to the
twelfth' century;but what to avail?The books of Holborn and Bracher reflect
the positive qualities of liberal historiography at its bestsbut it is a =
-mandarin view of historysand it is nedessary that- one be awarée of its li- "~
mitations.It has produced a lot of- stimulating insights but no' real cla-
rafication.As Gilbert Allerdyce.puts it,"our knowledge of what happensd
at. Auschwitz has vastly 1noreased,but not ‘to our undarstandlng." !

The questlon yhat arlses is why,efter twenty—flve years of a351&uous re—
search,this should be the case, One ansWer is that hlstorlans,led astray by .
what Marc Bloch once called the dalse idol of origins,have gone about their
.task in the wrong way.lf t}e answers still elude us,the easiest assumptlon
is’ that, what is necessary is more fact,more 1nformat10n more burrawing. -.
among thel"roots" of National Soclallsm It is the obv1ous answer but not.
necessarily the rlght one,If tho Jlgsaw puzzle does not work out, the Treason
may be pot that some pieces. are mlss1ng,\ut that we have set 1t up wrong-—.
ly. What is at issue,in other. words,is the validity o$.the assumptlons and |
methodology of.. the prevalllng liberal approach to modern German history.

My reservatlons about the books of Holborn and Bracher. therefore shade off
into g criticism of the 11beral phllosophy of hlstory which they representy
I do not. question their achlevement they mark in mnany respects a milestone .
in historiography.But when onc reaches a milestone,it is the moment to halt,
take stock of the road travelled,and.make sure it is leadlng in the right
direction.That is why reoons1deratlon of the basic assumptions which have
dominated.the writing of- German hlstory;for the last twent -five years has
now become urgently necessary.The questlons hlstorlans are asklng today :
are not the questlons Holborn and Bracher were prlmarlly concerned to. answer.
Among the younger hlstorulans change. is in the.air.In the second part of
this. review I. sgall try to, indicate what form it is taklng and how it .
dlffers from the conventlonel 11bera1 interpretation.
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va¥ boven tussen 1mportant en causes het woord "formative'",

Wian SRR IR, I i A i

THE LIBERALS AND GCERMAN -HISTORY

For twenty—~five years the history of mrdern Germany,as presented in our
standa&rd historical "works,Has been molded by the assumptions ‘and preoccu=--
pations of liberal hlstorlography.l have already discussed the preoccupa-

" tion- w1¥h Nazism, which: is-one of the more obvious charaoterlstlcs ‘ofiythese
studies’ + But there adre other,more fuhdamental- wags in which 1liberal assump—
tlons have colored: the 1nterpr~tation ‘of ‘modern German history.If I retumn
to the questlon ‘therefore,it -‘is not to plough over old ground but’ to consider
the adequacy itself of the liberal 1nterpretatlon The 'point -at issue,of
course,is not the sunstantive contribution of a generation of hlstoraans
“to- the history of Germany between 1870 and 1945 but the postula%és and taolt

vpresuppos1tlons with which’ theJ worked.~ - o

What are the b351c charaoterlptlos of ghe llberal v1ew of German hlstory9'
For present purposes theyuoan be reduoed to three. The flrst deeply embed~
ded in the phllosophy of erman 1dea11sm,1s the prlmary ;@le of ideas in ]
hisyory and,therefore,by 1mp110at10n,of the makers of. 1deas,a belief that
history is shaped by ideasg: rather than s001al relatlons and the 1nterplay
of  economi.c “interests.The seconq is a deep—seated elitist blas,an unspoken
but; unguestioning assump¢1on that the eo—calles oultural and polltlcal elite
is the element in any..society. tnat determines the ‘course. of. eVents,and that
the . h;storlans main task is to dlsouss thelr thought attltudes,decls1ons Ly
and actwoqs Flnally,and on a-dlfferent level there is an lmpllClt ‘endorse—
ment, of the German natlonal state. as it emerged in 1871 seen as the ful—__
fillment of the liberal struggle in 1848 and 1849 for German unlflcatlon.
_Bismarck's Reich.becomes,as it were,a-.standard by whloh german hlstory, :
before and later dsg measuredAanu Judged e

If we wish to see how the wrltlng of ‘modern erman hlstory has been af—
fected by these assumptlong,we oannot do betfer ‘than to turn to anO Hdl-f
born's "History of Modern Germany” for Holborn s book as .I 1noloated>1n
-Iy: previous. artlcle,ls thegmost JudlClOUS and . authoratlve ‘epitome’ of“eJ
gengration of liberal. scholarshlpwHolborn S llberal assumptlons 1tf1 r
fair to add,are tempered far- more than in the cage of lesser historians, .
by .& robust awareness of SOOlal and economlc faotors but a r931duanyﬁ“;_’
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llberal "Weltanschauung" is there nevertheless subtly 1nf1uenclng the struc-
",ture and. balance of his wprk I, accounts for his allocation of spaoe —well
oyer a page to the Ens. Telegram,forty lines to. Haeokel,only elghtteen llnes
to Marx— and for the struoture of his book, whlch mirrors unquestlonlngly

tre central place a881gned to Blsmarck's Relch in

graphy.

erman 11beral historio~-

.. For Holborn,llherallsm and natmonalism (the tltle of hls first sectlon) led
inexorably to the founding of the new Reich in 1871:it was "consolldated" by
Bismarck between 1871 and 1890 and the book ends with the destruction by.
Hitler in 1945.These are the familiar divisions of liberal historiography,
the conventional polltlcal framework,neatly packeted by *elgns,mlnlstrles
and Wars the question,of’ course,ls whether they are adequate,

Holborn' s llberal assumptions coldr his view of Berman history <4in othef .
ways.It is scarcely accldental for example,that he chose an article by
Theodor' Eséhenburg on Mthe role of personality in the -¢risis of the Weimar
‘republlc" to open thé volume of essays he put together shortly -before his
‘death. Characterlstlc,agaln,ls the fieticulous attention. Holborn pays to
the-detail of forelgn'pollcy,parﬁlcuWarly Bismarck's foreign policy,surely

an ‘implicit underwriting of ‘the old

‘erman belief that war and -diplomacy °

and the genlus of statesmen aré the determlnatlve factors in a people 8 ﬂ‘

history. -

And finally,his 11ber&1 bias is manifest in his warning against exaggeratlng
the role of "social conflict" in the rase of Nazism (can it,one asks one~
self,posslbly be éxaggerated?) and his insistence that the real trouble '
stemmed from a "declipe of German education".This,as Ringer's "Decline of

the German Mandarins'

attests,is a fashionable: theme among liberal his—

torians;but need it be said that it is ‘an unproven (and,to my way of thlnk—
1ng,1mplausible) hypoth981s9Accord1ng 4o David Childsy;t6 whose admirable -
little book ‘we shall shortly comeseducational'standards did rise",if ‘some-
what patch¢1y,dur1ng the Weimar period,and (as one who underwent the ‘ex— -
perlenoe) I know of no reason to believe they were worse,either in schools
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or universities,in 193’ than-they were 1n 1890, . v e S LB DA

In the’ long term,however,the most s;gn;flcant 1nd1cat10n of the 11m1tatlons
of Holborn's conceptual framework is his 1mp11c1t Jbut unquestlonlng accep-
tance of the myth of Bismarck's Germany.Good historian as he .was,he knew -
better than most how many. ohance factors 'combined 1o’ brlng about. Blsmarck'
solutlon of the German queutlon in 1871 how ‘much the outcome depended on
Blsmarck's owWn pecullar qualltles,how precarious and fragile the’ structure
of the new Reloh was But falyheful to the old llberal tradl%lon,w1th 1ts
yardstlck If he qtpps dead in 1945,the reason,as I have said,ls that 1945
saw the destructlon of its unlty.The Torief hls%ory” of Germany after 1945,
he tells us,"cannot be treated as a mere projection of the hlsfory of e
earlier ‘epochs." And the reason? MMha chasm created by the disaster ofﬂ1945:"
"the loss < one quarter of the terrltorles belonglng to the Germany of 193"
"the" d1v1é10n of Germany 1nto fwo seperate polltlcal and social entltleg"
These statements reveal so much that it is worth taklng a seconu 106k at
them,The "brief history",to begin with:but the history of Germany after 1945
is twice .as long as ‘the:history of +the « hird Reich ‘to whichk - Holborn- devotes
more than 100 pages,al longer.than the history.of the Weimar Republic,
which :gets: /179.The boupdaries of 1937:but ‘what is so:.sacrosanct about the -
boundaries .of 1937,;which most Germans:in 1937 thought of as ‘a: temporary
llmltatxon imposed by hated conquerors?The division of' Germanysbut a'dl—.u ;
vided. Germany wae nothing newsrathex» it was a return to the situation of .
1870 whmoh Bisgmatck had destrdyed;not & break with the past: but-a reversion
to the past much older and Tonger lhian Bismarck's ‘Reich.And,finally,"the
dimst er of 1945":disaster for whom?Certainly not . for Americans,still less .
for the peoplies. of Burope suffering fnder Nazi rule;But.was'it really a
disaster for the Germans to be llberaued (as they so quickly clalmed they
were pining %o :be) from Nazi tyranay? - :

It will be said thdt I am making: mountalns out of molehllls I thlnk not,
Forithe liberal ldeology,like-all wther ideologies,inevisably iproduces-blind
spots that: stand in the way of historical understanding.Consider,as.one last
example,Holborn'e characterization. ofGoebbels as an-"offensive guttersnlpe"
I should notyadmittedly,particularly have liked to have had Goebbels as

a member of my .seminar,but . he was,after all,a graduate of Heidelberg Uni=: -
versity,and the, German Universities in 1921 -—as anyone .can discover by L
reading the -excellent first chapter:of Mr,Ringer's book~ weremot: re— .
ncwr ~L for opewing their doors.to guttewvenipes.David.Childs,as it happens, '
describes ‘Goebbels as "intellectually very able',and -though his descrip=
tion and Holborn's are rot,perhaps,mntually 1ﬁcompat1ble,the dlffersnce is:’
lnterestlng. SR 3, 5207 AT vk L 3 ks SULR L

But the only p01nt I wish” to’ make at the moment is that Holborn ev1dent1y
found it dlfflcult,ln a book: otherwise marked by a1m03u,excessive sobrle—.g
ty of judgment,to apply the same standards of scholarly’ obgect1v1ty tof
the Nazis as he does co the other obnoxious characters -Bismarck, for exam—‘
ple- who s%alk trough his pagese. Certewrly his dlstaste of Goebbels ia’
humanly understanable,but it is another question whether superclllous—‘“‘f_
ness, and disdain are %he best approacb %0 the Nazi phenomemon.leeral ag- "
sumptions, the unspoken prejudices of "BIldungsburgertum",may be ‘an obsta—J
cle to understandi ng,and the suggestxon I -am making,with all respect is
that they are.

