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Preface
Glinter Bischof

Writing biographies (life stories) for a long time had been a male
hegemonic project—writing the lives of great (white) men. Ever since
Plutarch and Sueton composed their vizae of the greats of classical antiquity,
to the medieval obsession with the hagiographies of holy men (and a few
women) and saints, Vasari’s lives of great Renaissance artists, down to the
French encyclopedists, Dr. Johnson and Lytton Strachey, as well as Ranke
and Droysen the genre of biographical writing (“the representation of self” or
“the reconstruction of a human life”) has become increasingly more refined.
In the twentieth century male predominance has become contested and
the (collective) lives of women, minorities and ordinary people are now the
focus of biographical writing. The writing of lives (or lives and their times)
are always situated between fact and fiction, ascertainable data and the
imagination of the biographer. Leon Edel, the great American biographer
of Henry James and theorist of biography, insisted that a biographer must
explore and immerse him/herself in the thinking and subconscious of his
subject but also know him/herself. More recent postmodern theorists such
as Ira Bruce Nadel focus on the narrative technique of biographical writing.’
The genre of biography has become so popular with the reading public that
it is now applied to the lives of cities and entire nations.?

Biographical writing is not a forze of the historical profession in Austria.
The reasons for this are manifold. Careers at the university level are made
as quasi-“apprenticeships”; aspiring young scholars often pursue the latest
methodological fashions and approaches in the historical sciences (next to
serving the predilections and whims of mentors). Professors and the young

1. See the splendid Handbuch Biographie: Methoden, Traditionen, Theorien, ed. Christian
Klein (Suttgart: J.B. Metzler, 2009) (citations 1-6, 326).

2. Simon Sebag Montefiori, Jerusalem: The Biography (New York: Knopf, 2011); Hank
Heifetz and Enrique Krauze, Mexico: Biography of a Power (New York: Harper, 1998).



charges in their seminars rushed from innovations in quantitative social
history in the 1960s/1970s, to the fascination with gender studies in the
1980s, to the history and memory fad in the 1990s, on to the cultural studies
boom more recently. “Great men” were a negative role model through all of
these historical trends. It may also be that the book market is not big enough
in Austria to support independent scholars interested in writing the literate
portraits of leading figures in the Austrian universe. It is astounding that
some the more intriguing political figures of the two Austrian Republics
(and the National Socialist past in between) have not found biographers
yet. We have academic biographies of Ignaz Seipel and now of Otto Bauer?,
but no adequate scholarly biographies of Engelbert Dollfufl and Kurt
Schuschnigg*; nor have all the “founding fathers” of the Second Republic
attracted the attention of academic biographers. Leopold Figl, Julius Raab,
Karl Renner, and Theodor Kérner have not been the subject of abiding
scholarly biographic attention’, Adolf Schirf and Bruno Kreisky have.®
The rest of the chancellors of the Second Republic cry out for biographic
attention, not to speak of their many ministers and party elites—the
political figures operating in the parliamentary arena or the battle ground
of party politics. The same is true for economic tycoons and intellectual and
artistic leaders. When I raised the issue of a lacunae of biographical writing
among historians during the first Austrian Zeizgeschichtetag (Contemporary
History Meeting) in Innsbruck in the spring of 1994, the response was
tepid and yawning disinterest.

Across the border in Germany the interest of the reading public in
biographical writing is much bigger and academia allows career paths based
on writing the lives of great men and women. In fact, ever since Lothar

3. Ernst Hanisch, Der groe Illusionist: Otto Bauer (1881-1938) (Vienna: Bohlau, 2011);
Klemens von Klemperer, Ignaz Seipel: Christian Statesman in a Time of Crisis (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1972).

4. Radomir LuZa wanted to write a life of Schuschnigg; however, Schuschnigg and his
family did not grant him access to his personal papers.

5. The contemporary biographies of Leopold Figl and Karl Renner written by journalists
Ernst Trost and Jacques Hannak are dated and not based on the rich archival records. Anton
Pelinka’s Karl Renner zur Einfiihrung (Junius Verlag, 1998) is sketchy and not based on the
archival record either.

6. Karl Stadler, Adolf Schirf: Mensch, Politiker Staatsmann (Vienna: Europaverlag,
1982); Elisabeth Rohrlich, Kreisky’s Auflenpolitik: Zwischen Ssterreichischer Identitit und
internationalem Programm (Gottingen: Vienna University Press, 2009); Anton Pelinka,
Hubert Sickinger and Karin Stogner, Kreisky — Haider: Bruchlinien osterreichischer Identitir
(Vienna: Braumdiller, 2088) is concentrating on identity politics and not biography based
on archival findings; we do have a scholarly biography of the enfante terrible of postwar
Austrian politics Jorg Haider, see Lothar Hobelt, Defiant Populist: Jorg Haider and the Politics
of Austria (West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 2003).
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Gall's Bismarck and Hans-Peter Schwarz’s Adenauer biographies one may
speak of a veritable boom in academics writing biographies in Germany.” In
the Anglo-American world and uninterrupted stream of great biographies
feeds the vast reading public and keeps the publishing industry alive and
well.8 Writing the lives of Hitler, Stalin, Churchill, Roosevelt never ceases
to fascinate those who like to read history. Moreover, the industry of writing
presidential biographies keeps academic and popular writers busy. Stellar
academic careers are made writing biography.

This volume of Contemporary Austrian Studies ofters a cross section
of Austrian lives and biographical approaches to recent Austrian history.
Here are what may be called traditional biographies of leading political
figures through the twentieth century. We also suggest that the intellectual
biographies (lives of the mind) of thinkers and professionals are fertile soil
for biographical study. Moreover, the prosopographic study of common
folks in the Austrian population lifts these lives from the dark matter of
anonymous masses and gives rich insights into the lives ordinary Austrians
have been leading.

We present here a cross-section of political lives. It is no surprise that
from John Boyer’s seminar at the University of Chicago, which has been
giving us seminal new insights into Austrian history in recent years, comes
a fresh and fair-minded portrait by John Deak to interpret the life of the
controversial Catholic priest-chancellor Ignaz Seipel.’ Ernst Hanisch has
summarized for this volume his recent biography of Otto Bauer (his book is
also extensively reviewed here)—a rare attempt by one of Austria’s leading
contemporary historians to venture into the field of biography.’® Gabriela
Hauch and Philipp Strobl present biographies of two leading socialist
activists of the interwar period—Therese Schlesinger and Joseph Buttinger.
The later emigrated to the United States as a result of persecution of the
Socialists by the Austro-Corporate regime and the Nazis, a fate that beset
tens of thousands of Jewish Austrians and political opponents to Nazism.
Johannes Koll reminds us that the life stories of leading Austrian Nazis
still await the study of biographers. Arthur Sey3-Inquart, Hitler’s “willing

7. Lukas Werner “Deutschsprachige Biographik,” in Handbuch Biographie, 265-77.

8. Michael Jonas, “Britische Biographik,” and Levke Harders, “US-amerikanische
Biographik,” in ibid., 289-97, 321-30. Fittingly, there is no chapter in this handbook of
biography’s “regional developments” on Austria.

9. Based on his life-long deep immersion in the party politics of the late Habsburg Empire,
John Boyer himself has given us a model biographic study of Karl Lueger, the iconic mayor
of Vienna, see Karl Lueger (1844-1910): Christlichsoziale Politik als Beruf: Eine Biographie
(Vienna: Bohlau, 2010).

10. Hanisch, Der grofie Illusionist.
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executioner” of the “Anschluss” of Austria, was a leading figure in the
occupation of Poland and the Netherlands. He was one of the Austrians
who ended up in the docket in the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials and
earned a sentence of capital punishment. The young German historian
Elisabeth Rohrlich has been lifting the biographical study of Bruno Kreisky
from the filiopietistic/frequently hagiographic approach to a more critical
level of academic biographical engagement. Martin Eichtinger and Helmut
Wohnout offer a first attempt of interpreting the life story of Alois Mock."

'The section on “Lives of the Mind” tries to capture the lives of fascinating
intellectual figures in pre- and post-World War I Vienna. Deborah Holmes
presents a subtle and model biographical study of the female impresario
“Genia” Schwarzwald who acted as a major educational reformer, journalist,
entrepreneur, and saloniére; she maintained a notable salon in the interwar
period where some of Vienna’s leading lights regularly met and exchanged
ideas. Jason Dawsey, like John Deak a recent PhD from the University of
Chicago’s stellar History Department, is presenting a biographical cameo
the philosopher and public intellectual Ginther Anders. Like Friedrich
Heer, Anders was consistently ignored and isolated by the native chattering
classes,yet was a major thinker on postwar Vienna’s intellectual scene. Anders
fled Nazi Germany and settled in Vienna after the war, becoming the first
notable critic of the nuclear age. Dawsey concentrates on unraveling Anders
role as one of the earliest critics of Vergangenheitsbewdiltigung Austrian style,
namely the lie of Austrians as “first victims” of National Socialism. Timothy
Pytell, on the other hand, demonstrates how the Jewish Auschwitz survivor
Viktor Frankl made a career in postwar Vienna as a psychiatrist, maybe
for the prize of not challenging this very “victim doctrine.” There were
different strategies, then, of confronting Austrians’ failing memory of their
World War II past. Stefan Maurer analyzes the career path or Wolfgang
Kraus, one of the major literary critics and historians of the postwar era
who at the same time also played a major role in the intellectual “cold wars”
of Central Europe fighting the communists across the iron curtain. All
of these studies show an extraordinary rich life of intellectual discourses
influencing the world beyond stale and provincial postwar Austria, often
contrarian thinkers whose discourses happened outside of the limelight of
official “state sponsored” debates.

'The approaches to writing biography taken in this volume also suggest
that much work needs to be done to illuminate the lives of ordinary
Austrians. While post-World War II neutralist Austria has studiously

11. See also their full-fledged biography Martin Eichtinger and Helmut Wohnout, Alois
Mock: Ein Politiker schreibt Geschichte (Graz: Styria, 2008).
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ignored the lives of millions of Austrian soldiers drafted during World
War I and II and pulled into the cauldron of wars raging across Europe
and the globe, three essays in this collection adumbrate the individual life
trajectories of these often faceless Austrian Soldaten-warriors. Wolfram
Dornik shows how during World War I they were stationed from front to
front all over Europe and injured frequently in very difficult circumstances.
Wilfried Garscha takes apart the lives of four ordinary Austrians tossed
out over Nazi occupied Europe and turned into perpetrators/war criminals.
One was executed for the crimes he committed during the “death marches”
of Jews at the end of the war going through Eastern Austria. The other
three managed to escape the retribution of the law in the years after the
Austrian occupation ended and the Austrian judiciary turned soft on war
criminals. Barbara Stelzl-Marx and I follow four Austrian Wehrmacht
soldiers through World War II and their subsequent fate as prisoners of
war of the Soviets in the East and the Americans in the West. From the
millions of Austrians drafted as “cannon fodder” by their frequently ill-
advised political leaders during both wars, writing the lives of soldiers in
low ranks gives extraordinary agency to their lives’ trajectories through “the
age of extremes”(Eric Hobsbawm) and their enormous suffering on behalf
of what Hitler called the Volksgemeinschaft. For political reasons their lives
were usually silenced after both wars and they had to suffer quietly the
ignominies of defeat and what today would be called “post-traumatic stress
syndrome” (PTSD). These individual life stories need to be re-injected in
the grand narrative of Austrian history where their roles have been ignored
for a long time. More than a million Wehrmacht soldiers from the Ostmark
were perpetrators in and victims of the Hitler state and often both. The
biographic approach can do justice to the complexities of their lives’
trajectories. Biographies of ordinary people compel the historians to write
in hues of gray rather than in black and white.

Modern methodologies and new source materials give biographers
added opportunities to explore collective lives. Hans Petschar and Herbert
Friedlmeier pull the visual lives of ordinary Austrians from the rich photo
collection of the United States Information Agency, deposited in the Picture
Archives of the Austrian National Archives. Turning to photography as the
principal source material, offers a rich menu of possibilities for biographers,
especially when it comes to portraiture of ordinary Austrians. Ernst
Langthaler utilizes both quantitative and qualitative records to show how
farmers in Lower Austrian innovated and adjusted to changing market
conditions to survive and do well through hard work in the shrinking
agricultural sector. The Austrian farmer/peasant is usually ignored as actor
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in contemporary history and, as Langthaler demonstrates, at the peril of
historians. Oliver Rathkolb and his students did an extensive survey among
Austrian students today and demonstrate that the more education young
Austrians have, the less prejudiced they are vis-a-vis Muslims and Jews, and
the more sophisticated a view they hold about the holocaust and Austrians’
role during World War II (among these youngsters the myth of Austrians
as “victims” is passé). They show how survey data constitute an important
historical source to understand “the lives of the mind” of the anonymous
masses.

State archives usually hold the documents and written records on the
people that shape the fate of nations—politicians, diplomats, military and
maybe business leaders and the institutional settings in which they operate
(from the ministerial and war councils to diplomatic conferences and on
down). Only recently have historians begun to collect the “ego” materials
of representative groups of ordinary men and women to document their
life stories. The essays on ordinary Austrians in this volume use a variety
of source materials to demonstrate that the biographies of common folks
can be researched deeply beyond the state archives, where they are ignored
as collective historical actors. Oral histories are prominently used, as are
diaries and letters, as well as archival records (written and visual), data
bases, polls and surveys, photographs and film. The historical profession has
taken the quantitative methods of the social sciences to collect the data on
vast groups of people and/or developed polls and public opinion methods
to survey tens of thousands of people. All of these materials offer the
historians rich source collections to write history from the “bottom up” and
endow historical agency to masses of ordinary people both as individuals
and group actors.

Most in this volume of our lengthy book review essays also deal with
biographical approaches. Peter Berger’s review of Ernst Hanisch’s Bauer
biography gives full credit to this complex life story and the biographer’s
challenges in doing justice to his/her subject matter. Alexander Lassner’s
review of Alfred Jansas memoir raises issues about the genre of
autobiography and the pitfalls of writing an “apologia pro vita sua.” Evan
Bukey’s book on Jews and Intermarriage in Nazi Austria is a prosopography
of sorts as it deals with the Nazi ascription of Jewishness during World War
IT and the resulting game of complex identity politics as a means of survival.
Regina Kecht reviews the first scholarly work on Hilde Spiel, the World
War II émigré and postwar literary grande dame who continued the art
of the Viennese saloniéres in the grand tradition of “Genia” Schwarzwald,
Berta Zuckerkandl and Alma Mahler-Werfel. Thomas Nowotny’s review

of Rauchensteiner’s Osterreich zwischen den Blécken is an autobiographical
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piece of sorts as the former staffer in Kreisky’s cabinet reacts strongly to the
scholarly critique of Kreisky’s national security policy.

ok sk 3k sk %k

I first explored the feasibility of the subject matter of this volume in
May 2011 with Bernhard Fetz, the Director of the Austrian Literature
Archives in his spectacular office in Vienna’s Hotburg Palace. Fetz had
directed a Ludwig Boltzmann Institute at the University of Vienna on
writing biography, which had thoroughly theorized the writing of biography.
Armed with his encouragement and good advice, some suggestions for
possible authors, and a theoretical text on biography of his—a translation
of which ended up providing a subtle introduction to this volume. Given
the disinterest of contemporary historians in biography, Fetz’s advice and
my good friend Peter Berger’s encouragement and suggestions for further
biographies were crucial to pursue this topic. I returned to New Orleans
in June and began surveying the field and inviting potential authors. The
volume outline came together in the course of the summer and essays began
arriving in the offices of CenterAustria at the end of the year. We are very
grateful to all the authors for their agreement to contribute articles, some
on very short notice, and always with grace and good cheer and mostly on
time. Not all invitations to pen essays for this volume were answered. A
prominent biographer of Habsburg family members did not answer my
mails whether she would contribute a biographical sketch of the late Otto
Habsburg who passed away recently. Win some, lose some.

Some people were particularly helpful in bringing this volume towards
publication. Eva Maltschnig arrived in August as the 2011/12 Austrian
Ministry of Science and Research fellow, beginning research for her
dissertation on Austrian women marrying American GIs during the
post-World War II Austrian occupation. She quickly immersed herself in
her work as assistant to the editor and soon began to make substantive
contributions towards the completion of the volume. She maintained the
routine correspondence with all contributors to this collection, worked
hard to obtain illustrations and copyrights for the essays, became a real
expert in correcting footnotes in line with our CAS style sheet and the
Chicago Manual and usually scrutinized the essays to provide a first round
of corrections. She also gave some sound advice in the design of the volume.
Her contributions to the volume’s completion were so substantive that I
promoted her to guest editor. Similarly, Inge Fink of UNO’s Department
of English and a native of Austria was kind enough to translate three of the
essays from German into English. She did it with her usual aplomb and
superior skill and in some cases turned German academese into readable
English. Gertraud Griessner of CenterAustria held my back free, when
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important CAS work waited to be completed. Lauren Capone at UNO
Press was a superb copy editor of all essays. Her good cheer turned the
drudgery of editing into a joy.

This editorial team, too, represents a cross-section of sorts of Austrian
lives: Inge Fink and myself represent a small cohort of Austrians who were
lucky to be among the first postwar rural small town generation to receive
access to higher education and profit from international student mobility.
Inge Fink from Lustenau, one of the old textile capitals of Austria on
the Swiss border in Vorarlberg, came to UNO more than 20 years ago to
become an English instructor and a big fan of Mardi Gras. I was born in
the small Alpine village of Mellau in Vorarlberg with its traditional peasant
stock turned tourist entrepreneurs and lived in the U.S. for the past 30 years.
Contrary to our rather unusual education backgrounds, one year research
fellow Eva Maltschnig from Zell am See, Salzburg, embodies the decades
of education expansion Austria has witnessed more recently. Globalization
might make life experiences more universal than regionally rooted—her
experiences as a graduate student in Vienna may not be so different from
Islefio-American Lauren Capone’s life as a creative writing MFA student
at the University of New Orleans, where she also gains valuable work
experience as a copy editor and book designer at UNO Press.

Editorial team of volume 21 of CAS: Lauren Capone, Inge Fink, Ginter Bischof, Eva Maltschnig
Photo: Kimberly Edwards for CenterAustria
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Bill Lavender at UNO Press and Birgit Holzner at jup did their share
in bringing the volume towards completion. We felt that all biographies
needed to be illustrated and worked hard to obtain portraits of all our subjects
to help visualize their character. These pictures also provide a trajectory of
sorts of Austrian portrait photography through the twentieth century. Next
to the authors, a number of archivists were very kind in being cooperative
with our search for images. Hans Petschar at the Pictures Archives of
the Austrian National Library in Vienna has been incredibly helpful to
make us obtain portraits, and so were Bernhard Fetz and the archivists
at the Austrian Literary Archives of the National Library. Maria Mesner
answered our queries at the Kreisky Archives and Wolfgang Maderthaner
at the Austrian Labor History Association in Vienna. Without these kind
and helpful colleagues this volume would not be as lavishly illustrated as it
is for this journal issue.

As always, we are grateful to our sponsors for making the publication
of this volume possible: at the Universities of Innsbruck and New Orleans
our thanks got to Matthias Schennach of the Auslandsamt as well as
Klaus Frantz and Christina Sturn of the UNO Office as well as Susan
Krantz, the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts. We are also grateful to
the new Reksor Tilmann Mirk and President Peter Fos for their support
of the UNO - Innsbruck partnership agenda. At the Austrian Cultural
Forum in New York Andreas Stadler and Hannah Liko have supported our
work as has Martin Eichtinger, the chief of the Cultural Division of the
Austrian Ministry of European and International Affairs. In the Ministry
of Science and Research and its student exchange office Osterreichischer
Auslandsdienst (OAD), we are grateful to Barbara Weitgruber, Christoph
Ramoser, Josef Leidenfrost and Florian Gerhardus. Eugen Stark and the
board members of the Austrian Marshall Plan Foundation have been our
strongest supporters for more than a decade now. It is a great pleasure and
privilege to work with them all and acknowledge their unerring support of
CenterAustria and its activities.

New Orleans, April 2012






Introduction

Biographical Narrative between Truth and Lies,
Production and Authenticity

Bernhard Fetz*

Truth and Lies

Paradoxically in biography, the dramatization of authenticity creates
the biographical effect. The answer to the question of whether biographers
lie depends on several factors: the biographer’s interpretations of his/her
role, the expectations of the audience, and the biographical genre, be that
a eulogy, a curriculum vitae, an encyclopedia entry, a literary or a scholarly
biography. In different disciplines, the gathering of biographical data has
close ties to scholarship, such as the portrayal of the Other in ethnography,
the transcription of autobiographical interviews in biographical sociology,
or the interviewing of witnesses in Oral History. Daily life, too, constantly
generates biographical evidence: police protocols, evaluative reports, entries
in personnel files, or records of conversations between therapists and
patients. Generally, we do not grant these documents much biographical
power or dignity because they are “artless” and seemingly free of narrative
manipulations. The claim to “biographical truth” fluctuates considerably
in the production and reception of these texts. In police protocols, the
apparent emphasis on cold facts can obscure the mendacious, denunciatory

1. This text was first published as Bernhard Fetz: Biographisches Erzihlen zwischen
Wiabhrheit und Liige, Inszenierung und Authentizitit, in: Handbuch Biographie. Methoden,
Traditionen, Theorien. Herausgegeben von Christian Klein. S. 54 —60. © 2009 ].B.
Metzlersche Verlagsbuchhandlung und Carl Ernst Poeschel Verlag GmbH in Stuttgart. We
thank Inge Fink, Department of English, University of New Orleans, for translating this
text from German to English.
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character of biographical portraits created in the process. Michel Foucault
planned to explore this very phenomenon—the production of authenticity
in the discourse of state authority—in a collection of curriculum vitae
of “infamous persons,” a collection that was never realized safe for an
introduction describing his intent.?

The following example illustrates the tension between imaginative
(literary) memory and politically motivated storage memory; the
confrontation between the two creates “biographical memory,” consisting
of facts, legends, lies, and the urge to tell the truth: The Hungarian writer
Péter Esterhdzy had to write his father’s biography twice. The first time
he did so voluntarily, producing an opulent, 1000-page fantasy about the
history of the legendary Esterhazy dynasty, whose chronicler he considered
himself to be.* He did not have a choice in writing the second biography,
and he gave it the form of a report, which lacked all the literary imagination
that distinguished the novel Harmonia Caelestis. Esterhizy had stumbled
upon his father’s police files, which indicated that he had been an informant
for the Hungarian secret service.* Many biographies had to be re-written
once the Eastern European archives had been opened. The archive turned
from a place of secrets and repression, a potential source of danger because
it stored files on spies and those spied upon, into a place of biographical
revision. The archiving of judicial, police, and medical records taught
biographers—Péter Esterhdzy among them—that guilt cannot be wiped
out through ritualistic gestures such as confessions: “Statements made in
this fashion are registered, accumulated, and preserved in files and archives.
The single, immediate, trackless voice making a confession, which wipes
out evil because it wipes out itself, has now been replaced by many voices,
which come down like a massive avalanche of documents and constitute the
ceaselessly growing memory of all the evil in the world.?

We cannot escape the dilemma created by truth, lies, aesthetics, and
morality. This is the biographer’s dilemma par excellence. In the discussion
of truth and lies with regard to biography, Friedrich Nietzsche supplies the
crucial questions in his 1873 essay On Truth and Lie in a Nonmoral Sense:
Why do people lie? Where does the desire to tell the truth come from? To
what extent does language express this desire? Nietzsche argues from an
anthropological standpoint: If we do not want to live like worms, i.e. if we

2. Michel Foucault, Das Leben der infamen Menschen, ed. and trans. Walter Seitter (Berlin:
Merve, 2001).

3. Péter Esterhazy, Harmonia Calestis, trans. Terézia Mora (Berlin: Berlin-Verlag, 2001).

4. Péter Esterhdzy, Verbesserte Ausgabe, trans. Hans Skirecki (Berlin: Berlin-Verlag, 2003).
5. Foucault, Das Leben der infamen Menschen, 29.
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want to prevail against weaker individuals in the “fight for existence,” we
must question the means we employ to do so. Unlike animals, we do not
have sharp horns or a predator’s teeth, which could give us direct access
to truth; we have to rely on our “intellect” as a means of self-preservation.
However, man has developed his “major powers through deception™ “In
humans, the art of deception has reached its peak: humans dissemble,
flatter, lie, deceive, talk behind each other’s backs, pretend to be more
than they are, live in borrowed splendor, wear masks, hide behind social
conventions, play a role for others and for themselves ... to the point where
we must find it inconceivable that a honest and pure desire for truth could
have sprouted up among the human race.” Man’s desire for truth depends
less on his impulse to combat lies than on the consequences of telling lies.
We have no problems accepting comfortable truths; we do not care about
“insight without consequences,” but when truth becomes destructive, we
fight against it.”

“So then, what is truth?” Nietzsche asks. For an answer, he writes the
following momentous sentences not only into the biographers’ family
register: “A mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorphisms,
in short a sum total of human relationships, which have been poetically
and rhetorically enhanced, translated, decorated, and which, after long
usage, have become binding and canonical: truths are illusions, but we have
forgotten that, worn metaphors deprived of any sensual power. ...”® The
long history of trivial biography, with its fixed stereotypes and its clichés,
has provided plenty of examples since the early 19* century.

Literary scholars are not the only ones who have long rejected
Rousseau’s Romantic notion of an authentic life avanz la lettre and who
have embraced the polyvalent and rhetorical nature of texts; however, the
unquenchable desire for biographical evidence keeps (cultural) scholars,
readers, and theoreticians active in their fields.

The Relativity of the Biographical Notion of Truth

The multi-faceted concept of biographical truth has been an ambivalent
idea since Nietzsche’s destruction and deconstruction. Biographical truth
has no easy definition; it is a multi-relational construct, forever materializing

6. Friedrich Nietzsche, “Ueber Wahrheit und Liige im aussermoralischen Sinne,” in
Samtliche Werke: Kritische Studienausgabe in 15 Binden, eds. Giorgio Colli and Mazzino
Montinari, vol. 1, Die Geburt der Tragodie; Unzeitgemdfe Betrachtungen I-1V; Nachgelassene
Schriften 1870-1873 (Munich: dtv/de Gruyter, 1999), 875.

7.1bid., 878.

8.1Ibid., 880-81.
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in the interactions between the biographical narrative, its subjects, and its
readers. While biographical truth is an effect created by the rhetorical
nature of a text, it is always on the run from a mobile army of metaphors
trying to overtake it. According to Nietzsche, the struggle for truth is a
struggle between the living, graphic metaphors created by first impressions
and rigid conventional metaphors.” Seen from this perspective, truth is
subversive. It attacks outmoded ideas and dissolves them; it undercuts the
foundations of one of the most powerful metaphors: the monument and
the memorial. (Even Herder tries to create monuments for great men in
his biographical essays, albeit living monuments, which will continue to
bear witness to their lives.) We find this kind of truth predominantly in the
arts, where it relies on the aristocratic “creative fact”!® and the notion that a
poet’s imagination transforms fact into a higher kind of truth. The poet—
and the biographer raised to the ranks of poetic nobility—frees facts from
the straitjacket of their historical context and blesses them with a rebirth
under new and very different conditions. Nietzsche sees truth as a linguistic
convention. The “thing in itself”™—we can substitute biographical truth
here—"“is inconceivable even to the artist of language. ... He only identifies
the relationships between things and humans and employs the boldest
metaphors in the process.”™ Similarly, Ira Bruce Nadel, the American
theorist of biography, insists on the fictional character of all biographical
texts: “A biography is a verbal artifact of narrative discourse.”? However,
in biography, their universal usefulness makes metaphors the mediator
between a general and a specific truth “which is the recognition of universal
aspects of human behavior through the particular actions of an individual
life.”3

Péter Esterhdzy’s double biography of his father—one literary and the
other quasi documentary-factual—is particularly instructive as it points
out the two central concerns of biography: on the one hand, biography is
an imaginative (narrative) construction; on the other, biography depends
on facts, the search for truth, detective investigation, as well as the desire
for mystery and the shock of discovery. The idea of biographical truth is
tied to a changing notion of the subject, to the differentiation between
public and private spheres, to the development of autobiographical self-

9.1bid., 881-82.

10. Virginia Woolf, “The Art of Biography,” in Collected Essays, vol. 4 (London: Hogarth
Press 1967),221-28,228. The essay was originally published in 1939.