What if the liberal interpretaion of German history,which has dominated
for a quarter of a century,is in itself wrong?0r what if,to put it less
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crudely,while it may reveal some part of the truth (which:mo one,I ima-—
gine,would seriously deny) it reveals less than the whole truth and per—
haps ohsoures some aspects altogether90r what,at least if it sets the whole
story in a false perspective? '
Holborns décision to end his book in 1945 is not really much different from
arguing that the fall of the "Corsican" in 1815 ~for contemporarles every
bit as much an ogre as the "Bohemian corporal'- marked so complete a break
1n'French hlstory that the years after 1815 cannot (in Holborn‘s phrase)
"be' treated as a mere projection of the history of earlier epochs",In fact,
of '¢ourse,no one ,has suggested that they canjbut did not prevent histo-
rians,with the passage of tlme,from raising the question of contlnulty

and discontinuity in France before and after 1815 and finding a place for

. Napqleon in the longer perspective of French history.Is it not time,after.
,ftwenthflve years,for a similar re—appralsal of German history?The point,
of .coursé,is not to exoculpate the Nazis or dismess Nazism as a temporary
aberratlon ~which it was not— but to find a vantage p01nt for a better un-
derstandlng of German hlstory.

I ask these gquestions with the more assurance because it is evident that

I am not alone in questioning the adequacy,in the 1970s,0f the liberal
interpretation of German history.No .doubt the majotity of historians still.
plods along,as the majority always does,in the old wayj;but. there are hearte-
ning- signs,mainly among the younger generation,that something at last is'”
moving,and it iis significant that.the change is visible in all the maJor
centers,in Germany itself,in France,in England,;in the United States.:

In Germany the. new generatlon 1nuludes Helmut BOhme,whose. study of under=
lying economic trends of the age of: Blsgarok is one of the very few post=-’
war books that really breaks new ground™ .On a different level it includes
Martin Broszat,the present director of the Institute of Contemporary His- '

tory in Munich,whose book "Hitler's State" may be .regarded as the postli-
beral’counﬁerpart to. Brachers liberal interpretation in "The German Dioc—
tatorship" ' ,It also includes some of the JFounger historiams grouped around
‘Broszat,a selection of whose work is contained in_the useful volume of es—-
’saySfOOmplled by Holborn shortly before his death5 -

In England :there.is David Childs,whose little book on Germany since 1918
refreshingly avoids the opportunities for platitudes and mediocrity which
the writing of an introductory-survey presents ,Paradoxicallysthe old, pre--
occupations are most tenacious in the United States.But here:also a change -
is in the air.David Schoenbaum was one of the first,;in hhe introduction

to his book "Hitler's Social Revolution"',which appedred in 1966,to voice
the: growing doubts about the validity of the standard Historical approach.
More recentlt Harold J.Gordon has crotocized intellectual historians:who -
credit their class with "more influence than it can legitimately claim"
and "try to fit the National Socialists into shoes which they fesl should
fit them" lnstead of placmng themselves in the shoes of ‘the Natlonal So—"u,
01a11stsc .

When we look at this reaotlon more closely,whta becomes 1mmed1ately ev1—
dent is that it stems from the alliance between historians and social
solentlsts,whlch is one of the most hopeful developments in hlstory to— ¥
day. Gordon uses the. teohnlques of group.analysis;Childs is by, profe531on -
a polmtloal soientist.The same is true of Karl Dietrich Bracher and Al- '
fred Grosser,both members of the "middle generatlon" which™ stands mldway
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between Holborn's gld—fashloned liberalism and the new perspectives of the
youngetr gereration”. Flnally,ln the United States, there is Frltz Stern,i'
whose self-proclaimed 1ntent10n,1n the “thoughtful ;sensitive ebsays he haé
recently ‘published,is %o break <away ‘from the "conventions and abstrac— '
tlons",lncludlng the "conventlonal divisions ‘of hlstorvca11anulry",whlch
clutter our mjnds and:’ dlstort our v1ew “of the- German past.

We need only lﬂst the names of these soho]ars to-see _that we are not deal~
ing with' °e1f-pr001a3med iconoclasts,itching to tear down the-old liberal .
idolsjnot even with -the sort of - self—cons01ous Ly radical "revisionists"
who are cau81ng such . teemors among the worthy members of the American His—
torlpal Assn01aulon The seurch of. these scholars: for new ways is’ still
tentatlve and explorauo”y,but When their contributions are added together,
they amount to a very different. —and,I would say,far more authentic— view"
of the Ge*man past than that to which we have become accustomed. .
The first feature that alstlngulsheb the new school from the old is. 1ts
refusal to. draw a line across the ledger of German history.in 1945.Gros—.
ser's. book As,of course,prlmariy important because it provides essential
materlal for a history of Germany which .spans the prewar 'and the postwar.
years. But: one of bts striking features is his wvnceasing concern with the-
question of continuity-and discontinuity,and his refutation of "the notlon
of 1945 as an absolute zero'.No one.to the best of my knowlegde,has attemp-
 téd to write a coherent history of Germany from 1871 to 1971,0r from 1866
to the aoces51on of Willy Brandt -in 1969,but Grosser's pioneering work now
makes this. p0351ble and with the. appearance.of David Childs short histo-
ry we have at least a soholarly account which covers half the period.In
view of howfmuch he has to cram into a short spaoe Childs has picked has
Way with orlglnallty and 1ntc111gence.Anyone daunted by the length and
dens1tu of the works. of Holborn,Bracher ‘and Grosser may turn to hlm W1th
every’ conflder e3in some respects, partLOularly in the discussion of the
German Denocratlc Repdblﬁc,hﬂé aocount ig as fair and balanced aé anything
weé' have, e :

The changes that come” from the lcngthening of our 81ghts —from V1ew1ng S
the century that began in 1871 as a whole instead .of cutting it up into.
sqlf~conua1nn rackets— are more con91derable than may appear at first
glance.The first: and most important is that Nazism appears in a different
setting.As Fritz Stern points out,if we wish "{o gain the proper pexrgpeo—
tive" it.is necessary to "examine German h“SuO ry not at points. of. obvious.
dlvergenoe or extremity,such as Nazl Germany,but in periods of. apparent
normality. and,ouletude” And Crosser puts hie finger on one of the main & .
differences between the younger. and the older generatlons when he questlons
the long~stand1ng tradition of treating Germany as " acountry set apart

by the, inexorable fatality of its hlsuory”,partlcularly by "the: chain. of
events: that leu to Ado_f Hltler“nThls is-a reaectlon,polltely expressed,
What 1s-needed,ﬁnd wha+ ghe longer perspeotlve ava;lable today makes pos-, ;-
sible,is a view of Cerman history which neither magnifies nor minimiges
the. Naz;,experaencs This is probable the virtue of Cailds.book.Childs - ..
neither brushes agide. the Third Reich as an unfortunate aberration.nor.
elevates it into.a central theme.H edoes not allow -us to; forgetthat,down
to 1930,"Hitler was not making much impact on the masses' .He finds space .
(which Eolborn .does not) for statistics showing that !'many more Germans ...
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than we gave credit for opposed the Nazis" and that "the unknows Cerman -
worker"” wag '"more typical of the German resistance than the officers of
the July Plot".What he shows,in other words,is that,if there was a chain

of ‘events. which led.to Hitler,there was also a chain of events which  did
not,and that --as Grosser points out-— institutions such as the churches and
the Social Democratic Party,"depite thefir chedkered history",can "point to-
a contlnuous evolution" tkat spans the Nazis period and links jhe years.
before 1933 with .the years after 1945,

The questlon ‘of continuity and discontinuity 1s,of course,expremely com—
plex,and the only point I wish to make is that the suggestion that 1945 .
created a "chasm" in German history is a misleading 51mpllflcat10n When.
Holborn tells us,with the cha*&ct°rlstlc pathos,that the defeat of Hitler
"made it posswble for the Germans o recover their roots in their, national
past",the one thing fhat is certain is that this is what they did not- do.
Here at last was no contnulty.

On the other hand,Grosser is surely right. in speaklng,at least in regard

to the three western zonesyof "a definite continuity of social organization
and social values".But here again continuity was of different kinds,and
if some threads lead back before 1933,there was also more cmntlnulty between
the Third Reich and what came after than it is some¥imes convenlent Lok
acknowledge.As Childs point out, General Heinrici,the commander of. the Ger—
man army opp081ng the Russians in the final stage of the war,"lived to tell,
in peaoeful retlremcnt,of the last days of Berlin",and "Goering's and Hess'
famllles spent the postwar years. in comfortable obsourlty in West Germany"

When™ a coherent,contlnuous account of the last century of German history -
comes-to be written (as surely it will) the question of .continuity and dls—
continuily before and after 1945 will play an important partyand it will:

be necessary to iconsider’ the Nazi years not only as a brsach of .continuity
~which,in some respects,they were— but also an a spage on the road from
the Germany of Bismarck to the Germany of Brandt.This = is something liberal
hlstorlans reyolted by the excesses of Nazism,have been reluctant to do..
"It is essentlal" Bracher insists,'that we recognize that nothing basial—
ly new wag evolv1lg" In reality,as Broszat and Dahrendorf have made plain,
a good deal that was new was evolving,even if it was due not to deliberabe
Nazi policy so much as, to the shattering impact of the Nazi reglme on the’
existing German social structure. ;

Predictably liberal historians have reacted with a good deal of hostlllty
to the suggestlon that the Nazis helped —even if bllndly and unintentio—
nally-— to shape the structure of postwar Germany,and when David Schoen— .
baum published his book with the %itle "Hitler's Social Revoltj ?n" he was
promptly rapped over the knuckles,in these pages as elsewhere. But
Dahrendorf is surely right in his contention that National Soolallsm,by
undermlnlng and sometimes decimating the old elites,"removed ths social 5
bagis for future authoritarian governments along traditiomal TGerman lines",
and so "abollshequhe German past'in a way the Weimar Republlc had dotal—~
ly failed to do.

Subsequent evnts —Wartlme destructlon wartime evaouatlon and postwar ex— °
pulsions- certainly contributed to make the change irrevoeable.But it was
the Nazis who set .it off,and it is a fair criticism of liberal hlstarlo- ‘
graphy that it has evaded the questlon That is why Richard Grunberger's 3
large volume is disappointing,in spite of occasional flashes of 1n31ghb.
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-There was room for a serious largewscale social history of Nazi Germany,
but instead of systematic social analysis Grunberger prefers to entertain.
us. with a welter of spicy and malicious anecdotes.Nevertheless he also oon-—
cedes that Hitler "did drag Germanyghalf;heartedLyTKioking and screaming,
into the ocentury of the common man',and that,beneath a "penumbra of social’
demagoguery edged with faroce',;the Third Reich istigated-"developments to~
ward greater social egqualityjor:atileast upward mobility",During the siz .
Peacetime years of .the Nazt' regime,Grunberger notes,"upward mobility was:
double that of the last six years of Weimar".This .may be.an unpalatable
fact. for liberals to swallowybut it is. too important to be shirked.:

In the longer perspective of German history (I am not. speaking of Biro~-
pean ‘history or international history,which is quite another thing) it is
possible .that the social 'revolution the: Nazis set ‘in motion will appear
as..the most enduring legacyj;perhaps the only enduring- legacy of the Third':
Reich.If,as Mr.Ringer says,the present generation of "German intellectuals
have adjusted to' the mass and machine age" and "mandarin ‘culture has be— -
eome’ a distant. memory',the changes brought ahout by twelve years of Nazi-
rule are ohe,if hot the only,reagon.We cannot just diamiss then as a re—
lapse into*.savageryjand anyhow even a relapse into savagery may have po—
sitive results.No one judges the French Revolution just by ‘the Terroriand
the: "tricoteuses" sitting and crowing beside the guillotinegsand sooner 6r
later:historians will have to take a corresponding attitude to the German
revolution ~for that,as Dahrendorf has.said,is what Fatibnal Socialism = - -
really was. ' ; e : AT N ' ¥

All this implies a change of attitude towards National Socialism which is .
the second great difference betwcen the liberal and the postliberal hig=s
torians.It is best seen in Broszat's meticulous analysis of thé struc-
ture of the Third Reéich,but I shall try to illustrate it,as briefly as pos—
sible,by refernce to Gordon's book on the Hitle: Putsch of 1923 and to
some of ?Be essays by younger German historians in the ¥olume edited by
Hokborne. o i R ‘ R Wt o e g, g sk i
There are two main aspects.First,the Nazi terror and the S5 state,treated for
8o long as evils fit only for moral cohdemnation,aré now being subjected to
cool factual analysis which,because of its scrupvlous authenticity,is far
more: damning than emotienal denunciation.Secondl¥,whereas liberal histo-
rians wee more. interested in the roots of Nazism and how it came about
~with the paradoxocal result,as Carl Schorske has pointed out;that they
paid more attention ta the WeiQ%r Republic,as the alleged seedbed of Nazism,
than to the Third Reich itself “~' the younger generation is:.concerned

with what Nazism was,with seeing how it .actually operated after 1933,and.
with analysing its essential elements in depth.They do not underestimate
Hitler's.ideas andiplans,but for them the essential point is to e&tablish
what happehed vhen the time came to. apply those ideas in practice.This is
the difference Bracher has in mind when he writes that "contrary to gene-
ral opnionyJanuary 3Q was rather a.beginning than-an end," e
Stated baldly,this seems so obvious a fact that to insist on it may seem
unnecessaty.The reason is the psychological blackage libéral historians
experience when confronted by anything as alien to their mentality as Na—.
zism.How otherwise shall we account,for example,for their reluctance to -
discard the view that the notorious:Reichstag fire on February 27,1933,

was a deeplaid Naziplot?Fritz Tobias showed as, conclusively as will ever.

D :
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be possible that this was not the ca,,se,1-6 but his evidence accorded so bad~
1y-w1th the traditienal picture of the Nazis. as unszrupulous,unprincipled -
villains that it left .the.majority of liberal historians {inc¢ludong Bracher)
ineredulous and resentful . For-themsas. Ha.ns Mommsen says,the Reéichstag:fire
was "a prize example of. the terrorist: methods: employed by the’ ‘National ‘So~
clallsts to take their opponenis by surpr1se"5and they were psychological~
ly unwillimg to acdcept the possibility iSkad an: incident which so ‘clearly
helped the Nazis - to cement their - rule-can have. been anythlng but the re—’-
sult of a. carefully drawn up. plane-: . "7 belasend
In reality,Mommsen shows in his esoay,the facts tell a dlfferent story. '
Unscrupulous Hitler .and his lieutenants may-have been,but the" arrests ‘that
followed - the: fire and the manipulation of the electlons six dayse-later were
”notrthe outcome. of clear and purpos1ve declslons” but of "spontaneous'5f*
uncongidered reactions". - . :
This. is not-merely a 'conflict over the 1nterpretat10n of faots;rather it
reveals. two basically different attitudes toward National Socialism.His—
torians of the older generation approach :the problem from. a moral and ideo-—
logical point of view.In asserting that. the Nazis deliberately. planned the
Reichstag fire;they are proceeding not from an objective, ‘examination of the
historical record but from a proconceived notion of the Nazis as.'evil ter—:
rorists.who would stop at nophing to get their way.For the younger geriera~
tionyon. the- other hand,what is significant is the speed and .the: vigour: = .«
with which the Nazis reacted to0.a.crisis that took them totally unawdress T
for we have only to contrast these qualities with the hesitatcy and< flab="'
biness of the German other parties, -with what Julius Leber called.'"the whole
inner, wéakness and 1ndeclslon of " the Weimar front'- ‘ta_see how 1mpor%ant :
a factor they were in oarrylng “the Nazis. from thelr orlglnal 1nsecur1ty as'
expeﬁadble a;lles of the army and blg bus1ness to a p031t10n of total do-,.
mlnatlon.;, ;

It Mommsenis analysxs of the Relchstag flre forces us to revise oyr Tiew:
ot the Nazis in 1933,Harold Cordon's new book undertakes a gimilar,evenmore
. far-reaching revision of their: position ten years earlier;at the time of
Hitler's famous' beer-hall Putsch:-in 1923.The conventional picturssof the
beer—hall Putsch,ds presented once’ again in Richard. Hanser's: racy,populér
acceunt;is of a’ ”m11estone“on Hitler's-"road to power!,and though minor
chract ¥s abound,Hitler and his:sbtormtroopers occupy the center of the
stage.... Gordon's achievement is to- dﬂssec+ this. conventlonal plcture step*
.by:step:rand show how de¢eptive it is. - -
Even Bracher maintained that Hitler had! arertd in’ 1923,"at the p01nt at
which-he decided to set oui .on the road %o power" Nothing ofi the sort, Gor—
don replies.In reality,Hitler.acted pre01p1tate1y,unreflectlngly,despera~ :
tely,convinced that pthefwise his followers would..desert him and his move-
ment would collapse.But-that is not all.The reason’ the Putsch failed,.
Bracher argues;is bécause the. various different groups were. '"badly ‘co-
ordinated".This ithiplies an over—all plan,but in reality there was no ‘plana -
The different. groups,fordon showsywere not so much "badly coordinated" as
"at loggerheads".The largest papa-military otganisation in Bavaria had no.
intention of following Hitler;the most:tedoubteble of: -all the free-corps.
leaders,Ehrhardt,stood osbentatlously aside.Far from/ being the leading. fi-:
gure,Hitler did not even '"dominate the lefit wing,let alone thé-entire move—
ment'jand nothing. could.be more misleading than'Pto-look back on Bavaria.in
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1923 and see only the NSDAP",. fon
Three p01nts of general significance for the history of Natlonal Soc1allsm
emerge from’ Gordon's studysThe first is the futility of the "standard" mo-
ralistic approach which lays down that "the National Socialists were.bad
and they did bad things because they were bad",an approach,(as Gordon says)
that "does not help the serious historian” who wants to know "why and how
they got into a. position" to do these things.The second is the "largely »
mythical” chracter of the “old,oonsplratorlal school “‘of historical inter—
pretation",which depicts Hitler and his asseooiates as consummate schemers,
"sitting down and coldly planning a ‘putsch in a situation that left them -
free to decide their best possible course of actlon“,when in reallty they
were drivem by events to.embark on an ill-considered 1ll—prepared and extra-
ordlnarlly 1ncompetently conducted operatlon which. never had one chance in
a hundréd of success, .

But perhaps the most important p01nt is tha way our preoocupatlon w1th Na—-
tional Socialism has distorted our view of German history.Where others have
trained the limelight on Hitlér and the NazisyGordon places them in his-.
torical perspective,and the result is that the beer~kall Putsch;lnstead of
figuring as the 1nauguratlon of a. carefully planned oampaégn leading step
by step to 1933,is firmly set in its time,not the prelude to the Nazi re-
volution but the last ~and by no meand the most dangerous- of a series of
attempts to overthrow the establlshed order that had punctuated the troubled
hlstory of the Weimar Republlc ever since 1919;

The résults of this revision are a picture of Nazi reallty far more dif-
ferentiated .and flex1ble then we have come t6 accept.Where the older gene—
ration demonized the Nazms,bulldlng them up to criminals of almost super~
human d1mens1ons the cumulative effedt of the work of the younger' genera-—
ion is to de—demonlze them.Broszat,in particularyhas shown how little sub~-
stance there is in the conVentlonal interpretation of Nazi policy as the . -
systematic implementation of long~term objectives laid down —in"Meln

Kampf" or elsewhere- long before the seizure of power.The old picture of
the Nazi state as " a. perfect monolithic order" crumbles when confronted

by the facts,Instead of a carefully planned and organi zed instrument of
totalitarian domination,what we see is an almost haphazard tangle of over—
lapping and conflicting authorltles,brutal and oppressive but also clumsy,
wasteful and inefficient.

Nor is it true =-as Bracher among others,has suggested— that this confu31on
was dellberately ceated by Hitler as a part of a policy of "divide and. .rule"
de51gned to make his own position unassailable.On the contrary,it 51mply
grew up piecemeal,as a result of weak control, indecision and inervia,

Even on questlons af art and culture there was no considered pollcy when
Hitler came to power,Nothing is less true,as Hlldegard Brenner has shown,
than Holborn's statement that "Goebbels managed to subject the totallty os
of publloly ‘expressed opnions and cultural creations to his ‘orders" in f.
a few months during the summer and fall of 1933.In reality,the battle over
modern. art went on (that "guttersnipe" Goebbels supporting the modernlsts"
throughout 1933 and was only decided -~against Goebbels—~ in September,1934.
The eplsode is not 80 unimportant as it may seem, for it underlines the point
made by Bracher and Yermann Mau that the ! a21s far_from‘exer0131ng planned
dictatorial powers from the moment Hitler became chancellor in January,1933,
only finally consolidated their position after August,1934.Indeed,if the
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"institutional basis" of a21sm,as Bracher rlghtly malntalns,was the SS
and :tlhe Gestapo,it might be more correct to put the turning pont in Junse,
1936,when Himmler was f;na;]y vested with dictatorial powers, :

The revision of -the conventlonal picture of the Nazi selzure of power

has wider 1mp11qat10ns than may at first seem evident. No one in his $enses
today minds very much either way “about the proc1se process by which the
Nazis established -control,and -it is easy to lose patlence with these pain-
staking,studies of the ‘detail -of Nazi policy. But this is not “the p01nt.
The point is rather that ‘no réallstlc ‘yiew of “the last century of German
history is possible Untm¢ the myths svrroundmng~vhe hﬂSuory'of Haz1sm
have been dismantled.It is -‘in this ‘wider perspective that the Work of the
- younger: historians should be g6ovisThe last thing they ;ntend is 1o exoul-
pate “the Nazis;but *hey realize that weé' necer can hope to see Germzn hls—'
tory in perspeot ve ur%il they have been cut down to siZe.