11. Nietzsche, “Ueber Wahrheit und Luge,” 879.

12.1Ira Bruce Nadel, Biography: Fiction, Fact & Form (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1984), 8.
13.Tbid., 166.
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confidence, and to the cultural relativity of the idea of biographical truth.
We can see this phenomenon very clearly in a quotation from Samuel
Johnson, who—as a theorist of biography and subject of one of the most
famous biographies, James Boswell’s Life of Johnson—found himself on
both sides of the biographical discourse. Despite his reservations, Johnson
regards self-knowledge as an advantage over the biographical insight of
others because only the kind of self-investigation found in autobiography
manages to resist the temptation of false praise and sycophantic flattery:
“[M]any temptations to falsehood will occur in the disguise of passions, too
specious to fear much resistance. Love of virtue will animate panegyric, and
hatred of wickedness embitter censure. ... But he that speaks of himself has
no motive to falsehood or partiality except self-love, by which all have so
often been betrayed, that all are on the watch against its artifices.”**
Where the function of biography is concerned, the genre has undergone
big changes: biography as a normative-pedagogical form during the
Enlightenment became a means of creating national identity in the portraits
of great men. Especially in the 19* century, the expression of cultural norms
and values oscillated between the desire for supranational balance and
the production and propagation of national clichés.” In the 20" century,
biography more or less frees itself from these constraints; instead, it tries
to explain how artistic creativity, scientific and scholarly accomplishments,
or political actions play out in individuals. In the same measure in which
the “false” character of trivial biography becomes the subject of historical
biography criticism, the demands of modern biography oscillate between
literature and scholarship. Seen from a historical standpoint, the notion
of the whole truth about a person has shifted from a moral to an aesthetic
and epistemological perspective. “{A]nd while I am telling nothing but
the truth, I have reminded myself that I cannot reveal the whole truth all
the time,” James Boswell writes in the dedication of his Samuel Johnson
biography in 1791.%* Modern biographers are challenged by precisely these
gaps in biographical accounts. They see and discuss formerly taboo issues,
such as sexuality, as the motors of artistic and scholarly accomplishments.

Joachim Radkau’s biography of Max Weber, which is subtitled “The Passion

14. Samuel Johnson, “The Rambler, No 69, 13. October 1750,”in Biography as an Art: Selected
Criticism 1560-1960, ed. James Clifford (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1962), 40-45, 45.

15. Deborah Holmes and Hannes Schweiger, “Nationale Grenzen und ihre biographischen
Uberschreitungen,” in Die Biographie: Zur Grundlegung ibrer Theorie, ed. Bernhard Fetz, with
the assistance of Hannes Schweiger (Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 2009), 385-418.

16. See James Boswell, Das Leben Samuel Johnsons und Das Tagebuch einer Reise nach den
Hebriden (Leipzig: Insel Verlag, 1984; orig. 1791), 6.
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of Thinking” (2005), provides an excellent example.”” It shows that the
driving force behind biographical production is not so much enlightenment
as the thrill of biographical mysteries: “What is left out appears as a gap in
the text and has to be filled with writing and thinking, but these gaps also
make the text mysterious and interesting.”*®

The rhetoric of autobiography is a particularly important
epistemological tool in the biographer’s work. How can one do justice
to public figures without analyzing the literary and genre-specific (self)
dramatization and not consider it a part of biographical “truth” The same
holds true for psychological processes. According to Sigmund Freud’s late
article Konstruktionen in der Analyse [ Constructions in Analysis], the goal
of case histories is to reach “the conviction of truth in a construction.”
Freud maintains that these constructions can serve the same purpose as
recaptured “authentic” memories. When it comes to one’s own biography,
even a surrogate memory can be effective; whether the therapeutic success
is based on an illusion or a “real” memory is ultimately irrelevant.’® This
means that biographical truth can never do without a certain measure of
illusion and dramatization. However, biography must reconcile a universal
claim to truth with the production of truth, which is as a part of writing,
and with self-dramatization, which is a part of autobiographical testimony.
Artistic license in biography ends at the point where the biographer must
expose biographical rhetoric, political evasion, and the attempt to hide an
individual’s guilt.

Authenticity and Dramatization

Biographers can take the roles of detectives, historians, their subjects’
attorneys, prosecutors, or therapists. We see the same variety in the different
types of biographical texts: they run the gamut from scholarly biographies,
which document every detail in footnotes, to novels, which follow the
biographical model and relish in its claim to truth. In his quasi-biographical
novel Flaubert’s Parror (1984), Julian Barnes uses this technique at the very
beginning when he describes a statue of Flaubert that has seen better days.
His novelistic depiction of an English author who follows Flaubert’s trail
through France shows a lot of comical potential. Barnes’s novel makes

17. Joachim Radkau, Max Weber: Die Leidenschaft des Denkens (Munich: Hanser, 2005).

18. Harald Weinrich, Lethe: Kunst und Kritik des Vergessens (Munich: Beck, 2005), 17.

19. Karl Wagner, “Glanz und Elend der Biographik,” in Spiege/ und Maske: Konstruktionen
biographischer Wabrbheit, eds. Bernhard Fetz and Hannes Schweiger (Vienna: Zsolnay, 2006),
58-59.
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it clear that #ruth and authenticity are not the same thing. Statues and
biographical relics such as stuffed parrots do not have to be genuine in
order to appear authentic. Biographical truth relies on the suggestion of
authenticity. Rousseau’s notion of autobiographical truth in his Confessions
escapes the “laws of verification” “We find ourselves no longer in the realm
of truth, the true story, but we have crossed over into authenticity.”® The
production of authenticity requires imagination, the infusion of material and
immaterial fragments of memory with emotions. In a culture of memory,
“fantasy cannot be equated with fiction and forgery but with fabrication
and invention, in short with the kind of construction that lies at the heart
of all culture.” In this regard, individual and collective memory work
resembles literature. Biography provides the link between an “atmospheric”
truth, which belongs to artists, and a “factual” truth, which is the realm of
historians.? In the words of Julian Barnes, “The past is an autobiographical
narrative passing itself off as the minutes of a parliamentary session.””

While authors and psychoanalysts inclined toward the literary
emphasize biographical narrative with all its subplots, historians and scholars
in various disciplines stress the veracity of sources that have been cleansed
from all manipulations: “The historian must understand and disable the
power over future memory, the power of immortalization,” says Jacques Le
Goff, historian and biographer.* Historians cannot turn themselves into
the assistants of a politics of memory, which operates by arranging and
manipulating documents in an attempt to attain everlasting interpretative
authority. They must be able to distinguish between an authentic and a
fabricated source, and they must recognize whether a source is part of a
controlled tradition or a factum brutum, a remnant and random witness
of some historical fact. Their work resembles that of police investigators.
However, once the historical event, the crime scene of biography, is secured,
literary historians and imaginative investigators make their entrance.

“In classical mystery stories, the detective imaginatively reconstructs scenes
from newspaper notices, conversations, and messages; he uses his own /ife
experiences as a hypothesis until the scenes form a sequence, a plausible drama.
The inconsistencies in his life experiences inspire him to rearrange the

20. Jean Starobinski, Rousseau: Eine Welt von Wiederstinden, trans. Ulrich Raulff (Munich:
Hanser, 1988), 294.
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scenes until a plausible plot emerges.”” If, in this quote from psychoanalyst
Alfred Lorenzer, we substitute the detective not with the analyst but with
the biographer, the family circle widens to include a third. In his analysis of
Edgar Allen Poe’s famous story The Murders in the Rue Morgue, Lorenzer
contrasts the police prefect’s attempts at analytical reconstruction, which is
based on language and causal logic, with the detective’s “scenic perception.”
This scenic perception translates the information gained from source
analysis into the context of experience. Like the detective and the analyst,
biographers must be able to confront “messages, i.e. ‘linguistic formulas’
with ‘life experience.”?® Approaching truth in biography, psychoanalysis,
or crime requires a critical awareness of language, that is to say, the ability
to critique sources, combined with empathy and imagination. We can read
the following quotation as a virtual catalogue of analytical qualities required
of the biographer: “As we have seen, openness toward the outrageous must
complement the critical attitude toward textual discrepancies. Critical acuity
must be balanced by imagination and the ability to envision abnormal or
deviant lifestyles.””

For the most part, the theory of biography has taken the side of
imagination; it prefers the company with writers to that of strict historians.
The progress of civilization becomes visible in the combination of past
memory, still present in some traces, and the memory of the present: this is
the humanizing effect of biography, from Johann Gottfried Herder through
Wilhelm Dilthey to Leon Edel, biographer and theorist of biography.
According to Leon Edel, biographers have an ethical obligation not to
manipulate sources: “[A]nd the telling must be of such a nature as to leave
the material unaltered.”” His claim tallies with the demand that biography
recapture (at least partially) what was once the “authentic” substance or
fabric of life. The challenge consists in “[shaping] a likeness of the vanished
figure.”” However, likeness means difference, means shaping, not identity, a
notion that clashes with the ethical imperative not to falsify anything. The
“human element” is called upon to reconcile these seemingly contradictory
demands—not to falsify sources and “to shape a likeness.” In reference to
Lytton Strachey, who occupies a similar position in 20% century English
biography as Boswell does in the 18" century, Edel endows biography
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with a humanizing function: “Humane, because, inevitably, the biological
process is a refining, a civilizing—a humanizing—process.”® Biography
makes a stronger claim to “memory work” than genuine scholarly insight:
“It assigns meaning, acts with partiality, and creates identity.” In their large
collection of materials, History and Obstinacy, which, among many other
things, contains bits and pieces of a theory of biography, Alexander Kluge
and Oskar Negt present a variation on this idea: “In the manner of Levi
Strauss’s bricolage, we must recognize the subjective fragments, collect them,
and reassemble them into an anthropocentric world.”* However, when we
re-assemble subjective fragments in this manner, we may risk supporting
untruths when the ideal clashes with political reality; this Péter Esterhazy
found out to his chagrin.

Individuality and Type

Biography, in one possible definition, describes an individual’s deviation
from a model or type. It makes a big difference whether the individual hails
from classical antiquity, the Middle Ages, or modern times. In the case
of medieval persons, the biographical method might consist in creating
a reconstructed normative model on one hand, and then showing the
individual’s deviation from this model on the other. The description of
individual behavior rests on the existence of source documents that put
the “truth” of the person next to social and historical “truth.” The difference
between role and behavior as emanations of the self would then serve as a
yardstick for individuality, as an indication for that which is biographical in
the modern sense. Literary projects like Stefan Zweig’s biography of Marie
Antoinette® demonstrate how a role model, an “average character,” turns into
a tragic figure with individual features (in Zweig, a mysterious bundle of
letters plays an important role in this regard), whereby the description, the
plane of presentation, depends, to a smaller or larger degree, on ideological
preconceptions, cultural clichés, narratives and stereotypes, or the process
of transmission.

Biography at least has the potential to capture the individual in the
midst of structural connections and to describe the space the individual
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gains from these connections. Individual freedom—and the description
thereof—is created by Aow the individual gains this space, be that
through the therapeutic illusion of “authentic” memory in psychoanalysis,
as the narrative construction of the (auto)biographical life story, or as a
posthumous description of “correspondences” derived from a dead person’s
estate (see Sigrid Weigel's biography of Ingeborg Bachmann3*). Writings
left behind as a part of an estate are not just an archive of mightily formative
discourses; they are also the place where an individual gains a voice and a
face. A person’s biographical truth can neither be fixed nor defined by any
amount of exact reconstruction and research; this truth is negotiated anew
in every biographical project.

Biography navigates between #ruth and biographical evidence and the
notion that all biographical writing is nothing but an ideological or aesthetic
construct. As the vehicle for expressing the truth of the body, the truth of
ideas, and the truth of posterity, biography creates difterent definitions of
truth. Biography is always concerned with truth, even in a fictional sense:
the truth before God, the truth of the self, the truth before a court of law,
the truth of a historical person, the truth of legend, the truth that goes
beyond biographical mystifications, the truth of a certain life, lived in a
certain social and cultural context. Biographical truth includes the truth of
repression, i.e. a fundamental lie that governs a person’s life and actions, as
well as the textual expression of testimony in certain formats and genres.

34. Sigrid Weigel, Ingeborg Bachmann. Hinterlassenschaften unter Wahbrung des Briefgebeimnisses
(Vienna: Zsolnay, 1999).
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Ignaz Seipel (1876-1932)

Founding Father of the Austrian Republic
John Deak

Biographies fall in and out of favor, both among publishers and in the
halls of academe.! Historical consciousness has its own fashions and trends
to be sure. Since Immanuel Kant’s 1784 essay “Idee zu einer allgemeinen
Geschichte in weltbiirglicher Absicht,” history has had pretensions of seeing
through the widest lens. Kant’s cosmopolitanism asked us to grapple with
big pictures and movements in order to capture the long-term trajectories
and sea changes. But, of course, the stories of individuals always seem to
ask us to switch camera lenses from the panorama to the strongest zoom.
For every major sea change, there is a biography that distills the story and
makes it more accessible and more human. For every Renaissance, there is a
Leonardo da Vinci and a Cosmo the Great; for every French Revolution we
have our Napoleons, our Neckers, our Lafayettes. G. W. F. Hegel reminded
us that these “great men,” or heroes, embody the movement of the age, the
spirit of the times and help us to understand how the world can change
fundamentally and drastically. But Hegel gives us another conundrum
with which we must deal: must prominent figures of the past embody or
transcend their time? To what degree do they merely dimly reflect the light
and darkness of our age? Are individuals worth studying in their own right?

For Austria’s twentieth century, biography can be a ticklish subject.
Biographies are all too often reminders of larger failures: the fall of the
multinational Habsburg experiment; the failure of interwar democracy; the
failure of international organizations; the failure of individuals to stop the
slide down the slippery slope toward fascism, totalitarianism, and genocide.
And while they teach us lessons about the fragility of democracy and
civil society at large, twentieth-century biographies from central Europe
can present us with inconvenient information. Biographies remind us
all too well of what we would rather forget or re-write about the past. If
the twentieth century teaches us anything in the twenty-first, it will be
about the ambiguities inherent in humanity. In many ways, the fashion of
historiography and Austrian studies has been to write about the Garden
of Eden before the fall. The study of modernism and artistic discourses, of

1. For a recent introduction to biography and its relationship to history see the fine and
readable study Barbara Caine, Biography and history, Theory and History (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).
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Ignaz Seipel as Priest and Federal Chancellor, March 1927,
© Austrian National Library

Vienna 1900 and the cultural flowering of the old empire, are where we find
Austria as a place of cosmopolitan ideas. In a way, cultural and scientific
ideas have become Austria’s heroes. They are less ambiguous than the
humanity that biographies inconveniently put before us.

The figure of Ignaz Seipel (1876-1932), Catholic priest, politician, and
Chancellor of the Austrian First Republic, is one of those inconvenient
Austrian lives. August Maria Knoll, the erstwhile secretary to Ignaz Seipel
who later became prominent as a left leaning Catholic and historical
sociologist, asked his readers in a 1934 essay “What is Seipel’s political
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legacy? His body of thought? His political ideas? His political journey?™
Knoll asked such questions as Engelbert Dollfufl’s Austrofascist regime
was purging institutions of the Austrian Republic in order to erect a new
state. As biographers sought to answer Knoll's questions in the 1930s,
they often praised Seipel as the forerunner of Dollfuf and Schuschnigg’s
Austro-Fascist state.’> After the Second World War, the social democrats
merely had to keep the same arguments and invert the logic of approbation
into scorn. For them, Seipel was the great conniving priest who used his
intellectual gifts to undermine democracy.