The corollary to +the " de=demonization" of national 3001a11sm 1s the’"de-'
demoriization" of Hitler.I cofifess it is a subject that leaves me cold;
not-iso: much because iy is'difficult to challenge  current ‘preconceptions; about
Hitler without appearimg to’ whitowash him,but because it ‘smacks too tnuch |
of that preoceupation - with" personalltles that seens 'to me to be one of "
the ‘blemishes ofdliberal: hlstorlography.Bur it is probab]y true that here
also there is room for new thought,and two at least iake a start.One -
Schbamm?s. ‘diagnosis of gltTer‘s nersonal1uy as revealred in his table— ]
talk in 1941-and 1942; Fhe ‘other is” Eberhard Jickel's analysis of Mg e
political 1de?ﬁ as eypresqed 1n "Mein Kampf' and the so--called"secret"
book ‘of 1928, 7 Neither seems to mé entirely satisPactory;if only - because
they leave out the centra “'peiriod of Hlﬂer s life,Between the third-rdte
provincial:politician of :928,W1th no’ apparent future and the apparently
irrigieta¥le conqueror of 1944 146 the years of" astougdlng guccess betWeen
193G.and’ 1940, and it is gar& Lo thlnk tha bhey contrlbuted nothlng s g
his development,’
Schramm's’ béok is,in affect a react:on agaﬁnSu the two stereotypes whlch
have governed so0 mueh of the li%terathure on Hitlerstrivialization and de—-
monization.Neithet the familiar cakicature of ‘& nsychotlo semlheducatea
petty bourgeois agltafor,nor the ‘picture painted by- hlsvorlans such as - I
Meinecke and Ritter”of a‘'demonic-charaeter',totally outside ‘the nozms f‘”“
of ordinary human experlence does justice to the baffang complexlty aPre
Hitler's peréonality.3chramm’s essenmtial point is that" we' ‘shall never get -
“within measvrable distamce of theé problems Hitler posés if we dismiss him’
simply‘as & Yterrible amoralist" or a "hyper—Maoh1axel11an no lohger in- |
hibited by law".In 1~ea.i3.ty,HJ.W“le:r\ had his ovn "well-grounded ‘and consis— e
tent" morality and his ‘own "concept of legality''yand the 'fact* that we may,,
find ‘them repulsive is rio reason not to “ake them seriousiy, .
This conclusion,whick ‘Schramm arrives at after a slow beglnnlng,ls the _
starting point of J&ckel's book,A-mémber of the younger generation,Jéckel -
has fewer inhibitions than Schramm and pursues his analysis more syste-—
matically,but for him also the first siep is to realize that Hitler "had '
principles'" - "not moral cnes in- the ushal sensen..buto..prlnolples never—
“theless"—-and since it was according witlh these principles that "his poli=-
cles took their course',we shalli not vet very. far unt1] we have subJec—
sed ! tnem to dlspa531onate analysis° 2 ‘
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Sprookje voor klejne monarchistjes.

Er was eens een koning, die het record
hardloopen wou  verbeteren. Daarom © .

. -ontdeed hij zich snel van zijn ongemak- .

. kelijke uitrustingsstukken. Do T

De trouwe hond Fidel zorgde ervoor,
dat de geheiligde voorwerpen . niet ver-

loren gingen, en hield er trouw de
_wacht bij. -

e Maar toen nu de koning'.nlet terug -
i .wou komen, ging Fidel op zpek en’
i .. Joracht zijn heer eindelijk weer thuis,

" Hij groef de kostbare voorwerpen
weer op ‘en dpporteerde ze het baasje
‘. met trouwen hondeblik.. -
4 "-5 : . 2 » ‘*L

Ontroerd door zooveei aanhankelijk-

: Als nu de trouwe hond later met deze
heid aanveardde de. . koming scepter, . aweep getuchtigd werd, kwispelstaartte
kroon en mantel weer en beloonde Fidel hij vroolijk; -, Leve de koning!”
door hem een zilveren houdenzweep fe SR ’ B :

. verleenen. ‘

: (Si;nblicissimus. Miinchen.)

De Notenkraker, 11 februari 1933






As J&ckel points out,the current image of Hitler is confused and incon-—
sistent,and blurred by subjective moral Judgments.Even Bullock,in his weel-
known biography,describes Hitler as "an opportunist entirely without prin-
ciple",and then,almést in the same breath,speaks of the '"consistency and-
astonishing power of will" with which he pursues. his aims.On oné side we
are told that Hitler had no .ideas,let alenec a consistent "Weltanschauung",
on the other that everything he did was .clearly set out''in "Mein Kampf",
According ‘to Rauschning,even Hitler's anti-Semitism was tactical;his only
principle was power and domination for its own sake.At the same time we are
bidden to believe that the aims which confrot us during the war were for=
mulated by 1924 and were pursued from that time forward yith unswerving
resolution. . 3 |
Jéckel's critique of the self-contradictions historical research has brought
upon itself by abandoning systematic analysis and relying ingtead on intui-
tive judgments and other "obiter dicta" of ex-Nazis such as ermann Rausch-
ning is cigent and convincing.So also is hisanalysis of the‘development of’
Hitler's ideas from the "conventional foundations" with which he began in
1920.At the age of thirty,as JHckel sagsyHitleriwas still "a conventional -
anti-Semite and a conventional revisionist",mouthing commonplacés which had
been claptrap of right-wing German politiciams for a generation.Even his
idea of conquering living spacec in the east was taken over lock,stock and
barrel from the pan-geprflanhstBirst World War,Countless other'right-wingA
agitators had denounced the jews,the Bolsheviks,and the Versailles settle—~
ment.Hitler's distinctive quality was his ability to take these separable
threads and weave them together into a single,self-consistent "Weltanschau-:
ung'".Separately,they were neither new nor original ;but by combining them in
a logically integrated ideological structure,he galvanized them into a
powerful instrument.of politiocal action. : : ‘

Jéckel is right to insist (contrary bo the myth propagated by Hitler him~-
self) how comparatively late Hitler's distinctive intellectual development
Began,but when he goes on to suggest that it was completed in all important
respects,including the idea of the extermination of Buropean Jewry,by- 1928,
if not earlier,the evidence he brings forward is less convincing.Moreovery.
two newly discovered interviews, ich Edouard Calic has recently published,
point in the opposite direction. The importance of. these interviews,which
Hitler granted to Richard Breiting,the éditor‘ofjthe leading conservative
Leipzig daily paper,in 1931,lies in the light they throw upon his ideas at
tke crucial moment of his career after the elections. of 1930 had made him
for the first time a serious force in German politics.It would be surpri-
sing if his astonishing success ay the polls had not boosted Hitler's self-
confidence .and encouraged him #> push his ideas to new extremesjand in fact,
as 6alic poirts out,the interviews unfold "plans for the future which could
not have been deduced either from his speeches or from his book "Mein Kampf"
or from the Nazi party's program.," . :

And yet even at this date his views on a matter so fundamental as anti-
Semitism were far more completcly developed.Historians have assumed with=
out question that the "final solution" was,in Calic's words,'"the cilmi- .
nation of a long-prepared program.,..announced in "Mein Kampf",In Tea-. .
lity,it appears that Hitler's ideas only gradually crystallized after long

gestation, perhaps mot finally before 1938.To begin with,there is no

doubt,as J#ckel .shows,that the solution he foresaw for'the Jewish ques—
tion" was emigration or deportation.The question,of course,is when this
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attitude changed:JHckel belleves that it was in 1924,dur1ng Hitler's im—
prisonment in Landsberg,but the ‘evidence he adduces is tenuous and 1nuon-"
clusive.It 'is alsg-contradicted by the Breiting inteFviews. Hltler,ln,i
factytold Breiting quite: ca*egor1¢a11y that he did not Minténd to massa~ =
cre the Jews",and though Bréiting came away conwinced that Hitler's "tl—'
rades- of ‘hate- agalnst the Jews weré no mere 1nt1m1dat10n maneuver" and that
he would persecute -them if he -came 0 power,he had no ‘doubt that perse~
cutlon,even at- th*s late date,meant at Worst ez proprlatlon and expu151on.””