For all the love and hatred which Seipel evokes, we have not really
come to a consensus answer on Knoll's basic questions. The last book-
length biography of Seipel was published in 1972.* Its author, Klemens
von Klemperer, is an Americanized central European who has roots in
both Berlin and Vienna. Born in 1916, Klemperer found that the distance
between the United States to the European continent both protected him
from the slings and arrows in his work on contemporary history in Europe
and provided him with historical distance to write a balanced, if conservative,
biography of “one of the chief architects of the Austrian Republic.”

In many ways, von Klemperer’s biography of Seipel is an exception.
Seipel is one of those characters whose life is often seen in respect to
someone else. Paired with his social democratic arch-nemesis, Otto Bauer,®
or with the architect of Austro-fascism, Engelbert Dollfuf,” Seipel is
defined either through his enemies and conflicts or as a precursor to the
destroyers of Austrian democracy. Our stand-alone studies have likewise
fallen into the extremes. “Saint Seipel” appears in hagiographic publications
attesting to his superhuman qualities as a man and statesman, foiled by the
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hatred and party-politics of the social democrats.® But, on the left, Seipel
assumed many forms. Walther Federn, the founder of the liberal journal
of economics and politics, Der Osterreichische Volkswirt, called Seipel in the
foreword to Charles Gulick’s magnum opus on the First Republic, the “evil
genius of the republic,” who laid the groundwork for the fall of Austrian
democracy.’ Federn merely foreshadowed what lay between the pages of
Charles GulicK’s two-volume Austria from Habsburg to Hitler.

For Gulick, who was a heterodox economics professor at the University
of California at Berkley for his entire professional career, Seipel’s genialness
lay in the fact that he was able, through his powerful wits, to undermine
democratic practice in the Republic. As such, he was Dollfufl’s (and fascism’s)
John the Baptist—laying the groundwork for authoritarianism and the
clerical-fascist state. Nearly every mention of Seipel's name among the
over 1800 pages of text refers to Seipel’s attempts to “exclude parliament,”
“throttle parliamentary committees,” “increase parliamentary difficulties,”
or his “campaign against the constitution.”™ For Gulick, as well as countless
others on the left, Seipel provided the stubborn, evil, “Prilat ohne Milde,”
who abandoned democracy, civil rights, and embraced authoritarianism and
violence.

There hardly seems much of a middle ground to understanding
Seipel, or his time. Distance may help us to transcend the party-political
interpretations of hagiography and demonology now that we are removed
by eighty years from Seipel’s death and nearly seventy-five years since the
end of Austro-Fascism and the Anschluss. Of course, the focus in this
volume is on “Austrian lives” and thus the underlying question is what
do these biographies (not hagiographies or demonologies) of prominent
politicians and thinkers, as well as biographies of groups, tell us about
twentieth-century Austria? In what ways do these lives reflect the times,
successes and tribulations, of Austrians who have stood at the center of the
world-shaping events of the twentieth century?

Ignaz Seipel’s biography resists telling us one story. Indeed the many
narratives one could make out of Seipel the priest, the scholar, and the
politician offer many morality tales as well as reflections on the Austrian
Mensch and his predicament in the last century. Therefore, the difficulty
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of evaluating Seipel’s importance, his contributions and his failings,
are ultimately worth the effort. Moreover, Seipel warrants a sustained
conversation, since he reflects so much of the ambiguities and pressures
of a world transitioning between absolutism and democracy, between the
locally-centered economic life to a modern industrial world. He can tell us
much about the transition from monarchy to republic and the changing
role of the Catholic Church in public life from the nineteenth to the
twentieth century. More specifically, Seipel’s life reflects the major problems
of the times after the fall of the monarchy: the dilemmas of Austrian
conservatism; the search for the proper post-imperial scope of Austrian
politics and the resistance to and acceptance of a narrowing horizon of
politics and statecraft; the ambivalence to parliamentary democracy and the
problematic search for alternatives to it; the distrust of party politics while
at the same time becoming enmeshed in the mire of it; last but not least,
Seipel can remind us of the powerful claim of Catholicism in Austrian
public life.

What Seipel’s life reflects then are the ambiguities of the Austrian
Republic and the simultaneous, yet incompatible, identities of Austria
and its peoples after the First World War and the fall of the Habsburg
Monarchy. Moreover, the questions—fundamental questions—as to how
the Austrian republic would make its difficult transition from being the
collection some of the core provinces of the old Habsburg Empire to a state
and people in its own right, how parliamentary democracy would function
in a state where the tendency was for public policy to be administered
by state officials rather than by parties themselves, and how the Catholic
Church would function in a new republic without the implicit and explicit
protection of the Habsburg dynasty, all worked to shape the inconvenient
biography of Ignaz Seipel. Finally, Seipel reflects the ways in which party
politics have come to dominate not only Austrian parliamentary life, but
the outlook and Aabitus of Austrian public life. Seipel’s political career takes
the course of a setting sun, shimmering on a wide horizon of European
scale. By the end of his political career, he descended into a course of
hatred, of violence, and irreconcilable opposition to the social democrats.
In essence, as we are forced to make sense of Seipel’s descent into Austrian
politics, we are forced to confront the ambiguities and rough transitions of
Austria’s imperial heritage, its long transition to democratic practice, and
the conflict-ridden struggle to be an independent, parliamentary republic.

'The main argument in this article, beyond the recognition that Seipel
was a figure who reflects the deep and unresolved political problems of
his times, is that eighty years after Seipel’s death, we must recognize him
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as a founding father of both the Austrian Republic and the Austrofascist
state. Even Seipel’s hagiographers have recognized the ambiguities of
Seipel’s life and times. Such balanced criticism tends to come from the
“liberal Catholic” school of thinkers who have written on Seipel. August
Maria Knoll has categorized Seipel’s political course into four phases or
“stages” which encompass Seipel’s engagement with constitutional reform
in the monarchy; his engagement with the social democrats to establish a
parliamentary democracy in the republic; a pragmatic capitalist period in
the early 1920s when Seipel, as chancellor, worked to stabilize the Austrian
economy through a major restructuring of the Austrian state; and finally,
a rightist-stage, when Seipel searched for alternatives to parliamentary
democracy.!

The criticism evident in Knoll’s contemporary treatment of Seipel stems
in fact from Seipel’s political transitions between his taking up politics
during First World War, to his death at the end of the democratic era of
the Austrian First Republic. Seipel did not maintain one fixed political
place—he was always engaging and moving with his political opponents
and the events of the time. But Seipel's own movement from stages or
positions, his weaving between two poles of a dialectic, began in the great
transformations of Austrian politics long before he found himself head of
the Austrian Republic.’? In fact, his life was full of transitions and change
that forced Seipel to continually reformulate his own ideas.

Early Life

Political participation expanded rapidly during the course of Seipel’s
early life while at the same time the city of Vienna was undergoing
rapid change. The early part of Seipel’s life would have seen the gradual
incorporation of people like Seipel’s father into the leagues of voters. At
the same time, Catholicism in Austria became interwoven with the gradual
opening of the political process.

Ignaz Seipel was born on 19 July 1876 in working class Rudolfsheim,
Vienna, in what was then the fourteenth district. His father was a Fiaker
coachman who got his nickname, “Deutschmeister-Karl” from his service
in the 4* Infantry “Hoch-und Deutschmeister” Regiment, based in Vienna.
Ignaz’s mother was a farmer’s daughter from Weitenegg, Lower Austria,
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which lies on the banks of the Danube in the morning shadows of Melk’s
Baroque Benedictine Abbey. Ignaz’s mother brought five children into the
world, but Ignaz would be the only one who would survive infancy. She died
of tuberculosis, three years after Ignaz’s birth. Ignaz’s father transferred the
three-year-old boy to his mother’s and sister’s house in nearby Sechshaus,
just south of the Westbahn train tracks. There Ignaz would spend his youth,
in humble circumstances, on the border between the working and lower-
middle classes, sheltered from the growing and busy city by his overbearing
grandmother and aunt.’®

Seipel was thus born into a petit bourgeois family in the Viennese
suburbs but lived in the humble circumstances of the workers. As he would
write to his long-time political friend and colleague Heinrich Mataja,
“I come from far, far below.”™* Certainly Seipel meant this to refer to his
economic situation, but one can read—as a larger take on his “Austrian
life”—this language to refer to his political station as well. As such his
birth and education occurred at the beginning of the constitutional era in
Imperial Austria.

Seipel was born into a family that would not have the property nor the
status to vote under the suffrage laws of the time. In the early years of the
constitutional period in Imperial Austria, suffrage was awarded to a man of
Seipel’s class depending on whether he paid over ten Gulden in direct taxes.
Because he was raised by his grandmother and aunt, Seipel did not likely
belong to an active political household. Moreover, Seipel did not come
from the legions of lower noble families or the high bourgeois. Thus, he
did not benefit from educational institutions which had normally produced
Austria’s ministerial elite—and certainly not its Minister-Presidents.”” In
essence, Seipel’s home life and his educational opportunities made him
a political outsider. The young Seipel began his secondary education in
1887 at a municipal gymnasium in Meidling just as this typical worker’s
district underwent a municipal transformation with the regulation of the
Vienna River and the connection to the streetcar network.'® It was in this
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atmosphere and at this point that politics spread to the far reaches of
working-and-lower-middle-class Vienna. In 1882, Count Edward Taafte’s
government produced a suffrage reform that extended the suffrage to “five-
gulden men”—adult males who paid more than five Gulden in direct taxes."”

Seipel’s gymnasium and university years were thus periods of immense
political change, both for Austria’s working citizenry and for Austrian
Catholics. Pope Leo XIII's 1891 encyclical, Rerum Novarum, while it
condemned socialism and communism, it at the same time challenged
Catholics to find ways to overcome the excesses of industrial capitalism. As
John W. Boyer writes, Rerum Novarum “fostered a common discourse that
gave European Catholics a shared starting point in dealing with industrial
modernity.”® The encyclical, through its condemnation of the capitalist
instrumentalization of human beings and the urging of active forms of
citizenship and participation, encouraged Catholics to work through the
state to ameliorate the deleterious effects of industrialization. It fueled the
fires of Catholic political participation, participation that could advocate
under and against the authority of the bishops.

In this atmosphere, Austrian political Catholicism set down its roots in
the city of Vienna in the form of the Christian Social Party, a party which
responded to the capitalist transformation of Vienna in the late nineteenth
century with anti-Semitic rhetoric and middle-and-lower class economic
protest.”” At the same time the social democrats pushed even harder for the
expansion of the suffrage; and radicals and democrats in parliament agreed.
In 1896 the Austrian parliament passed a third major suffrage reform,
adding a fifth curia, elected by all male citizens over the age of twenty-
four. Ten years later, the curial system would be completely abolished for
parliamentary elections with the promulgation of equal, universal male
suffrage.” The first elections under universal male suffrage were held in 1907,
vaulting the Christian Social and Social Democratic parties respectively
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into first and second place in the Imperial parliament.?* So as Christian
socialism emerged as a strong-massed based party in Vienna through the
expanding suffrage in the old Austrian state, so too did its major ideological
opponent, social democracy.

Ignaz Seipel saw these changes happen as he himself entered adulthood.
As the working-class suburbs of Vienna where he lived and attended school
were more firmly incorporated into the Habsburg metropolis, as political
life opened up to the lower classes but also took on forms of occupational
and anti-Semitic protest, Seipel dedicated himself to his studies. With his
Matura in hand, as Karl Lueger’s Christian Social Party won its first major
victory in Vienna’s municipal elections in 1895, Seipel joined the Vienna
seminary while beginning the study of Theology at the University of Vienna.
There Seipel was steeped in the subject of moral theology. In 1899 Seipel
was ordained a priest and spent the next four years serving the Church in a
pastoral role. His first assignment was to the parish church in Géllersdorf,
Lower Austria, where he ministered to 1700 people. Four months later he
was transferred to Staatz, a market town near the Moravian border. Seipel
would spend the next two years in the Lower Austrian countryside before
being transferred back to Vienna in 1902.

In Vienna, Seipel worked not only as a chaplain and a religion teacher
in a girls’ school, but on a doctorate in Theology. He would receive his
doctorate in December 1903. Seipel continued his academic career with a
Habilitationsschrift on the “economic teachings of the Church fathers,”which
was published in 1907.2 Two years later, he received a full professorship of
Theology in Salzburg, which at that time only possessed a small theological
faculty. There he taught courses on moral theology, economics, and sociology,
and became involved in the struggle to reestablish a full-fledged university
in the baroque city on the Salzach. In Salzburg Seipel became a thinker
who used his theological knowledge to take on, and resolve, conflicts in
society. Salzburg provided Seipel with a group of intellectuals with which
to discuss issues of the day. As he expressed himself in literary journals or
in the group of intellectuals who included literati like Hermann Bahr and
legal scholars like Heinrich Lammasch, the young Seipel used his liberal
brand of Catholicism as an approach to questions of government and
Church policy as well as the First World War.

Seipel brought his own thinking on moral theology to bear on the
world around him. His conviction that Christianity offered a firm basis
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for understanding and living in the world brought Seipel to criticize
nationalist attitudes during the Great War and subsequently to publish
his “expression of dissent” from mainstream Austro-German thought in
an impressive tract, NVation und Staat. In the book, Seipel asks his reader
to reflect, in the midst of nationalist feeling in the First World War, “on
what our patriotism is and where it has it roots.”” In the work he laid
out the basis for a Catholic approach to European politics that was at the
same time a cosmopolitan and Austrian approach. The central point for
Seipel is to distinguish, rather than conflate, nation and state. For Seipel,
nationalism was an exaggeration, one which rested on the chimerical idea
that “belonging to a nation represented the highest good of humanity.”*
Rather, for Seipel, nations were cultural institutions, the extension of the
family where one could find his place to do God’s work. As bases for political
organizations, however, they were unsuitable. Rivers, mountains, valleys,
the natural frontiers, hardly corresponded to linguistic frontiers at all—
especially in the Dual Monarchy.?* The supranational empire, however, and
its own acceptance of its supranationality, provided for Seipel the real basis
for a Christian commonwealth. In many ways the book looked to reject the
nation-state and see the possibilities of alternatives to it. Nation und Staat
reflected the wide horizon of Austrian politics and Seipel’s own thought
before the fall of the Habsburg Monarchy, when “Austria” could be used
not to denote a nation, but rather to denote a special cosmopolitanism and
supranationalism. From this intellective position, Seipel became involved in
circles of reformers who wanted to save the Monarchy in the midst of the
hunger and deprivations of the First World War. Lectures on the themes
of Nation und Staar drew him to Vienna and in late 1917 he took on a
professorship at the University of Vienna. He would remain in Vienna the
rest of his life. Seipel’s descent into politics had begun.