I am well aware that anyone who - qaestlons the view. that the ."final solu—. -
tion" was in Hitler's mind' from the stari of his.political:.career is- asking
for troublejit may also be said that it loes not matter in the long;rwm@uv
and certainly made no difference.to.the.victims— wether the.road~ to the
"flnal solution' was longer and ‘legs direct than has icommonly beén- assumed.f
The .points I,w1sh to male are.different.The first is that Jickel:is 'sure~.i
ly rLght in insisting that we cannot pick and .chooseamong Hitler's state=:
ments,rejecting those (fo¢ example,has statement t¢' Breiting in 1931 'that ~
he dld not intend to kill. off the Jews) thet do nqt comform to our pre—
s4ppos;t1ons and accepting only those which tally mwith- our preconceived
ideas.The second is that it is all to easy to write .as though anti-Semi-
tism was rampant in Weimar Germany and all Hitler had to do to .win support
was to. play upon it.In reality,the weight of evidances indicates that anti-
Semltlsm was a liability rather than an asset in the lJazi program,but.a .
11ab31;¢y that had to be accepted in deference to Hitler's ingrained pne—'ﬁt
judices. - : A
No one  doubts that an undercmrrent of antl-Sem»tlsm was always present an £
Weimar Germany,welllng up at times of economic distress -after 1918.and -
again after 1929- and subsiding when, conditiqns'improved.But.as*Donald;.
Niewyl has pointed out,it was an "irritant" rather than a major problem,_4“
and ‘n'o one Eeok antl—Semlulsm of the Nazis ”verv serlously" until long
after 1933. The danger of exaggeratlng its importance in the" llght of
aLuer Svents -~-like the danger of exzggerating the 1mportance of. the‘Putsch ;
1923« is the dlStOTu“Oﬂ of German history which results.Thé Welmar Re~ |
publ:c as David Feli ~has truly sald "was much more than a antechamber '
to the Nazi period,"”" but tha 'is how it appears when we. make the Searoh"
for the- anJeoedentc of Nazigm’ our meacsure and crlter¢on That is Why 1t is -
important - to; analJze such bi ﬂerly sensitive 1ssues ag antl—Semltlsm cool=
ly and obaectlve7y— : o
The question that arises ig whether these partial revisions of current
orthodoxy add up to a new view of recent German hlstory Mz, ahswer is that
they’ do,but only if they are gedn-in’ a broader setting. If I have been con—
terned in the main with varlous aspects of Na%ional Soclallst hlstory,lt
is not because I think they are the most important but because this is the
area dealt with by most of the books I have reviewed. In reality,the in—
terpretation of National Socialism is only one area in” Wthh the tradltl—
onal Iiberal approach %o German’ hlstory is under attack, and though it is
obv1ously 1mp0831b*e on’ thle occasien to consider other areas —for exam—"
ple,the" eﬁents of 1918 and’ 1919 it is ;mportanu o emphas1ze that’ what is
at; 1ssue LS ‘ndbt our view of partlcular agpects of Nazi hlstory but rather
the aaequacy of the 11beral interpretation and its underlJing assumptions,
It is because the younger generatlbn of. hlstorlans has cast doubt on their
'&lld‘tf uhat a new v1ew of German hlsuory,unencumbered by llberal presup- _
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positions,has become so necessary.Recent research has sltered our picture
not merely of particular incidents and phases but of the whole course of
German history from Bismarck to the present day.In a concluding article I
shall try to draw the threads together and pick out at least the broad
contours of the new pattern.
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A NEW VIEW OFPGERMAN HISTORY wrin "2iil

o T e B 0 T RS

Some twenty yezrs ago Hans Kohn published a book called MGerman Hlstory Some'
Few German Views".It ‘included some-lnterestlng contrlbutlons but in retrospect
we oan see that the uﬁdertaklng ag ‘4 whole was premature In 1952 the time was
not ‘ripe for & new evaluatlon of German Listory.What seemed important then
ard. what the éssays in Kohn's ‘volumé were concerned with,was the rehablll—'
tation of the liberal 1nterpretatldn‘ahlch had been denied a hearlﬁg in the
Nazi period.Butmthe argument still revolved in thé framework of the old ‘con-—
fllot-hetween libéral and conservative hlstorlography. 2 fe .

It was only ten years' latér that a hew view of German hlstory beoame p0531b1e,
as a new generatidbon 'of historians began %o look critically not only at the
work of conservative historians such as Cerhard Ritter but also at the assump-
tions underlylng the work of Weimar liberals.For .Weimar liberalism and Weimar
conservatism both. had thelr roots in the same soil,the. spil of Bismarck's
Relch and German 1deallsm and: what ooncerned the . younger .generation of hls—
torlanslwho grew up after 1945 was nod. whether the congervative or the libe-
ral. interpretation ,was .more. or less correct but the. valldlty of their common
assumptions.It is agalnst these assumptions that the;younger historians hawve
reacted,and the dlstlnctlve featurc of the new view. of German history which:
has gradually taken shape in the last ten years is its eman01pat10n from the -
orthodox liberal ,ideology. -

For liberal’ hlstorlography,ln spite of its pretensions to' strict emplrlclsm,_
is in -the last ah&lysis no less " Sfd rHly- anchored in 1deologlcal preconceptlons
thain’is ‘the conservative historiography it challenges:I'hdve already indicated
the nature of these preconceptlons,us1ng the standard:- hlstorles of HaJo le-
born and Karl Dietrich Bracher: as’ ‘my ‘texts, and T d6 -not ‘propose to repeat”

or to ampllfy what "I have ‘sa¥d“,A full ana1y51s would require- cons1derat10n
of 'the Iiberak ‘intergretation of the revolution of*’ 19ﬂ8 with its endorsement
of the so~called "Oetsber” revolutldn",whloh gave the lxberals what they wan—
ted” —namely,constltutlonal reform‘and parllamentary goVernment— and its re~-
jeotion of the "November revolutlon" through: which the -working population ‘f
tried to Secure the' sort,of" changes that would have marked a real break w1th
the prewar 5001al system e . :

A full ana1y51s would also require conulderatlon of the llberal 1nterpreh—
tion of the resistance movenent after 1933,w1th its’ emphasis on-the ‘small,
upper- and mlddle—class component,partloularly the military r681stance,al—_.
though (&s Bracher rlghtly‘says) military resistance "did ot exist at all"
before 1938.Above all else it would' require critical examination of ‘the liberal
vergsion of Weimar h1story3W1#h~Its underlying suggestion ‘that the' dlfficul— :
ties and ultimate collapse of the Republic were due to factors for which the
liberal middle classes could-not be held respon31ble ~réparations,inflation,
lack of understandlng ‘on the' part of the Allied ‘powers,right-wing radica-
lism,the Depression. It“would ask: Why'%hls ‘liBeral - 'history: has' neglected to
probé’ the* shortGOmlngs ‘of ' the pOllCleS ‘pursued by the mld&le—class partles _
which actually held the 'key " pbs;tlbns in government for eight -srucial years, -
from 1920 to 1928.
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The Failure of Illiberalism
Fritz Stern
Knopf .

Etienne Balazs once said that Chines history was written by mandarins,for man
darlns,about mandarins.We shall not. go far wrong if we say that 11beral histo~-
ry is history written by the mlddle—ola S, for the mlddle-class about the middle
class.I am not,of course,suggestlng that a liberal,middle~class view of German
hlstory should be replaced by a- Marx1st,work1ng—class view of German history.
That would simply be to jump out of the frying pan into the flre But one does
not_have to be a Marxist to see-that 11beral hlstrlography pays far too llttle
attention to the reality of dlvergent class interests and social confllct and
that-dis one of the main reasons why the younger generatlon of hlstorlans flnds
it 1nterpretatlon of. the. Second Emplre and the Weimar Republic. lacklng in
conviction, : : : :

The first requlremént,lf we aré to see (erman history in the perspective of
1972,is a new chronological frame which takes in the whole century beginning
in 1871 and does not stop short -in 1945.No doubt it will- be said that all di-
visions of history into periods dre artificial and that it is waste of time to
argue about them.But the wayx we divide history up,the events We'select for em—
phasisyand the datés we pick out as twrning p01nts are - 1mportant bedause they
refléct our whole view of the past ‘and the liberal periodization 'of German ™
history teflects an‘outlook we nd longer share.It is geared to politicdal events
puts more emphasis on legal and constitutional forms -than on social -and eco-
nomic relationships,and makes the national state its criterion.Fritz Stern,in
his recent book "The Failure of Illiberalism",has shown how inadequate this
frame of reference 1s,and his analysis indicates some of the. main points any.
ney view of erman history. must take into account. .

Stern attacks the conventional v1ew of modern German hlstory at two declslve
points,the beginnings of the new ;.erman natlonal state after 1871 and the last
years of.the Weimar .Republic.For. Holborn,as we have seen . —and in this respect
of _course, he is representatlve of historians if his. generatlon- Bismarck's
unlflcatlon of Germany in. 1871 marks. the beglnnlng of a new period.Stern Te-
jects thls facile equatlon.For him, it was "the trlumph of) 1ndustr1al capi~
tallsm" rather than "the achlevement of national unlflcatlon" that "ohanged
the reality of German life".In 1871 he wrltes,"Blsmarok unlfled the German.
states,not the Germans'",and what he.'"sought to save at the v131ble top of

the political system,the spread of capitalism undermlned at the 1argely in—
visible substratum".Where Holborn secs Blsmarck s work between 1871 and 1890
as "the consolldatlon of :the.. German Ehplre" Stern maintains that "he .created
a..system of chegks and 1mba1ances destlned not to work" "the domlnant,note" he
says,almost as if to contradlot Holborn's formulatlon,"was confllct not con-
solidation”.

Whenlwe turn from the end of the nlneteenth century to the Welmar perlod the:
dlfferences of 1nterpretatlon are no less pronounced.Holhorn begins his hls~
tory of the Weimar Republlc characteristically,with an elaborate analysis

of the machinery .of the Welmar constitution and the party. structure and. ends
Wlth the Nazi selzure of power on January 30, 1933 Stern,on the contrary,em-

233



Tookoning van
“Funke Kipper

Mussert’s sof in Duitschland

De Musch(ert):"Die zegt dat ik niet anti-semietisch genoeg ben,

en dan moet je z'n kromme neus es zien!"
De Notenkraker, 20 mei 1933






phasizes that only Ythe form of the state,not the structure of soclety,was
changed in 1918—19”,and refuses to treat January 30,1933,as the end of the
chapter.It was "rot Hiuler 8 rise to power but his end",he 1n51sts,that Mg e
ked the true break In German history'.Moreover,'"the des1nbegrat10n of ‘the -
Weimar Republlc and the rise of Nazisn were two distinct,if overlapplng proces
ses.@y 1932 the collapse of Weimar had become 1nev3table Hﬂtler's triumph had
not",This is csearly anotiiér wap of saying that we should pause before we ‘dis-
miss fhe Weimax Republ;c as (in Dav1d FeTlx'ﬂ words ) slmpTy ”an antebhamber

to the Na21 per;od"

The ohanges in perspectlve that Stern - suggests are 1mpo¢ﬁant because they al-=
ter the-whole framework of modern German history.He does:not,of course,stand
aloneJsHis view.of. Bismgrck'!s Germany-is closely,rehated 0o the 1nterpretatlons
put-forward by Helmut Bdhme and Hans-Ulrich Wehler',and his interpretation .
of the critical years after 1930 is similar to that:of Mau and Bracher”.What
we are witnessing,in fact,is a piecemeéal assault on the conventional ‘liberal
intérpretation of modern German historysand-Stern's endorsement of the posi-
tion.of the yovnger generation marks a decisive stage in the confrontation.
It signifies that the new view,which at least in.the case of Bdhme and Wehler
has come under heavy attack from the liberal side,is at last flndlng general
acceptance:- : .