Seipel’s Political Vocation

Vienna in 1917 was a shadow of its former self. Though intellectually
it remained vital and vibrant, physically it began to grow malnourished and
gaunt. The food situation grew steadily worse over the course of 1918 and
continued into the early years of the Austrian Republic. The Sektionschef
(and later Staatssekretir) in charge of food provisioning, Hans Loewenfeld-
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Russ, noted in his memoirs that “The year 1918 showed all the symptoms
of the worst sort of crisis, and the office of food provisions found itself in a
perpetual state of so-called alarm for the entire year, which challenged the
nerves of all its officials and functionaries.” In each and every meeting of
the Office of Food Provisioning, it was clear that the state was unable to
cover the daily needs of the populace. “The domestic harvest fell to 50% of
peacetime production. But this fact was not as decisive for the food situation
as the near total cessation of food deliveries from Romania and Hungary,
which...normally covered over 70% of the need of the non-self-nourishing
populace and had in the course of the year sunk to about 5%.” Such statistics
meant complete hunger and devastation for the urban population, which
now had to nourish itself using 50% of a normal harvest, no grain imports,
and anything that was available on the black market.?

It was in this atmosphere of cold and deprivation that the first major
turning point in Seipel’s professional career occurred. Firstly, Seipel moved
into the inner circles of politics through his advocacy of administrative and
constitutional reforms of the Monarchy. Seipel was admired by the young
Emperor Karl and found himself drawn increasingly into the Christian
Social Party. On 22 October 1918, Seipel became the Minister of Social
Welfare in the government of Heinrich Lammasch—it was to be the last
ministry of “Old Austria.”

When the Monarchy constitutionally crumbled between the Kaiser’s
manifesto on 28 October and the proclamation of a republic on 12
November, Seipel showed his political dexterity. Without abandoning his
allegiance to the emperor and his idea of a multinational Catholic polity,
over the next two years Seipel steered the Christian Social party—the
tormer self-styled Reichspartei—into a party for parliamentary democracy
and republican government, without giving up a respect for the larger “old
Austrian” roots of the party and the new state. “The total collapse of Austria
could have been avoided,” Seipel wrote in the Reichspost in November 1918,
“if a true democratic spirit had infused our politics.””” What was now the
task of Austria’s Germans, according to Seipel, was to make sure the new
state enacted a democratic constitution—and did not attempt at all to limit
suffrage (even to women). Such a democratic course would provide Austria
with the peace and order that Austria would need in the new Europe and
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prevent the dictatorship of one class.”® In essence, Seipel’s articles and his
political activities in the first months after the fall of the monarchy served
to chart a course between a conservative rejection of the republic and
parliamentary democracy and a socialist attempt to establish a revolutionary
state. As such, Seipel advocated for the democratic system as the path to law
and order—to prevent a dictatorship of the proletariat. Through his articles
and intra-party advocacy, Seipel was able to lead his fellow Christian socials
into supporting the new state. In fact, one of Seipel’s major biographers,
Klemens von Klemperer, takes care to emphasize that Seipel’s work within
the Christian Social party and in his series of articles in the Reichspost
presented a flexible stance on parliamentary democracy. Seipel thus opened
“up the possibility of a constructive conservative function within the new
Austrian Republic.””

Seipel accompanied the political transition from Monarchy to Republic
in Austria with a transformation of his own. His transition from Professor
of Moral Theology to Christian Social politician brought him a rise in
prominence in his new-found political career. Allowed by cardinal Piffl
to stand for elections in February 1919, Seipel began his parliamentary
career working in good faith with the social democrats to settle the postwar
peace treaties and to write a constitution for Austria. But his connections
to the Church and the moral theology of its intellectual world still tugged
at him and did not let go. Seipel was elevated into the prelature in August
1919. Seipel’s early political career saw him climbing two ladders at once:
one in Austria’s political world, the other in Austria’s ecclesiastical world.
Though Seipel would be tempted at least two times to become a bishop
in the Catholic Church and thus commit himself fully to climbing the
Church ladder, he would continually choose the political ladder as his
vocation. In his own mind, this choice was one of self-sacrifice—serving
God through politics instead of doing what he would prefer. Politics in
Austria would become dirty and hard; Seipel’s role as compromiser and
Christian-cosmopolite would fade into the background.

The early years of the Republic brought Seipel two opportunities
to work with the social democrats, who were led at that time by the
moderate Karl Renner. The first was the approval of the draconian Treaty
of St. Germain, which formalized the end of the First World War and the
establishment of the Austrian Republic. The treaty set most of Austria’s
new narrow frontiers, which enclosed a population of 6.5 million people
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who had once lived in an Empire of 55 million. In such a humble state,
cut off from the large industrial pockets in Bohemia and the grain fields of
Hungary, Austria’s politicians and business class feared for the new state’s
economic survival. Moreover, at that time there was a strong inclination
among the populace to abandon the small state solution and join the larger
and more economically viable state of Germany. In this situation, Seipel
worked as a coalition partner to bring the conservatives into the fold of the
new Austrian state. While Renner led the socialists into supporting the
small republic, Seipel continued to shepherd the Christian socials into the
dual task of supporting a republican state in general and the small Austrian
state in particular. This project entailed defining a new, smaller horizon for
the Austrian state, and also making sure that the Austrian state put down
roots and grew into something of its own. During a debate on the budget
in the Constitutional Assembly in 1920, Seipel defined Austria as “a small
state...a state in which everything is process, in which nothing is fixed [...].
This state has no tradition of existence, of living, and such circumstances
account for why any identification with the state has not welled up in the
populace.”* The work of politicians would thus be to create a state that
Austro-Germans could believe in and identify with. In the years between
the fall of the monarchy and the drawing up of the constitution, Seipel’s
vision of democracy with a new, smaller, and Christian state made him
ready to work with Karl Renner to found the Austrian Republic. As such,
Seipel was one of the first ranks of Austrian politicians to believe in this
new state.

Such belief in the possibilities of the small Austrian state provided
Seipel a good basis for pushing the constitution and finding common
ground with the social democratic leadership. If the socialists feared the
centrifugal tendencies of the Austrian provinces, they were right to look to
Seipel for help, since he too wanted to ensure the territorial integrity of the
small Austrian state. Seipel had been chosen by his fellow parliamentarians
to serve on the constitutional committee as vice chairman. The chairman was
none other than Seipel’s future ideological opponent, the social democratic
politician and Austro-marxist theorist, Otto Bauer. Here Seipel met an
intellectual partner with whom he found it difficult to achieve common
ground. And while the “titanic struggle” between Seipel and Bauer paved
the groundwork for Austria’s tumultuous political ride through the entire
decade of the 1920s, one can get too wrapped up in the clash of ideological
titans to see the individual “Austrian lives.” Can one explain Seipel without
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Bauer? Such a thing is difficult.* For if Seipel could be flexible and able to
compromise with the equally state-focused and undogmatic Karl Renner,
Seipel’s outlook and his practice of politics became more dogmatic and
uncompromising when Otto Bauer sat across the negotiating table from
him. Clearly, Bauer awakened in Seipel a competitiveness—and yes, an
ideological intransigence—that Renner did not. When Karl Renner
remarked that Bauer was beholden “to the same dogmatism as a left-
socialist as Seipel was as a Catholic priest,” Renner did not pay either a
compliment.*” But Renner sought to portray his social democratic colleague,
Otto Bauer, sucked into an ideological wrestling match with Seipel, in
which the rules were not to maintain a side or position so much as to throw
the other opponent out of the political ring. And frankly, Bauer’s evolution
as an Austro-Marxist was never as flexible and open as Seipel’s early liberal
Catholicism. The 1920s saw Seipel drift further away from compromise and
from working with the other side of the aisle. Seipel was accompanied, if
not guided, on this path by Otto Bauer.

But Seipel’s oppositional course was a gradual development. In May
1920, while serving on the constitutional committee with Otto Bauer,
the forty-four year-old prelate published an article in the Reichspost, “Out
with the Constitution,” which expressed sympathy with the impatience
of the general populace with the Constitutional Assembly at its lack of
success writing a constitution for the new state.** But, nonetheless, Seipel
cautions patience while understanding the urgency of the moment. He
instructs his audience that the constitution will be important in order
to resurrect the economic stability of the Austrian state and to show the
world that Austria will be a worthy and solvent business partner. In order
to be a viable state, Austria needs a working, viable economy. To acquire a
viable economy, given the international trade context of post-war Europe,
Austria needs a solid constitution. Here we see the formation of Seipel’s
policies for the rest of the decade: the fusing of Christian socialism with
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capitalism.** Such a course put Seipel well into range of the ideological
cannons of Otto Bauer and the left wing of the social democrats, but in
1920, Seipel still had the luxury of backing compromise. He ended the
article by explaining that coalition government and compromise was
necessary to finally bringing the constitution to the table, “To finish the
constitution in good time is the aim and meaning of coalition politics.
For this reason, we have upheld the coalition with great sacrifice, we have
accepted some things and tolerated other things—which from our party’s
standpoint were difficult to do; we unceasingly with all our energy have
defended what the general uncertainties would have made worse, so that
we could finally give our state a constitution.”* His article responds to the
impatience, especially in the Christian-social dominated provinces, with
the lack of a constitution. Although Seipel expresses sympathy with the
general tenor of impatience, his article argues that a constitution will be
worth the political compromises, and ultimately, the wait. This impatience
had resulted in a series of conferences in which all the provinces gathered
to discuss constitutional issues and the framework of the Austrian state.*
Once again, Seipel does his part to keep the political right together and in
a working pact with the social democrats.

Eventually, the constitution emerged, but not before the coalition itself
crumbled on 10 June 1920. A caretaker government under the chancellorship
of Michael Mayr took over the government, which was staffed with
ministers from all the parties. Its task was to finish the constitution and
hold the ship of state together until new elections in October of that same
year. In the meantime, the constitutional committee had selected from its
own membership a smaller, seven-man subcommittee to hammer out the
details of the constitution. Once again, Bauer was selected to chair the body
and Seipel selected as vice-chairman. The subcommittee met during the
summer of 1920, but eventually ground to a halt over questions of school
oversight and finances. These questions revolved around the fundamental
relationships between the federal government and the provinces as well
as the church and the state and had to be negotiated between the parties
themselves.’” The constitutional scholar Felix Eramacora reports that the
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party lines were so firmly drawn on these questions, that negotiations
nearly fell apart.’® But by the end of September, with the constitutional
subcommittee working again, Seipel reported to the National Assembly
that the document was finished on the 29*. On the same day, Seipel and
Bauer together submitted the proposal that the “National Assembly may
put to vote the attached draft of a law, which establishes the Austrian
Republic as a federal state (Bundesverfassungsgesetz.)™’

Seipel’s work in the early years of the republic to put the state on firm
footing gave Austria a different Ensstehungsgeschichte—a difterent birth
narrative—than it might have had otherwise. Unlike Czechoslovakia,
which founded itself as a response to the old Monarchy, which it rejected
as authoritarian, militaristic, and dominated by Germans, Austria was first
saddled with the status of a remnant state by the Entente.** And while
some in Austria either wanted to shake loose from the past or embrace the
German state instead of facing the world as a small “remnant,” Ignaz Seipel
rather postulated that the new republic allowed Austria’s Germans to build
on their past and their traditions, to make the state democratic, Christian,
and stable. Not only did Seipel continue to have ties to the last emperor of
the monarchy, Charles I, but he argued for continuities between the small
Austrian republic and the old Austrian empire—not least of which was the
appropriation of the 1867 fundamental articles on citizens’ rights which
were carried over into the 1920 constitution. In essence, because of Seipel,
the history of Austria is different than that of its neighbors: Austria could
not reject its imperial past at St. Germain, and it would not under Seipel.
But, as we shall see, Seipel would not accept a republic that changed little,
either.

The Party Politician

With the constitution settled and the Austrian Republic established,
Seipel did not simply settle back into Church life. He became the head of
the Christian Social Party in June 1921, months after it had overtaken the
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social democrats as the largest party in Austria. And after forging a cabinet
of civil servants which was to be led by the chief of Vienna’s police, Johannes
Schober, Seipel himself took the reins of government nearly a year later, on
25 May 1922. It is useful to take a moment to reflect on the differences in
Seipel’s life between 1917, when he still was a Professor of Moral Theology
in Salzburg, and 1922, when he was not only the head of a political party,
but of the government. Between 1917 and 1922, Seipel’s rise in the party
and in Austrian politics paralleled a concomitant decline in the Austrian
State. Seipel’s quality as a priest, and moreover his calm determination,
allowed him to collect and direct the trust of Austria’s conservatives in
these five years filled with crisis. But while Seipel had hitherto always
been the leading voice of many, up until 1922 he had not been the leader
with ultimate responsibility for both the party and the state. Now that he
was, his style became more combative and his opponents, especially Bauer,
more fierce. But still, in the first half of the decade Seipel still managed to
focus his policies on establishing, strengthening, and founding the Austrian
Republic. Moreover, he did this in the midst of (and no doubt, with the
help of) a general financial crisis.

Seipel’s first stint as the Federal Chancellor lasted from 25 May 1922
through 7 November 1924—898 days. From the beginning, Seipel’s term in
office was dominated by Austria’s financial crisis. Hunger and a lack of coal
did not subside with the end of the war. Rather, by 1922 it became less clear
that Austria would receive the help it needed from outside. Its government
had been running huge deficits and was becoming increasingly unable to
buy coal or foodstuffs on the world market. Sir Arthur Salter, the head
of the economic and financial section of the League of Nations, observed
in a 1924 article in Foreign Affairs that, “Austria lived—but pitifully and
precariously. She froze in winter, and a larger part of her population was
hungry throughout the year. Her middle class was almost destroyed, and it
was a common sight to see scientists or historians of European reputation
ill-clad or obviously starved. The mortality was high and, among children,
terrible.”* Seipel took over the government in a clear crisis and it was equally
clear that a determined policy and direction was needed to steer Austria
out of it. As the Neues Wiener Tugblatt characterized this need on Seipels
ascension to the chancellorship, “A ministry with a strong hand is being
formed behind the curtains. [...] A simple change in ministers without
a fundamental change in the system would be worthless.”*> What Seipel
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showed of himself in the years between 1922 and 1924 was an aptitude
for international politics that was hitherto unobservable. Moreover, as he
sought to stabilize the Austrian currency, reduce the size of the government
and governmental agencies, and stabilize the state budget, Seipel moved
directly into the crosshairs of the social democrats. As the rhetoric against
Seipel and his role as a priest intensified, so did Seipel’s eagerness to defeat
the social democrats, not only at the ballot box but in parliamentary debates
and at the negotiating table. Seipel the clever prelate had emerged; but
Seipel the pragmatic compromiser had left the stage.