The .essential difference isjof course,the precedenoe which the younger gemn:ra~
of historians give to social and economic realities.And with the rejection

of the primacy of policies goes the dismantling of the:old political mold in
which ‘Gexrman history hgs traditionally been cast.For Bdhme the %wo decisive
events “in the period with.which he deals were the slumps of 1857 and 1873;
not the foundation of the Sécond Empire in 1871,and -thenreal turning point,
the "end of an epoch",came between 1§76 and 1879.when Bismarck "xre-founded"
the Reigch on foundations which were to last until: 1917 . and beyond.,

Can weson:tnig basisg,construct a new view of German'h%gtory"which is closer
to reality:than the 614?71 think we can,though I can do more than suggest

the broad ,tentaiive outlines.To begin.with,a large quesiionmark overhangs
the wvery coricept of.1871-1945 as oneisecli~contained period.But the main point
is the 1nadequaoy of ithe'old politieal divisionsy,their failure to-pick:out
the really decisivé ‘turning points.The'dates that loom .80 - lax rge ~1871,1890,
1918,1933,1945~ axe not the dates that matter:notyat. least,if what.we.are
concerned with is the history:of the¢ German people and not the. hlstory of

the German st acen“

The first step de01si¢b for all othcrs,ls to. remove 1871 from the n081t10n
it has--so long occéupied as the starting point of modern.German history.The
importance attached by: liberal histdrians to 1871 jand their view of the
years between 1871 and Bismarck's- departure from office in 1890 as a single
undivided pericd,rests largely on mythifirststhe notorious,Bismarck myth, -
the legendary pictureiof the colossus bestrﬁdlrg»Europe and guiding- Germa—
ny's destiny,and,secondly,the liberal myth of the Second BEmpire.as the ful-
fillment '6f theaspiration for German unity,Neither is true,and we should be
grateful to. Fritz: Stern for exposing their falsity. - '
Bismarck after 1871 was buffeted by.the gathering storms of an, 1ndustr1a11sm
he did not understand,and was never in sovereign command.The imperial struc-
ture thrown together in 1871 was a hasty improvisation.Furthermore,the new
Empire was a . denial rather than a fulfillment of national unity,and even
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before Bismarck left the scene the urge was stirring to gather together the Ger
mans outside its frontiers,particularly the Germans of Austria,in a vast en—
compassing Reidh stretching,as the liberals of 1848 had dreamed,from. the

North Sea to the -Vistula and from the Baltic to the Adriatic.

Judged by realities and not by appearances,the events of 1871 were. not the
start of a new period in German histowy but rather a temporary halt,;a pro-
visional solution which could not last and did not last.It was. later,in 1879,
that the decisive realignment took place.For the younger genération of his~—
torians,the so-~called "Griinderjahre'",the period of rising industrial capi~-
talism between 1852 and 1873,was the prelude to modern German history.Its real
beglnnlng was 1879 when Bismarck,in a -sharp reaction to the ecomomic crisis
and .the soclal antagonisms it called forth,partlcularly the growth of social
democracy,englneered the coalition of Junkers and industrialists,the "mll;tar
rist-Prussian-conservative" alllance,ﬂhlch was to -exert so powerful an influ~
ence for the next 31xty years.

The 1eason 1879 is sxgnlfloant a, date and 1871 is not is that 1879 saw a ra-
dical redlstrlbutlon of social and economic power,and 1871 did not.Until 1879
it was poss;ble that Germany might ‘make a peaceful transition to modern 1ndus— :
trlal capltallsm after 1879 that was no longer the case.The great overrldlng
problems which dominated German history until Hitler liquidated them in an
orgy.of destruction all. date from 1879.The alljiance between Junker agrarians
and. heavy 1ndustry,preceded in 1878 by Bismarck's attack on social democracy,
was the beglnnlng of the "conservative counterrevolutlon" which came to a
head in: 1930 and reached its dismal end in 1944.The "pre51dent1al system" of
1930 looked back to- Bismarck's schemes of nonparliamentary government in and
after 1889 and a.direct. line leads from the- projects put forward at that time
for a~ "central Buropean nnlon" under German leadershlp to Hltler 8 annexa—'.
tion of Austria and the Sudetenland in 1938.

The second period over which the younger generation of hlstorlans has chal—
lenged the existing interpretation of modern German. history is that between
1930 and .1934.Just as 1871 has been displaced by 1879,so 1933 has lost the
plaoe @t has so 1ong occupled as a pivotal date in German hlstory.As Mau and
Bracher. have demonstrated,the view that January 30,1933,saw the displacement
of a parllamentary sgstem by totalltarlan dictatorship is wide of the mark.
For the younger generation of hlstorlans the beakdown of parliamentary demo—
oracy dates from 1930,the establishment of the Nazi dlctatorsh1p from 1934
or even later.These,and not 1933,are the real turning points.

This shift of emphasis has important implications for the history both of
Nati onal Socialism and of the Weimar Republic.David Childs is right in say-
ing that it is mmposs1ble "to pinpoint the moment when Hitler's dictator-
ship was, finally and- 1rrevocably establlshed" but there is no doubt that it
occured 1ater and more gradually than the older generation of historians
would have ‘us believe. In 1933 Hitler.was the last 6f the series of "presi~
dential chancellors" who had ruled CGermany since 1930.His 1ndependent posi~-
tion was. certalnly nor stabilized before the death of Hindenburg in Lugust,
1934 ,probably not before 1936 when Himmler provided the dictatorship with

a firm institutional basis in the form of the Cestapo and the SS.Martin
Broszat. has even. malntalned in my view. canvincingly,that the great. divide
~the moment when the couhtervalllng forces were e}lmlnated and the. Na21s took
ful control- only came in the winter of. 1937-1938', ) .
What is 1mportant ‘about this change of attltude of course,ls less the exact
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date than the: abandonment of the' 6ld view of the Third Reich as:a monolithic
”totalltarlan order: 0perat1ng without break from 1933. 40" 1645, By dethroning
1933" from its pivotal” podltlon,the ‘younger historians.have put the history
of National Socialism'in & new peérspeotive.The: same is true of: the Weimar
Republic.is the older generation of historians. saw it,;the years betweeh 1919 .
and 1933 constltuted a Bingle self-ocontained period., charaoterlzed by the pre—,
valénce of the parllamentary system sct up under: the Weimar constitution.In.
réality, the' perlod dévides sharply‘ln 1930, just as:the period 187341890 di~ . .
vides sharply in 1879‘Nbr ist thls the: only divisioniHarold: Gordon :has cha- -
racterized the' eafly Weimar years as' "thé eraiwof Putsches",and this period,
extendlng down to the end of” 1923 dgTas different from the period that: fol- .7
lowed as that period is different from the period of authorltarlan pre31—,e-~
dentlal government whlch»commenCed in 1930+ roe

The result is a far more dlfferntlated ploture lofic Welmar Germany.The older '
historigns ssaw the whole perlod betwecen 1919 and 1933 as an uneasy 1nter- >
lude between Hohenzollerns and Hltler,almost ag. a steady progress1on ‘to Na="
zasm. For the; younger:, historians the decisive factors were not the constitu-
tional changes ‘in 1919 but the restoration ‘of "economic’ stability ' follow1ng )
the stablllzatlon of: tho currency at the end of 1923, which brought toan -
end .the "ers .of Putsohes”,and the destablllzatlon follow1ng the world econo~"
mic crisis of. 1929,wh1ch Ashered in che perlod of "conservatlve counterreve—
lution. ' ok
After 1924 we can percelve a perceptlble shlft in power relatlons reflected
in the growing strength of social democracy and the success of the Social -
Democrats in the election§ 6f 1928,It was fear that this redistribution of
power,if consolldated,mlght become irreversiblie that inspired the conserva-
tive counterrevolution of 1930, just as sipilar’ fears accounted for Bis-
marck's change 6f course in-1879. That is why Stern’calls the ohancellorshlp ,
of Briining;whiéh inaugurated the. counterrevalution,"the hinge of Nazism".

Just as Hitler's beer hall Putsch of 1923-was a typical manifestation of

thé "era ‘of Putsches",so the So—called "geizure of power" -on January 30,
1933,vwas part o0f the conservative counterrevolution —=the’self-styled period-
of "natlonal ooncentratlon" or "national awaken1ng” that began in- 193O.H
These are ebme'of'the salient differences. of interpretation: that divide the
younger: and older generations of historians«Rather than pursue: them further, .
let™ us draw the threads together and try,briefly and necessarily: dogmatlcal—_
1y,to ‘'sét out the new view of German history they suggest. . .:

First of all,for reasons already exalalrad,ls 1879 our starting p01nt rather
than 1871, The more dlfflcult question is when the first period ends.Certalnly
Bismarck's dismissal in 1890 was not a turning point.Under his successors’
there was much reshuffllng of the political cards,but no fundamental change
in the structure of power.At the same time the sysviem was becomghg ‘increa- -
singly antiquated and unworkable.In 18771 the Social Democrats had polled
1254000 votesj;in 1903 they polled over three million.The strains and stresses
that resulted in a system designed to hold them in check and keep them out
of power are obvious;and by 1909 at the latest they had reached the breaking
point.As A.J.P. Taylor 1ong ago p01nted ut,'"The evnts of 1656-1909 reduced
the. Blsmarcklan constltutlon to chaos" and When Blilow res1gned in 1909 the
period that began in 1879 came to an end.
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It was® followed by 2 period which Taylor rightly calls an "interregnum".It runs
without break from 1909 to 1517,and the traditional division in’1914-is. a8 mea~-
ningless as that in 1890.If the German ruling classes decided in 1914"%c run
the, risk of a great European ﬂar,the reagon,as Halévy long ago pointed out,

wag theit fear of revolution ~.After 1910 more and more Yoices are heard
calling for war as the only outlet from the intolerable tensions at home.
Whether VictOIy,woul@ have saved the system we do not know,though it is un-
1ik91y;unsﬁbcessful war ruined i%.When in 1917 the tottering Prussian monar—
chy was displaced,in, fact if not in name,by the dictatorship of Ludendorff,

it was the end not only of a period but of a system of government,

The revolutionary period that followed extends from the great strikes and

naval unrest in the spring and summer of 1917,with no real break in 1918 or
1919,t0 1923.Ludendorff's dictatorship had beem a last desperate attempt