I'have argued in an earlier volume of Contemporary Austrian Studies that
Seipel’s handling of the financial crisis was an important founding moment
for the Austrian Republic, in which Seipel was able to cashier many of
the state’s civil servants while, at the same time, using the opportunity to
stabilize the Austrian currency and Austria’s economic viability.*® Focusing
instead here on Seipel the person, we can observe that he quickly learned to
play the game of international politics. Faced with hyperinflation and most
of Austria’s assets already mortgaged to cover earlier loans, Seipel embarked
on an international campaign to seek assistance. Highlighting Austria’s
financial problems not only as a humanitarian case but as a state that was
near falling apart, Seipel pulled on the heartstrings of some and worried
others with an impending upset in the balance of power in central Europe.
By the end of the summer in 1922, the governments of Europe referred
the matter to the League of Nations, where helping Austria became a
matter of its own prestige. Seipel’s own international reputation also grew
by leaps and bounds through the process. On 6 September 1922, Seipel
addressed the General Assembly of the League of Nations in his black
cassock. His appeal for help was also marked by a challenge to the League
to live up to its humanitarian responsibilities. Seipel the priest impressed
the League delegates so much that they did not see Seipel the politician in
front of them—and so Austria quickly became an important test case for
the League itself. By October, Seipel’s government had negotiated a series
of three protocols with the governments of Great Britain, France, Italy,
and Czechoslovakia, which provided 650 million gold crowns—enough to
cover Austria’s budget over two years.*
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The Geneva Protocols, as they came to be called, established a
government program of austerity and a currency program that gave the
right of note to an independent bank set up by the League. Moreover,
the League appointed a commissioner to oversee the government’s
new austerity program, which entailed not only price hikes by the state
monopolies but also the planned cashiering of 100,000 civil servants. When
Seipel returned to Vienna following the negotiations with the League, the
social democrats criticized him furiously for abandoning a program of
self-help and, more appropriately, for not including all the parties in the
negotiations. To the social democrats, Seipel had betrayed his country. Karl
Renner, in measured tones that were aided by thirty-years of hindsight,
remarked in his memoirs that Seipel's Geneva Protocols “sacrificed the
independence of the country,” they “made victims of the wide masses of
the working class and wage earners with the burden of the reconstruction,”
and finally they “delivered the financial interests of the land into the
hands of international finance capitalism.” Naturally, then, the social
democrats “opened a passionate campaign against both Seipel’s person and
his program.”® Thirty years before, Renner claimed in parliament that a
foreign commissioner to oversee the state budget was a new form of defeat
for Austria’s independence and parliamentary democracy.* After another
priest, longstanding representative from Upper Austria Johann Hauser,
defended Seipel’s program, Karl Seitz, now a veteran member of the social
democratic delegation in parliament, ridiculed the priests for preaching love
and forgiveness, while at the same time advocating the “unforgivable sin”
of high treason against their country.* The fierce debate over the Geneva
Protocols ushered in a personal Kulturkampf'in Austrian politics, one that
would envelope Seipel and his social democratic adversaries for the next
ten years.

Moreover, this personal Kulturkampf had real political consequences.
As the government under Seipel followed through on many of its reforms,
the conflict intensified between Seipel and the Christian socials, on the
one side, and the social democrats on the other. The SPO started a public
campaign in early 1923 that called for working-class Catholics to leave
the Church—a move that would push Seipel into even sterner opposition
to the socialists. As von Klemperer notes of this time in Seipel’s career,
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the priest and politician “stopped seeing [social democracy] in terms of
accommodation, and regarded it more and more, in all its doctrinarism, as
anti-Church.”® Political polarization became coupled with violence. On 1
June 1924, Karl Jaworek fired two shots from a pistol at Seipel’s chest at
close range. One bullet penetrated his chest on the right side and struck his
lung. Rushed to a hospital, Seipel suffered from complications. The bullet
stayed lodged in his chest and Seipel contracted an infection severe enough
that he was administered last rites.”

What would have happened had Seipel died in the hospital in 19242
His legacy would have been less ambivalent than it is and quite possibly
he would not be seen as the great enemy of social democracy in the First
Republic. By 1924, Chancellor Seipel had—in the span of only seven
years—risen to fantastic prominence in the Christian Social Party. He
had participated in all of the events that put Austria on a path toward
independence and self-sufficiency: the collapse of the Monarchy, the
acceptance of the republican state, the passage of the Treaty of St. Germain,
the drafting of the constitution, and the negotiation and implementation of
the reconstruction of Austria through the Geneva Protocols. Seipel could—
if Austrian historiography believed at all in heroes—be one of the founding
fathers of the republic.

Of course, the lingering problem that Ignaz Seipel presents, and one
that cannot be avoided, is his increasing alienation from parliamentary
democracy. Seipel indeed survived the attempt on his life in 1924 and
recovered slowly. By November 1924, Seipel had resigned as chancellor and
left the formation of a new government in the hands of Rudolf Ramek, a
Christian social from Salzburg. However, Seipel did not retreat into Church
life but stayed on as head of the Christian Social Party. Additionally, he
traveled throughout Europe and to North America, speaking as a priest and
the former chancellor of Austria on Austria’s situation and the problems
endemic to postwar European politics. By October 1926, with the Christian
Social Party again asking him to take the reins of government, Seipel
returned as chancellor.

Over the next three years, Seipel’s chancellorship would be marked
by further political polarization and stalemate. Seipel formed a unity
government, consisting of all the non-Marxist factions after parliamentary
elections in April 1927. Less than three months later a crowd stormed the
Palace of Justice on Vienna’s Schmerlingplatz, in response to the acquittal
of three members of the right-wing Frontkimpfervereinigung, who had
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been accused of murdering a forty-year old and his eight-year old son in
Schattendorf. The crowd threw government files into the street, where they
were set on fire. Soon the palace itself was set ablaze. Other fires were set
in the city as well, including the editorial offices of the Christian social
newspaper, Die Reichspost.”* The police chief and former Federal Chancellor
Johannes Schober responded by arming his police with carbines, which
were then used with deadly effect against the crowd. The social democratic
leadership, including Otto Bauer and Karl Seitz, appealed to Seipel to make
concessions to the working classes to keep the bloodshed from spreading.
But Seipel refused. In the end over ninety people died, and hundreds were
seriously wounded.

While Bauer and Seitz tried to extend olive branches to Seipel and work
with him to calm the situation—even offering coalition partnership—Seipel
refused. He was determined not to bring peace but to politically defeat his
rivals. One can get a sense of this new Seipel from the diaries of Joseph
Redlich, who had served as Finance Minister in the last imperial cabinet
with Seipel in 1918. Redlich had, in the meantime, taken up a professorship
at Harvard University, but returning to Austria during the summer break in
1927, he met with Seipel for almost two hours in the Federal Chancellery
three weeks after the riots and their brutal suppression. For Redlich, Seipel
recounted the events of the July riots and the burning of the Palace of
Justice and, especially, his meetings with Bauer and Seitz. Seipel relished
his role as passive-aggressor, in which he encouraged the social democrats
to follow their logic to the bitter end, “There is only one thing left to do,”
he said to Seitz and Bauer, “You really have to have a revolution!™! A few
days earlier in parliament, on 26 July, Seipel addressed the violence which
had broken out between the workers and the city police. He called the
workers’ actions a revolution and spoke on behalf of a “wounded republic”
admonishing her ungrateful children. Toward the social democrats, Seipel
accused the leadership of wasting their parliamentary authority in the eyes
of the people and now using it to try to protect persons guilty of revolution.
Toward the end of his speech he thundered at parliament, “Do not demand
that parliament and the government show clemency toward the victims and
the guilty of these fateful days, but which would be cruel to the wounded
republic. Demand nothing, which would appear as a free pass for those
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who rose up.”? Seipel the moral theologian had now become Seipel the
politician. At the same time, he became the “prelate without mercy.”

In this speech, the Chancellor hinted at his increasing impatience with
parliamentary democracy. He blamed parliament for the workers’ revolt,
saying that parliament had “piece by piece, for months now, forfeited its
authority, and bears responsibility” for allowing the appearance to come
forward that its members do not want democracy itself.>> But Seipel, in
end effect, can be held equally guilty of the same accusation. The endless
ideological confrontation with the social democrats, the burning of the
Palace of Justice, and the prospect of never being able to secure outright
victories in Austrian parliament, led the prelate into an intellectual search
for alternative political courses. “True democracy,” reminiscent of Platonic
forms, became Seipel’s catchphrase for a solution to Austria’s parliamentary
and social crises. Such thinking, a longing for a way out of the political
morass, led the man to completely forget his early course of compromise
and pragmatism, his commitment to living in the world.** As Seipel drew
himself closer and closer to the Heimwehr, his search for a better, higher,
and truer democracy latched onto this organ’s own militant anti-Marxism
and the physical presence of armed paramilitarism.

Seipel’s Afterlife

Seipel resigned on 3 April 1929, roughly two-and-one-half years after
he had taken up the chancellorship for a second time. He longed to leave
politics, his health was failing, and, yet, he was only fifty-two. A year later,
he would resign the chairmanship of the Christian Social Party. But, though
he had taken the major steps away from politics, Seipel could not help but
turn around to watch the political arena. Another stint as foreign minister
followed at the end of 1930; Seipel stood for election as Federal President
in 1931—and lost.

On 2 August 1932, Ignaz Seipel died, two-and-a-half months after
Pius XI’s encyclical, Quadragesimo Anno. On 5 August, his funeral train
wound its way through the streets of Vienna, between St. Stephen’s, the
Chancellery,and Parliament—Dbetween the edifices that represented Seipel’s
two vocations. He was buried in Vienna’s Central Cemetery—but only
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rested there two years before his body was removed and interred alongside
the body of Engelbert Dollfufi—the successor of Seipel as the head of
political Catholicism in Austria and the architect of Austria’s authoritarian,
clerical-corporatist state. Together they rested as priest and martyr in
the “Chancellors’ Church®™—in the Seipel-Dollfuf Church in Vienna’s
fifteenth district.”® The National Socialists, after the annexation of Austria
in 1938, took Seipel’s remains back to the Central Cemetery. The three
burials of Ignaz Seipel represent a real problem in Austrian historiography
concerning Seipel’s political legacy for the Austrian Republic. Where do his
bones belong? With the graves of the Republic or with Engelbert Dollfufy
and Austrofascism?

While Seipel’s bones still rest in the Central Cemetery among the
Ehrengriiber, this question of Seipel’s legacy and where his bones should
lie have not been definitely put to rest. The Dollful-Schuschnigg regime
had appropriated Seipel as their “founding father” as well. In August
Maria Knoll’s essay, quoted at the beginning of this article, Knoll asked
the question, “What is Seipel’s legacy?” Knoll would find his answer in
Dollfufy himself. Knoll—in 1934—saw Dollfuf} as Seipel’s “political heir
and viceroy.” He continued, “in religion, in both statesmen’s conceptions
of fatherland, state and society, lie continuities from Seipel to Dollfuf.”*
For the Catholic-conservative camp in Austria, Seipel was a connection to
Godliness, a connection that was exploited in service of a fascist regime.
And though he had started on the intellectual and political path to
authoritarianism himself, it was his bones—and not the man himself—that
were carried there.

Otto Bauer, Seipel’s opponent in many debates and the ever-present
bogeyman in Seipel’s political tactics and plans, honored Seipel with a
moving portrait in print.’” Calling Seipel the “by far most significant man
and the only statesmen of European caliber whom the bourgeois parties
have produced,” Bauer recognized before the readers in the Arbeiter-Zeitung
Seipel’s strength, self-discipline, his energy, and mental acuity, which was
brought to bear in “his struggle against us.” But Bauer, ready to concede
to the dead what he did not concede to the living, remarked that Seipel’s
fight against the working class “undoubtedly was led with honest inner
conviction—he was as convinced of the justice of his cause as we are of
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the justice of our own.” But Bauer also recognized that Seipel had played
a major role in the foundation of the Republic—a republic that he had
also sought to change toward the end of his life. As Bauer recognized in
Seipel a figure that, in the defense of his Church, moved from “opposition
to Socialism, into passionate hatred” for it, Bauer forgot to mention the
active role his party and he himself had in fostering such hatred.

But more than this, Bauer’s own omissions have been superseded by new
ones. Ignaz Seipel’s life tells us much about the failures and the challenges
of understanding the Austrian First Republic. Seipel was in many ways the
founding father of the Austrian Republic. But his increasing impatience
with parliamentary democracy, his growing hatred for socialism, and his
willingness to embrace or use anti-democratic movements (including the
National Socialists) made him into the spiritual father of Austrian clerical-
fascism. Seipel is hard to reconcile with the needs of the present. But in the
end, we have to ask ourselves, what is history (and thus biography) for? To
judge the past, or to understand it? If our goal is to judge, we can calmly
put Seipel into the category of saint or devil. If our goal is to understand,
then we must accept Seipel in all his ambition, complexity, goodness, and
failures, and make him relevant in our understandings of the present.



Otto Bauer (1881-1938)

Politician and Public Intellectual

Ernst Hanisch?

The Return of Biography

During the rise of structural and social history in the 1960s, scholars
in German-speaking countries threw biography into the junk pile. Unlike
their Anglo-Saxon colleagues, researchers could not boost their reputations
as scholars by publishing biographies. The end of the 20" century brought
a change, and biography advanced to become the “secret center” of cultural
studies.? But this was not the old type of biography. Much of it derived
inspiration from the ideas of post-structuralism and the “linguistic turn,” at
least in some form. Pierre Bourdieu’s warning of the “biographical illusion”
graced almost every introduction; the term implies that it is not possible to
recreate a simple identity of a biological individual, who played a variety
of different roles, without analyzing the relationship between these roles.

In the case of the adult Otto Bauer, we are talking about the following
social roles: author, teacher in a workers’ school, secretary of the Social-
Democratic parliamentary party, an officer in the Reserves, a soldier in 1914,
prisoner of war in Siberia shortly thereafter; the mastermind of the party’s
left-wing in 1917; party leader and “minister,” parliamentarian, journalist
and theoretician, leading member of the “International”; a political emigrant
in 1934 and then a Jewish emigrant in 1938.* Nevertheless, the person Otto
Bauer is undeniably an individual. There are constants in his life: his support
of Marxist Socialism, which began when he was a student, accompanied
him for his entire life. The same is true for his role as mediator, which he
had learned to perform in his immediate family before he extended it to the
Social Democratic Party and the large family of other socialists. Although
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Otto Bauer, 1929. ©Verein fiir Geschichte
der Arbeiterbewegung, Vienna
he fought passionately for peace, the role of soldier shaped his modus
operandi. Translated into the rhetoric of class warfare, military metaphors
determined the mature politician’s language.

Every biography has to bridge the dialectical opposition of individual
and the context of a specific historical period. In general terms, this
historical context is not a prison that confines people; as agents they still
have a certain room for action. Leading politicians have more room for
action than small party members. However, they are also capable of making
bigger mistakes. Putting a biography in context thus means considering the
conditions as well as the results and the side effects of a politician’s actions.
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It is easier to do this in retrospect, but one runs the risk of sounding like a
self-righteous know-it-all.

The legacy of Otto Bauer’s work consists of more than ten-thousand
printed and published pages. How is a historian to interpret these texts?
First, he must distinguish between the different types of texts and their
respective audiences: speeches delivered at party congresses and other
meetings, speeches given in parliament, propaganda leaflets, scholarly essays
in “The Fight” (Der Kampf), a journal of theory, scholarly books, etc. The
Cambridge School’s concept of “intellectual history” helps in this regard.
Quentin Skinner, one of the founders, gives three tips for interpreting a
text: First, the interpreter must attempt to understand the meaning, the
sense of a historical text. This is often much more difficult than a naive
understanding of the text leads us to believe. Second, he must include the
discursive context, i.e. the contemporary discussion. Third, he has to ask
what the author wants to accomplish with his argument, which position
he attacks, defends, or revises.” A text can be a mighty sword. For example,
the Linz Program (Linzer Programm) of 1926, written by Bauer, had a far-
reaching influence on Austrian politics.

Skinner also refers to the pernicious habit of scholars of intellectual
history to find coherence in different kinds of texts.® However, texts are
written in a specific historical situation and for a specific situation. In Otto
Bauer, we find that a later statement interprets a situation differently from
an earlier statement. Now, which one is true? The creation of myths is
another danger of historical textual analysis. Texts written before and after
February of 1934 contribute to the creation of myths about the struggles,
and are interpreted differently by Social Democrats after 1945. If words are
deeds, the historian must pay attention to the effects of these words: How
do they affect their own people? How do they affect political opponents?
Last but not least, texts can acquire meaning that the author never intended.
Especially complex texts contain a “surplus,” which can expand beyond the
author’s intention. The Linz Program, again, serves as an example of this.”

The Jew

Otto Bauer was born on September 5, 1881 into a liberal, assimilated
Jewish family of business people. His father’s textile factories in Bohemia
employed 800 workers. Born a Jew, Bauer remained a part of the Jewish
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cultural community all of his life. This was rather unusual for a leading
Marxist. But he was a non-religious Jew who still showed respect for all
religions, even the Catholics. How can this be? One explanation lies in the
anti-Semitic political culture in Austria, which Bauer opposed. Speaking to
Ernst Fischer, he is said to have explained his commitment to Judaism in
the following way: “You cannot understand this because nobody has ever
mumbled ‘damn Jew’ behind your back.” Julius Raab, the “father of the
Austrian State Treaty,” publically shouted at him during a 1930 controversy,
“A cheeky bastard you are, a cheeky damn Jew!”

As a Marxist, however, Bauer expected the dissolution of traditional
Judaism in the course of modernization. He wrote critical sentences about
Jews, which would be rated as “anti-Semitic” today. But such a textual
interpretation would be ahistorical. When Bauer heavily criticized Jewish
capitalists, he meant the capitalists, not the Jews. Anti-Semitic stereotypes
aim at all Jews. A latent anti-Semitism existed, without doubt, in the
workers’ movement.’ It was directed against the many Jewish intellectuals
in the party. This may have been one of the reasons why Bauer never strove
to be the official chair of the party. However, unlike other parties, the Social
Democrats never used anti-Semitic sentiments for their own political
purposes.

Like many Jewish intellectuals in Austria, Bauer believed the German
culture to be superior to all others. German culture, Goethe and Marx,
triggered an emotional exuberance in him, the kind one otherwise rarely
saw in the thinker who rarely showed emotion. This “German desire” lay at
the base of his politics of annexation in 1918/19 and his justification of the
annexation of Austria in 1938. Nevertheless, he was never a nationalist but
always an internationalist.

What identity, then, did Otto Bauer have? First and foremost, he
considered himself an international Social Democrat. He had a leading
position in the Socialist International and was in constant communication
with the party leaders of all European countries. A multi-lingual intellectual
who had learned Russian in Siberia, he worked closely together with the
emigrated Menschewiki. Being a German-Austrian constituted the second
level of his identity. Until October 1918, he believed in the community
of the people inhabiting the area of the Habsburg monarchy. His Jewish
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identity came in only third, but it grew stronger with the advance of
National Socialism. After Germany annexed Austria in 1938, he appealed
passionately to the “conscience of the world,” urging his audience to take
in Jews who had emigrated or had been driven out of their homes. As an
experienced politician, he knew that his appeal would not have much of a
chance: “Nevertheless, it is our duty to help the latest victims of fascism and
appeal to the conscience of the world time and time again."

The Marxist
With Marx Beyond Marx

Otto Bauer started to read Marx when he was only a student. Later, he
would talk about his “awakening”: Full of curiosity he reached for Marx’s
works. Then came the disappointment with the difficult theoretical style of
the Kapital, but also the consternation about the development of suffering
mankind under capitalism (the world of the father), the emotional outrage,
and the ethical decision to fight capitalism. But Karl Marx did not just stir
his emotions. The “exact science” of Marxism satisfied his intellect and led
him to theory."? The grand, passionate belief in Socialism and the scientific
analysis of the apparent laws of history would, from now on, determine his
entire life. As a theoretician, he joined the Austrian workers’ movement in
order to serve its cause.

Besides “the mathematical law of movement of history,” which Marx
is said to have discovered, he was fascinated with the “Marxist method.”
However, creative Marxism cannot become a formula, as in the Marxist
orthodoxy of Communism, but it has to be applied as a method to ever-new
work areas: “Marx’s method leads beyond Marx’s theses; Marx will conquer
Marx.”® In fact, the “Austro-Marxism” of the years before World War I,
when Bauer was a crucial figure in the movement, distinguished itself by
being open toward other contemporary social sciences.

Marxist theory strove toward political practice; it claims that pure
theory is empty and that political practice without theory leads to blind
pragmatism. This is how Bauer saw the dialectic of theory and practice: The
task of theory is to collect, sort, and analyze experience. In addition, theory
must reach the masses; it must be made popular and thus simpler. Bauer
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thought it was much more important to make theory popular through
pamphlets, speeches, and gatherings than to participate in noisy action:
“Only theory can be the conscience of the proletarian masses; only theory
can free us from the confusing influence of the bourgeois environment;
only theory picks us up when the manifold experiences of the day have
made us timid.”* However, theory must prove its mettle in the course of
political practice: in the struggle for power in the state, in the meetings, in
the electoral movements, in parliament.

Vision of Socialism

For Bauer, Socialism was the “biggest thing we know.”* After the crimes
of Stalinism, after the break-down of “Real Socialism” (Realsozialismus) it
is difficult to understand this belief. When Bauer adopted this philosophy
during the 1890s, the vision of socialism still held an innocent charm. Its
deepest emotional base lay in the desire for justice, an honorable, noble
desire. And this desire could not be distracted by the formation of the
Soviet Union.

Socialism tended to locate transcendence not in the hereafter but the
here and now. Already in his great early opus The Question of Nationalities
and Social Democracy (Die Nationalititenfrage), Bauer specifies this
(cultural) vision of socialism. He proceeds from the assumption that the
working class will by and by constitute the majority of the population and
thus democratically assert its desires. A socialist society will then increase
the number of productive workers. Every healthy adult must work because
property will no longer entitle anybody to the labor of others. His second
basic assumption is that in a socialist society, everybody has a productive
job. ‘Third, only a socialist society can guarantee the full use of modern
technology. And lastly, the tremendous waste of human labor in capitalism
will stop because a socialist system will distribute the labor rationally among
different branches of production through “central management.”*

The core of his vision, however, consists in the creation of a “new
human being.” This new human differs from the “indulging idlers” and
the “cultureless workers” of the last millennium. The new human will carry
the naiveté of the people in his bosom like the memory of class warfare,
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which will now end. He will create new forms of culture and new symbols.
Still, he will be the heir of all previous cultures. “Whatever humans have
thought and created, written and sung, now becomes the inheritance of the
masses.”"’

Seen from our perspective, this vision has been falsified in almost
every point by “Real Socialism.” However, until 1934, Bauer’s vision always

depended on the structure of a democracy.
The Ambivalent Attitude Toward Communism

Bauer had been criticizing and fighting against the Communists during
the First Republic, but he acknowledged the Soviet Union as an important
part of the socialist family. However, he decidedly rejected its alleged
dictatorship of the proletariat and kept hoping for a democratization of the
Soviet Union.

In a controversy on 21 October 1932, Engelbert Dollfufl called
Bauer a “Bolshevik.”® Bauer reacted by writing an objective article in the
party’s newspaper, which contained the following deeply felt, monumental
sentence: “What divides me from Bolshevism is much more important
than all tactical considerations; it is something fundamental, something
that is rooted in my understanding of human culture: my appreciation of
the irreplaceable value of individual intellectual freedom.”* This division
also motivated his criticism of Stalinism.

However, in exile after the defeat of the struggles of February 1934,
he shared the opinion of many intellectuals that democracy was exhausted,
that it had run out of great ideas, that it was boring. He started to flirt with
the dictatorship of the proletariat. This was not a completely new idea, as
can be seen in the Linz Program of 1926. However, in the party program of
the illegal Austrian “Revolutionary Socialist” party, Bauer pushed through
the demand for a temporary “dictatorship of the proletariat,” which was
later replaced by the idea of a “socialist democracy.” The same confusing
dialectical play of language between dictatorship and socialist democracy
informed his attitude toward the Soviet Union.

After the victory of National Socialism in Germany, Bauer considered
World War II inevitable. If Germany wins, Europe will turn fascist; if the
Soviet Union wins, Europe will become socialist. He thus thought it was
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necessary to support the Soviet Union despite Stalin. (Was the attitude
of the Western Allies during the war that much different?) His criticism
persisted; he regretted the loss of individual freedom and reminded his
audience of the Kulaks, who had been “driven from house and home,
dragged off to the forests of the far North to perform hard labor, and who
had starved and frozen to death as they built the Stalin canal.”® However,
his conviction clouded his judgment, as is evident in his calling the millions
of casualties of “Stalin’s terrorist dictatorship” inevitable and a historical
necessity; it is evident in his song of praise for Stalin, whom he calls the
man with the strongest nerves, with the greatest tenacity, with the most
determined abilities—Stalin, “the most successful man of our time.”?!

Stalin’s constitution of 1936 spurred Bauer’s hopes for democratization.
However, the beginning of the “Great Terror” (1937/38), the show trials
of the old Communists, plunged Bauer into deep despair. He called these
crimes an “appalling disaster” for world socialism: “But we do not want to
become complicit for lack of civil courage to voice our convictions to those
in power in the Kremlin.”? He really did say this, but he always found
arguments for “understanding” these crimes. He held on to his concept of
“integral socialism,” the unification of social democracy and a transformed
Communism. His untimely death in 1938 spared him the shock of the
Hitler-Stalin alliance of 1939.

The Intellectual

Bauer’s fellow student and later fellow politician, Joseph Schumpeter,
defined the intellectual through his critical relationship with the social
system in which he lived. According to Schumpeter, his role is that of a
disruptive factor.” In the typology of intellectuals, Otto Bauer represented
the “politician-intellectual” who tried to combine theory and practice. In my
opinion, he was the greatest politician-intellectual in 20% century Austria.
He combined multilingualism, a curiosity for contemporary science, talent
as a writer, a computer-like memory, and an inexhaustible zest for work
with unique intellectual energy. However, his attachment to an ultimately
inflexible theory often prevented pragmatic action as a politician.
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The Question of Nationalities and Social Democracy

As an intellectual, Bauer created four masterpieces of social science.
The book 7he Question of Nationalities and Social Democracy (Die
Nationalititenfrage und die Sozialdemokratie) established him, then in his
mid-twenties, as a top-notch Marxist-Social-Democratic theoretician.?
He had the courage to tackle the core problem of the Habsburg monarchy.
However, his Marxist convictions forced him into a corset and repeatedly
enticed him to make predictions that eventually proved false.

Naturally, many of Bauer’s ideas seem antiquated now: his static,
essentialist definition of a nation as a “community of people knit together by
their common fate into a community of character;” his attempt to project
his idea of a nation onto the ancient Germanics; the distinction he makes
between “history-less” and “historical” nations. However, he presented
new ideas in his analytical combination of economic development, social
structure, politics, and cultural experience—the depiction of all possible
dimensions of a society.

However, the political volatility of his book lay in his suggestions for the
renewal of Austria: he replaced the personal principle with the territorial
principle. Nations should have cultural autonomy, which he expected would
defuse nationalism. His ultimate goal was to save the multi-ethnic empire.
For Bauer, there was only one choice: a state consisting of multiple nations
or the collapse of the empire. In the long run, Bauer was thinking of the
“United States of Europe,”a model which he thought could only be realized
under socialism.?

The Austrian Revolution

As a leading politician, Bauer was instrumental in founding and
developing the republic. A short time later, Bauer the historian wrote
the classical work of this era: The Austrian Revolution (Die osterreichische
Revolution).” 'The scope of his work transcended Austria to include central
Europe and South-West Europe. He used Slavic sources because he spoke
Czech as well as Russian. In contrast to the prevailing historical and positivist
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Vienna School of writing history, his book did not solely focus on politics,
but he included economics, social structure, and culture in its analysis. He
presented the events of 1918-1920 as grand drama; its actors were not the
“great men” but social classes, nations, parties, the masses. According to
Bauer, the Austrian revolution lacked “heroic deeds,” but its very poverty
and powerlessness accounted for its strange grandeur. “Because poverty and
powerlessness kept us from creating a strong revolutionary force, we had to
rule the masses by intellectual means.””

Bauer supported his theoretical ideas with terse and precise social-
historical analyses. For example, he said about the bourgeoisie: “Inflation
impoverished the old Viennese patrician class, the leaders of the Austrian
intelligentsia, and large parts of the middle and lower bourgeoisie. The
latter had been the actual ruling class of the Habsburg monarchy. They had
furnished the Habsburg monarchy with clerks and officers. They were the
pillars of Austrian patriotism and the old Austrian tradition. For a century,
they had carried on a specifically Austrian culture, Viennese literature,
Viennese music, and Viennese theatre. They were the true losers of the
war. It was their empire that collapsed in October of 1918. And with their
empire they had also lost their wealth.””