—the last until Hitl»»—- o stave up an obsolete social and political system.
The -fundamental question in the succeeding period was what should succeed
itsThe answer is mirrored in the Weimaxr congtitution of 1919;n0 return to the
prewar system,but also nc genuine brealr with the past,.The shortsightedness

of the Social Democrat iLeadership in 1918 and 1919 left the Germans a bitter—
ly divided,disunited people,in many ways more so than before 1914 .Further-
more,the resuscitation of the,forces behind the old order —above all,the

officer corps and the bureaucracy- at a moment when they Weﬁe totally dis—
oredited and could easily be swept away,stoked the fires of nascent civil .
war.The..result was the piolongafion of revolution and counterrevolut&én’une,'

til 1923. ;N

Thq”pgridd‘that'followed,from51924'to 1930;was nevertheless more than 'an
interlude.David Felix has rightly protested in his new book against thé.ten~—
dency to write off,the Weimar Republic as "an accident of histéry",fore~
doomed to failure .The revoluiion of 1918 may not ‘have produced fundamén-—
$al changes in “he structuie of German sooiely,but the defeat of the Kapp
Putsoh in 1920,no0t to mention Hitler's fiasco in' 1923,shows at least that
the different elemenis in German society were more evealy balanced than be-
foer,and once economic g+ability had becn restored at'the end of 1923,there
is plenty of evidence,as 1 have already pointed out,that the popular forces
were making headway.Nazism at this period was a fringe movement of insigni-
ficant proportions,and after 1924 (as Telix says) the general assumption,
eyen-on’fhe part of rightwing rationalists,was that the republic "would
continue to erist'".A1ll in all,Grobser is almost certainly right when he
says that,but for the tnset of the world eoejbmib crisis in 1929, "the WeiT2
mar Porhlic would probably have succeeded in consolidating its strenght"

The Great Depression and the divisions and hesitations.of the left in con-
fronting it gave: the forces of reaction their chance and ushered in the
period of. conservative counterrevolution.Overshadowed ae 34 is by the Nazi
diofatorship,it -can easily be regarded simply as the prelude to Nazism;

but it has its own-place in German history as the last fling of the old
orderythe last attempt hy. the forces Bismarck had put invthe Saddle ip11879_
to $urnm the clock back.After 1930 National Socialism was certainly an im—~ =
portant factor;but Hermann Mau is right to emphasize thqt»théf"ceﬁ%ral'fi~
gure" during the’period 1930-1934 was Hindenburg,not Hitler,qut as in 1923~
it was not Hitler but Ludendorff.The destruction of,papliaméntary'govéfné
ment was the work of the comservatives,not of the N zis,who were anly cal-—
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18d in at the last moment when it looked as though without them the counter-
revolution would not succeed.Authoritarian government dates.from March,1930,
not from Janua-y,193g,the oniy queomlan wes what sort of authorltarlanlsm
it would be. . ;

The answer hung in the balance for ‘many mon hs and was not 6901ded before
Augusty1934,4t% the earliest,and probably a..good. deal later As Braeher has'
showny;the so—called.'"seizure of- -powéer" is.a,piece of Na21 mythology,and the
army demonstrated ‘with thé utmost clarity who was in command when it forced
Hitlet to turn on Rokm. and. the 34 on-June: 30,1934.51 Vly,thereafter,the PO~
sition was ‘reversed.The ‘Fears 1933 Ho. 1945 :are far from being one. continuous
period of histor thown to.;1938 the oonservat .ves might still have asserted
control (thovgh withi diminishing-prospects as time nassed),but they were
inhibited by their nationalis? ambitions . and their hostility . to tho left,
Afber’ 1938 when' thej woke up: to the' danger,it was too. late,

Whether we like it ox. noty Hitler was the first German polltlclan to come

to termg w1th the realltle 'of mass politics:This was his:strength and per—
hapq the main, pos1t+ve consequence of’ Nazism in German history. Though the :
conservatlve .reaction gave'nim his chanoe ‘he had too much semse 1o 1ﬂent1fy
his. mOVemnnt wigh it, and when the coneerVallves turned on him in 1944 he
destroyed them w1thout conpunctlon Hitler's social’ revolution was brutal,
capricious, unplanned but it was also real By deqt*oykng the old «conserva~
tism as a coherent otganlzed p011t1031 force,he freed Germany (as Dahren<
dorf puts it) from the "mortgage'of “the pas’ and "made modernity -and libe-:
ralism a real possibility'.

It is more difficult t9 map, out the stages of: German history afier 1944,
@Grosser and Childs prov1ae .the facts in abundaroe,buu it is less easy to
artioulate them.What both make clear is that the conventional wiew of 1945
as..an ""absolute zere’ is mnsleadwng and unacceptable Defea’ was cerkainly .
more of a breach. of contlnulty in 1945 than in 1918 but the German capitu—~
lat“on was only- one . po‘nt in.a tq111g1+ period that began in June or July,
1944 4and conthu“d Lnuﬂl 1948 or 1949 Once agaln ‘a's after the Pirst World
War,it .was economlﬂ'regabllltaujon —thé ohrfency reform of June,1948~ that”
marked - -the beglnnlng of .a new, pervod.”h1° “43ime it was acnomvanled by the
division of Germany and. the oetulng up. oi +he T‘etile’r*an ‘and Democratlc Re~: -
publlos in 1949, |
The succeeding peraod 10 bee+ chax acuerlzed ag the iime when the two Ger—
manies established their, separato i dentlt:eu Nelther in east nor in west -
was this the intention in 1949;it was a solution produeed by the. passage
of timé and by events.As.efter 1918 there were powerful,backward-l ooklng
tendencies,whese rallying cry was: the rejection of the ﬁonsequences of un—
suoccessful war.Nevertheless,restoration was iwpossible.In the West any idea
of radically reconstructing German sociebty was quickly- Jeutisoned,polltlcal
questfbns were shelved,and energy directed to economic. rebu1ld1nga
“‘But'all the time a ®ilent social: vevolutlon Ygs going on beneath the stag—
nant'polltlcal ‘surfase. s Golo Mann has said y German. soclety changed more
profoundlf ‘between 1949 and 1962 than in the who;e previous oenpuryoln |
the east the. program of “socializetion went.steadily.ahead, bringing with
it a fundamental Shlfu An olass structurc.In the west & stronglyemlddle—class
free& from the old hlerarcbv" That is why the numerous small r1ght-w1ng
parties in the Federal Republic were. powerlessoUn11ke the extremlst splin-
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‘ter gropups in Weimar days,they lacked tha backing of a coherent conservative
-opp051tlon,and even the most powerful of them,the Natlonal Democratic Party,
founded in 1964,faded after a few years.

By the time Adenauer left office in 1963 this perlod was v181bly draw1ng to
a oclose.In the west,in particular,the stagnation of political. life,espesial-
ly the failure to carry through any real policy of social democracyy produ-
ced an atmosphere of disillusion.As the 1960s progresséd,a new-generation:
wa# taking over,In the Federal Republio,the so~called "economic miracle'
had called forth a new business elite,largely self-made,which regarded the
old class conflicts as outdated and self-defeating.In the Democratic Repub-
lio it was the new generation of students who graduated after 1952 that was
responsible,as Davis Childs points out,fof the remarkable economic progress
of- Bastern Germahy after 1963.By 1964 the new generation had captured more:
than half the places on the central committee of the Socialist Unity Party.

With the succession of Brandt in 1969 and the recognition of the. sepatate
existence of the two Germanies,a new period of German history begins,The
process. of adjustment to modern industrial society was still in many ways
incomplete,but the old problems which had haunted German history ever since
the days of Bismarck and lingered on until the end of the 1950s had spent
their force.As Dahrendorf put it,"The past as it was embodied in imperial
Germany" had been "finally abolished";which is another wag of saying that
the epoch which began in 1879 had come to an end.

LT

Does thls revision of the basic chronological framework of modern German
history really matter,or is it simply a_ reshuffling of the cards”It matters,
I think,in a number of fundamental ways.

First,it gives due precedence to social realities.It emphasizes the central
point Dahrendorf makes about the German question, that it is essentially
not a political or national question,but a social question. The new genera-
tion of historigns,as Stern says,'"has foresworn the national-liberal tra- -
ditions".Their standard of measurement,the central thread they see running
through German history,is not the formatlon,consolldatlon,reconstltutlon,
and ultimately the destruction of national unity,but the process by which
Germany was transformed from a premodern,quasi-feudal into a modern indus—
trial society.That is what Dahrendorf means when he says that they wrlte
history "from a social rather than a national pdint of view".

Seoond, their standard of measurement is not,like ¥sat of their liberal
predecessors,legal ‘and constitutional.When Davié Childs writes . of the.

" imited value of constitutional devices',he is speaking for-the new gene-
ration as a whole.Holborn could still suggest that Article 48 of the Wei~
mar constitution was the fatal law enabling Hitler "to.lay....the seoure
foundation of the Nazi dictatorship'",and that the Enabling Act of March,1933,
was the "final step" making Hitler "the dictatorial ruler of Germany".
Braoher rightly dismisses such arguments as "purely formalistic",because,
(as he says) the character of any government is revealed not by its "lega—
~listic fagade" but by "analysis of the actual relations of power",
Third,the course of German history is no.longer made to ‘hinge on indivi-
duals and personalities.The older historians almost unanimously attributed
the failures and vacillations of German-history after 1890 to the personal
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deficiencies of Bismarck's successors and of William II.In reality,the twists
and turns of Caprivi,Hoherlohe,and Blilowyas they strove desparately to make
an -uniforkable system workjyare evidence of the growing ciscrepancy between.’
the. political superstrufture and the social’ infrastructure,which was some—
thing fhat no one,including Bismarck himself,could have solved.The refusal
to get bogged down in personalities is an important step forward.The time
is past when anyone really cares whether Bethmann Hollweg aid BrlUining were
honest and well-intentioned or“not,and the infeminable controversies be-
tween their detractors and their defenders ~betweean Fischer and Zechlin and
between Bracher dnd:K.D.Erdmdnn- are a distraction rather uhan a help in
asgessing the objeetive factors in the situation.

Pourth,this rejection of interpretations.based on personal factors sets

new standards for research.It is a vital question,for example,how far the
German people supported and how far they.opposed Hitler,but what,over and
above subjective impressions,do we know about 'it?As Erich Matthias has said,
the older historians diverted T?e hlstory of the German re81stance “dnto a
"bibliographical blind alleyl, - : :
Concerned above ell else to prove that there were "good" Germans in the ¢
ranks of the educated.and professional clasges;willing (as Holborn puts it)
to "demonstrate by.tlié sacrifice of theirilives...that....hurane values
~had not perished in :Germany",they concenirated on the é¢redentials and mo-
tives of the participantsiin the July.plob of 1944. ' :
The real point,needless to gayyis quite.different.What we neel is a pre—
-cise quantitative ‘analysis,class by class aund 'group by group,of the extend
andTgature of vpposition on all levelssand this requires a new methodolo-
gye < Wheén:we are-told that "the Germans" in the 1920s yearned for "natio=
nal greatmess” weé. shall ‘ask for detailed statistical evidénce which we

can test and check,and alsc for systematic group analysis-indicating as
exactly as possible which Germans yearned how much.No doubt,this means
foreé01ng the sweepJng moral judgmenue in which old~fauh10ned hlstorlans_
dellght —and which tc be fair is what the greas reading publlo asks of
hlstory— but in componsatlor it will bring us,at :ast,face to faoe with.
:the gredat anknown,verman people;who in conventional . aecounts rTemain hldden,
a faoeless mass,behind a glittering fagade of gene*als,pollt101ans,profes—
sors,and bu31ness tycooneL -

~Flfth the new view of. “erman history nakee,,erman foreign policy intelligi-
ble by relating it to the inbernal 31tuatlo%,”Illiberalismvatﬁhdme",as :
Stern says;''prescribed an aggressive stance in German policy .abroad",
Wehler describes Pismarck's colonial policy as'a form of escapism" -escape
- from the insistent:social problemq at 'home~ and the same ir ‘true-9of Bulow s
Mieltpolitik" and of the pan-german pressures for expandonsin.east and -
southeast Burope.The frenetic,unstable,restless chracter of German foreign
poligy after 1879,inexplicable if analyzed {as Holborn does) in ‘the frime—
work of international diplomacy,becomes: intelligible once we  Trealize the
extend to which it mirrors the internal tensions in German Bociety. |
'Slxth,we are enabled to see the way in which these tensions »arising in the
wake of the deprees1on of 1873,and only gradually aesuaged after 1945,are‘
a key factor -perhaps the key factor— in modern German hlstory For the
'yOUnger hlstorlans,uhe central théme is not {he Tise of Nazism,but the 1n—
cipient class conflict,the deepenlng antagonlem between a powerful but in-
crea81ngly anadhronlstlc authorltarlanlsm and a grow1ng democratlc democra—
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tic movement.This is the thread which lends unity to the period 1879-1969,
and Nazism is only one strand in it.Class conflict,of course,was endemic
in other countries,but Stern has.analyzed the factors -the peoullar Mger—
man ‘ambivalehée to wealth and capitalism" and the uncompromising intransi-
gence of the privileged olasses— which made it particularly unrelenting in
Germany. T : : 3
Seventh,emphastis on the 1ong~+erm social dlchotomles (1nstead of smoothlng
them over) puts National Socialism into historical perspective.The obses—
sive preoccupation of the older historians with the rise of Na21sm,as '
though it were the main content of German history since Bismarck,was bound
to result in distortion.The younger historians have restored the balance.
No doubt,if our concern is to explain the beastliness of the Nazis after
they came to power,we shall still have to probe below the historical sur-
facé,But Nazism is as a historical rather tham a psychological phenomenon
is only intelligible when related to the tensions and antagonlsms off Ger-
man society since ‘Bismarck.

I do not mean simply that the conservatlve counterreactlon in 1ts bllndness
oalled in forces which dewtroyednthat society (though that also is true)
What I mean is that the conservative counterrevolution was bound eventually
to trigger offa widespread popular movegent,a rebellion of the deprived,
disinhereted,exploited and deceived.That is why Stern is right to emphasize
"the idealistic appeal of the Nazis'',Nazism was the German revolution,the
German equivalent of 1789,the substitute for the revoltion that failed in
1918,the product of all the tensions bottled up sinse 1919,the ultimate re—
vu131on,all the more radical because it-was delayed,against the oldyautho-
rltarlan,seml—feudal society foisted on CGermany by Bismarck.That is its
place in German history,seen in the longer Perspective which 'hes opened

out after twenty-five years. :

Finally,the new view enables us ~and it was high time~ to fit the post-

war period into the malnstream of German history.Contrary to commonly ac-
cepted opinion,1945 was not (in Holborn's words) "a new beginning'",The
German revolution did not stop dead in its iracks,still less go into reverse,
with the elimination of the Nazi leadership at Nuremberg in 1946,any more
than the French revolution stopped dead with the execution of Robbespierre
and his supporters in 1794.1 have no desire to propound specious parallels,
‘but,looked at from the vantage poit of the present,the Federal Republic af-
ter 1949 plainly appears to represent what Crane Brinton called "the Ther-
midorian reaction',when gradually '"the politically proscribed are amnes-
tied and come back" and "the new ruling class,»'"settles down to. do as good
-a job as"— by its mundane standards-"it can"., = The question today is whether
the period which opned inm 196$ will sce a real effort to come to terms with
the many social problems brushed aside between 1949 and 1969,or whether -

in the west at least~= the Cerman revolution has played itself out.In 1972,

it mast be confessed the latter looks more. likely.

TwentJ—flve years af+er the end of the war a new v1ew of German history was
long overdue.It may be that I have not presented it as clearly or persua-
sively as. poss1b1e but that does not detract from the importance of the
work of the younger historians who have made it possible.the liberal inter-
pretation of German history was a loaded 1nterpretat10n loaded with the

. burden of guilt and the emotional associations of 1945 The younger histos
rians,who do not share these emotions,necessarily look at the German past
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from a different angle,
Bracher took Rider to task for complaining of historians' "unending fascination
with the horrors of the Hitler dictatorship";but there is a sense in which
Ritter was right.As David Felix says, Germany tadayx"llves in a new long run'--
"beyond Weimar and Nazi Germany"- and our view of Cerman ‘history: must take ac—
oount of this fact.Politically,%he German questlon has burned itself. out;but
1t oontinues to haunt our history books.The new view is important beoause it
shifts atteantion tu other asp eOus,partloularly to uhe long—term social and
econbmic realities. 7
This is sometimes described as the sunstltutvon of ""the prlmacv of terna1
-policy" for the charaoterlstlcal7y liberal emphasis on the- 'primaéy of ex—
ternal policy"sWe ‘shall probably &> better to avoid such s1mplifving formu~
lations.What it signifies,in fact,is that the unifying thread. of modern Ger—
man hlstory sincluding its fo;olan polloy,ls seen. to have been 1ts response
to the rise.of modern ;ndustrlal cap1ta11sm,In this respect.its- history is
not basically different frem that 6f other countries in other. parts ‘of the
world,and one of the main’ consequences of the change of persp60u1ve is. that.
ib enables us ‘to-view the German’ pasi (as Grosse¢ puts it)"inm- the light -of
thoze aoherent"principlep that’ may be applied to all political systems" in—
stead of treating CGermany as a parial among nations,whose aberrations have to
be condemned or explained away.
That .does. not. mean,of couree, that the Cerman response to the 1mpact of 9
dustrizll mapitalism was"nnrmal“ ~whatever "normal" may be— though one has
only "o look round “the world toddy-to see that it was less abnormal than at
one time ht seewed.What it does mean is that Germany has at last completed .
what Dahrendorf calls the "revolution of moﬁernlty”—nqt very successfully,
perhaps,but unmistakably,both in the Demooratic and in the Federal "Republicse.
This is what' CQrosser has in mind when,almosﬁ'regretfullv he describes -con-
temporary Germony as''mormal t0 excess",If,as is often said,Germany from
Bismgrcl: ta: Adenaner wes. we“gaed -down by the’ bu“den of the pasi,since 1963
it has- cast the burden nff- ezcept in the mlnds and erilngs of & handful
of liberal historians.This,again,is part -~a sibsitantial part—- of the German
revolution. : =

Paradoxical thfugh it may sound at uhe end of this long —some will say over—
long~ survey,my conclusion is “hat w: have suffered in the last quarter of
a century from a surfeit of German history ~or at least the wrong sort of
German history.Now that every minnow in the muddy Nazi pool has found its
biographer,the time has surely come %o oall a truce.I dc not mean that there
is not still plenty tc do.On the contrary,the preoccupation of the older
historians with the highlights of German history has left many blind spots
and dark corners.There was another Germany,not the "other Germany" of which
we hear so much,the Germany of humane liberalism,but the Germany of people
not concerned with "national greatness" but with jobs and wages,with the
eight~hour day and egqual opportunities for their children.About that Germany
hisborians so far have had little to say.It is time the balance was redres-
sed.Since 1945 the world has moved on,at a stupendous pace,and historians
must move with it.Happily,there are signs,that some,at least,are beginning
to do so.

242



thes :

AHolborn,"A H'story of Modern Germany"1840*l945 (Knopf 1970) and
Bracher,*The” German Dictatorship" (Praeger 1970).
) NYR,October 19 and November 2, : : :
) The classical liberal view of the events of" 1918—1919 is crltlcally exa~
mined irn "Vom Kaiserreich zur Weimarer Republik",edited by Eberhard Kolb
(Cologne,Kiepenheuer and Witsch,i972).
4) "Deutschland's Weg zur Grossmavht® by Helmut Bdhme (K1epenheuer and Wltsch,
1966)."Bismarck und der Tmnerlallsmus”by Hanﬂ—Ulrlch Wehler (Klepenheuer
‘and Witsch,1969).
5) Hermann Mav "The Seccnd Re"oxutlon" and Karl Dietrich Bracher,"Stages of
Totalltarlaa Integration' in "Repub*lc to Reimh:The ‘Making of the Nazi
Revolution” edited by Hajo Holborn (Pantheon,1972)
Germany since 1918"by David Childs (Harper and Row,1972)
"Der Staat Hitlers" by Martin Broszat (Deutscher: Taschenbuchverlag,1969)
"Hitker and the Beer Hall Putsch" by Harold J.Gordon Jr. (Pr1nceton,1972)
9) "The course Hf German Hlstory" by A.J.P.Taylor (London,1945 and many sub-
sequent reprints).
10) "The World Crisis of 1914-1918" (Oxford, 193°)repr1nted in "The Era of
Tyrannies" by E.Halévy (Anchor Books, 1965)
11)."Walter Rathenau and the Weimar Republlc The - Politlcs of Reparatlons"
by David Felix (Johns Hopkins,1971)% : : : i
12) "Qermany in Our Time' by Alfred Grosser (Praeger,1971)
13) "The Hlstory of Germany Sinde 1789" by  Golo Mann (London,.9€8)
14) Erich Matthies,"The Downfall of the 0ld Social Demoeratic Party in. 1933"
in "Republic %0 Reich"edited by Hajo:Holborn (Pantheon;1972) ‘
15) Two recent books make a beginnings"Gegen den Nationalsozialismus 15 by
Kurt Klotzbach (Hannover,1969) a study of the resistance in Dortmund,
and ”Uﬂderstand und Verfolgunv in Essen” by Hans-Josef Stelnberg (Han—
nover, 1969).,
16) "The Anatomy of Revolution'by Cranc Brinton (revised edition,Random
-~ House;1952).

L\
N,

O3 O\
e e

243