Bauer distinguishes between three types of revolution: the national,
the democratic, and the social. His analysis was a part of his theory that
revolution will establish balance between the social powers, a theory that
had a certain appeal. But it also provoked criticism. For one, if we think
of social classes as compact units, we lose any internal differentiation. On
the other hand, the constant talk about the “bourgeois republic” sounded
too denunciatory after the end of the revolution. It went against the
constitutional state, as Hans Kelsen pointed out. Democracy is not about
rulers and subjects but about the conflict of interests, which has to be

negotiated according to the rules of the constitutional state.*

The Struggle for Forest and Meadow

Bauer knew that other social groups outside of industrial regions needed
to be addressed if democratic elections were to determine political power.
The Social-Democrat Workers’ Party (Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei,
SDAP) designed an agrarian program for this purpose. In preparation
for this program, Bauer wrote his third master piece of social history: Zhe

28. Ibid., 741.
29. 1Ibid., 757.
30. Ernst Hanisch, Der grofie Illusionist, 199.



66 Hanisch: Otto Bauer

Struggle for Forest and Meadow (Der Kampf um Wald und Weide)*' in which
he depicted Austrian history not as the history of the Habsburgs but as the
history of the people. A complete stranger to the agrarian lifestyle, Bauer
worked his way into the field in the shortest time possible. He conducted
intensive research into sources and literature. He used a differentiated
model of the class struggle as his guide: ruler versus landlords; ruler versus
peasants; landlords versus peasants; peasants versus rural underclass. He
examined this struggle not just from the top down but also from the bottom
up. Again, he played up his scholarly strength in linking theoretical ideas
with exact data analysis. His political purpose was to alleviate the peasants’
fear of the “Reds.” The Social Democrats never meant to dispossess peasants;
they only wanted to socialize large rural properties.

The Problem of Rationalization

In the midst of the global economic crisis, Bauer wrote his fourth
masterpiece, Rationalization and Mis-Rationalization (Rationalisierung und
Feblrationalisierung).* His book offered an answer to the crisis. He focused
not on Central Europe but on the United States and the Soviet Union.
He referred not so much to Marx and Engels but to F-W. Taylor, Henry
Ford, and Herbert Hoover. He took the second industrial revolution at the
beginning of the 20™ century as his point of departure, considering new
energy sources such as electricity and oil and new materials for industrial
production. For Bauer, rationalization meant a scientific approach to labor
distribution and social issues, an intensified work force, and scientific
business managment.*® This would also lead to a change in thinking. Bauer
envisioned a new type of human being who thought rationally and was
distanced from nature, a type embodied in the engineer, the hero of the
era. A modern culture of mass consumerism developed simultaneously, at
least in the USA. The automobile changed space and time; film and radio
reduced the difference between town and country. Thanks to new media
like radio and film, advertising made its way into every family.

While rationalization increased production, it created technological
unemployment as well. This, to Bauer, was the deepest contradiction of
capitalism: rampant unemployment, along with an increase in mental
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illness among assembly-line workers on one hand, and the expulsion
of superfluous workers from the labor process on the other. While
rationalization increased business profits, society would have to bear the
cost through mis-rationalization.

Only socialism would bring about a higher form of rationalization:
in the planning of economy and society. Bauer staked his hopes on the
Soviet Union’s first five-year-plan (1928/29-1932/33), on the gigantic,
massive development of heavy industry. However, he saw the victims—the
starved peasants, the poverty of the workers, the total control, the terror,
the dictatorship. He found solace in history. In England, the early years of
industrialization claimed many human victims as well, he argued, but in
the future, once the emergency is over, the “terrorist dictatorship” could be
dismantled. This was another of Bauer’s grand illusions.

The Politician

Otto Bauer had a passion for politics. However, he lacked the
politician’s tenacious, determined will for power. As a politician, the bold
theoretician was intimidated by power; he was hesitant—the Hamlet of
Austrian politics. The intellectual was handicapped by the responsibility for
the “mothers of the country.” Bauer could be demagogical, of course, but in
the end, uncertainty and thinking in terms of alternatives always prevailed.
As much as he loved the revolutionary phase, as a person he was not a
revolutionary, something Leo Trotzky identified correctly.* The result was a
politics of on-the-one-hand/on-the-other-hand.

This difference comes out clearly in a comparison with the Christian
Socialist Ignaz Seipel, his big political opponent. Both were the leading
thinkers of their parties; both were intellectuals; both were theoreticians,
Seipel a Catholic theologian, Bauer a Marxist. Both owed their careers
to great institutions—Seipel to the Catholic Church, Bauer to the social
democracy. Both were doctrinarians, but, in the end, Seipel emerged as the
better, more flexible politician who had mastered the art of intrigue and the
tactical gamesmanship necessary to attain power. Both led modest private
lives, believed—albeit in different ways—in social justice, which was the
goal of their politics.

They both respected each other even though they battled mercilessly
in the public forum. Bauer expressed his respect for Seipel in his famous
1932 obituary.* They were on an equal footing with each other; Bauer
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rather despised most of the political “two-bit lawyers” from the bourgeois
camp. A new source provides insight into Seipel’s attitude toward Bauer.
Josef Redlich, politician and historian (who also taught at Harvard), made
a note of a conversation in his well-known diary on August 6, 1927. After
the dramatic events of July 15, 1927, the fire in the Vienna court house
(Justizpalast), Seipel declared that Bauer did not intend this riot. According
to Redlich, Seipel characterized Bauer as a person “for whose character and
knowledge he had a lot of respect,” as a party leader who lives exclusively
in theories, even when political action is called for. Faced with any political
action, he examines the theory “in his mind,” measuring it against great
historical revolutions of the past.*® This was a fitting characterization of the
leader of the Social-Democratic party.

Seipel’s respect for Bauer probably dated back to the years 1918/19.
Seipel, at first, led the Catholic Church successfully into the democratic
republic; Bauer stabilized the parliamentary democracy against the attacks
of radical leftists, his greatest political achievement without doubt. In those
days, he saved Austria from civil war, from leftist terror and successive right-
wing terror, if we consider the example of Hungary a realistic paradigm.
He managed to prevent the splitting-up of the social democracy—as
happened in many European countries—and reduced the Communists to
a marginal political power. However, he paid the price of his revolutionary
gesture in theory; the radical left called him a “social traitor” as a result of
his ambivalent actions.

In addition to his accomplishments, Bauer made some serious mistakes,
easily recognized in retrospect. His first mistake was his uncompromising
politics of annexation when he was “Secretary of State.” The real problem
is not that he considered unification with Germany: the collapse of the
Habsburg monarchy, the prospect of a small state, of life as a “poor peasant
state,” triggered the hope of unification with Germany in intellectuals and
all political parties. The real problem was that Bauer, as the leader of Austrian
foreign policy, had maneuvered himself into a general contradiction: On
the one hand, he faced the Allied Forces as a beggar pleading for food
and financial help; on the other he proclaimed unification with Germany,
which, for France, was a completely unacceptable demand.?

An additional mistake was his rejection of the Geneva Convention
of 1922. He railed against the treaty, calling it a “crime” and “treason”!
Seipel never forgave him. The Social Democrats did not want to take
responsibility for the treaty nor shoot it down. In fact, by supporting the
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creation of a special cabinet (without the participation of parliament), the
party indirectly supported the treaty.

Bauer made his next political mistake when it came to writing the Linz
Program of 1926.% Bauer was at the height of his influence in the Social-
Democratic party—and he was playing with fire. Seen from a Marxist
perspective, the Program sketched a grandiose panorama of past, present,
and future, a “grand narrative,” buoyed by passion and intellectual brilliance.
However, he threatened dictatorship if the bourgeoisie were to hinder the
socialist transformation of society. The term “dictatorship”was stock-in-trade
in the Marxist tradition and was intended as a defense strategy. However,
what could remain an abstract concept in theoretical writings gained a
different status in a party program. In the political controversy, the term
became a death sentence; the bourgeoisie and the peasantry interpreted it
as a sign that the socialists intended dictatorship. However, the dictatorship
cliché was disputed inside the party as well. And Bauer knew very well
what violence meant in the context of civil war, and he understood that
the captains of industry and the Catholic Church would not give up their
property peacefully. Yet, he still wrote dictatorship into the party program.
He frivolously evoked doom and gloom at a relatively peaceful time and
thus handed his political opponents a strong weapon of propaganda. After
the defeat of February 1934, the dictatorship of the proletariat became the
programmatic goal of the illegal Revolutionary Socialists as well. It became
an embarrassment for the Austrian Socialist Party after 1945 and was thus
never talked about.

Could Bauer and the Social Democrats have prevented the Austrian
dictatorship of Engelbert Dollfufl? Hardly! All of Europe experienced a
swing to the right. In countries where democracy had only weak social roots,
where the global economy had plunged people into despair, authoritarian
governments offered treacherous solutions. However, the Social Democrats,
by their refusal to compromise, handed the government a powerful
argument: social democracy has no social consciousness, no responsibility
for society; Social Democrats only have the workers’interests in mind. They
should have tried to prevent the entrance of the mostly fascist home guard
(Heimwehr) at any price, maybe by means of indirectly supporting the
democratic government before Dollfufy became chancellor.

'The February uprising of 1934 broke out against Otto Bauer’s will. When
the fighting began, he showed weak leadership and fled to Czechoslovakia
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on February 13 before the fighting had ceased. This definitely damaged his

reputation with parts of of the labor class.
The Human Being

A critic of my biography of Otto Bauer remarked that my “portrayal
of his life” remained “strangely bloodless.”* He is right. The reasons lie in
the lack of sources (a historian is no writer of literature, after all) and in the
fact that Bauer had almost no private life; his life and his work overlapped
almost completely. One can only trace feeble indications of the person he
was in a few letters, in public speeches, books, and pamphlets.

He was a rather shy person, given to depression, from which he rescued
himself by believing in the theory of the legitimacy of history. Busy with
his work from morning until late at night—in parliament, in committees, as
a party leader, journalist, propagandist, and author—he rarely gave himself
a break. A rather humorless person, he had few friends. His daily life was
organized by his wife, a fellow scholar, who was ten years his senior. A
Viennese who rarely went to the theatre or a concert, he avoided large
gatherings but went to see a movie once in a while. He remained a stranger
to the enjoyments of life, with one exception: while he was a strict teetotaler,
he was a chain smoker, which contributed to his early death.

This richly gifted politician, endowed with superior intelligence and
versed in many scholarly fields, far outstripped his political opponents.
He showed off his superiority during controversies, which earned him the
respect of his fellow party members but triggered pure hatred among the
mediocre politicians on the other side. However, he approached the simple
working man and the industrious peasant with great understanding. He
despised the nepotism in Austrian politics—the politics of the wine glass—
and remained entirely free of corruption. Intellectually, he was a political
nonpareil with a stern moral sense who failed in the end but who, even in
exile, continued the political fight.
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“Against the Mock Battle of Words”

Therese Schlesinger, neé Eckstein (1863-1940),
a Radical Seeker

Gabriella Hauch *

Interests, preferences, and aversions, with all their contradictions, unite
or divide people; they form the chemistry between them, providing that
which cannot be expressed in words but which can still be lived and can
define reality. Behind all of this, we find an ambiguous variety of experiences,
character traits, conscious decisions and unconscious predilections. Like
a sounding board, this complexity amplifies the biographer’s interest in
approaching a historical person. Life stories are never logical and goal-
oriented chains of events, and we must abandon the illusion of coherence,
which is a product of retrospective wishful thinking. Like we do in
friendships, biographers need to open themselves to breaks and affirmations
to accommodate a multi-dimensional web of cause and effect. The life and
influence of the biographical subject, his or her character idiosyncrasies,
individual talents, and characteristics illustrate the process of biographical
construction, which is based on scholarly research. We cannot determine
how a person “really” was or is. “Biographical truth cannot be found,” wrote
Sigmund Freud to Arnold Zweig in 1936, “and if we had it, we would not
be able to use it.”?

Meaning in the Context of the Past

We meet the human subject at the center of biographical research in
texts, maybe photographs, films, or audio-recordings, which create a network
of ideas and images and allow us to “recognize” this specific person.’ The
biographer’s emerging interest in dedicating him/herself to someone’s life
for an extended period of time is embedded in multiple contexts. Walter
Benjamin described the attachment of any historical interest to the present
when he noticed that the “image of the past” threatens to “disappear in
every confrontation with the present, which does not recognize itself in this
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image.” Certain themes, events, or facets of different pasts fluctuate like
economic statistics in the memory of the public. Some scholarly work
creates interest where none existed before. This interest can be shared
by individual groups or the general public. In our highly technological
media and information society, it is possible to trigger or amplify a
boom in interest. As a result, Walter Benjamin’s theory that mechanical
reproduction destroys the exclusive originality of art and culture can be
applied, in a modified form, to scholarly work and its discoveries.’ In the
past few years, for example, we have observed how the dormant interest in
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National Socialism coincided with an increase in Germany and Austria
of movies and TV-series with similar themes. The simultaneous tendency
to historicize and excuse provokes criticism® and points to the paradox
that the current loss of political interest in the Liberal Arts coexists with
a heavy demand for “history.”” The term Zeitgeist (Ernst Bloch) indicates
an emerging—and often sub-conscious—readiness for different topics.
As a result, we must ask how history is constructed as scholarship, with
what interests it is connected, what effect it has on individuals, and what
its relationship is with the re/production of power dynamics. The interest
in certain topics means that people “recognize” themselves in some way in
the history represented by these topics. Scholars are involved in this process
as they produce the “image of the past” onto which people project this
“recognition” of themselves.

The choice of a biographical subject depends on the same process.
Biographers can never claim a neutral authorial position in the way that
was expected in the bourgeois novel of initiation. The process of scholarship
makes visible the scholar’s interests, predilections, and aversions because
nobody “has” a biography; a biography is created in a social process, at the
crossroads between personal and social factors, between the individual
and society.® The “mirror effect” between narrator and subject is intensive,
complicated, and multi-layered. “The person whose story is told becomes
the mirror, through which the narrator understands and interprets herself,”
says Seyla Benhabib as she describes Hannah Arendt’s method in the
latter’s work on Rahel Varnhagen.” This brings her close to Liz Stanley’s
argument for using the term “auto/biography,” which attempts to capture
the involvement of biographers in their material and emphasizes the close
connections between biography and autobiography as the person writing

6. On the history of women and gender: Johanna Gehmacher, “Frauen, Minner, Unterginge:
Geschlechterbilder und Gedichtnispolitiken in Darstellungen zum Ende des ‘Dritten
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Studienverlag, 2006), 240-56; Johanna Gehmacher, ,Im Umfeld der Macht: populire
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Frietsch and Christina Herkommer (Berlin: Transcript, 2008), 7-25.

7. Brigitte Studer, “Geschichte schreiben: Moralischer Auftrag, lohnendes Geschift,
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Politiken,” Osterreichische Zeitschrift fiir Geschichtswissenschaften 17, no. 1 (2006): 169-78.
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and the person written about position themselves (or are positioned) in
a social context.’’ In her 1929 biography of Rahel Varnhagen, Hannah
Arendt attempts “to tear Rachel’s life and legacy out of her husband’s
claws,” as Benhabib puts it.!* In her rejection of the husband as biographer
and his masculine power of definition, philosopher Hannah Arendt—not a
feminist by definition—approaches the realm of women and gender studies,
a field that has always understood itself as an identity-giving project by and
for women." Seen from this perspective, the past was not the explicit focus
of the biographer’s work, which was undertaken to serve as a “guide for
the interest in women’s liberation,” as Herta Nagl-Docekal put it, a term
that reduces the heterogeneous field of feminist scholarship to a common
denominator.”® History has long been the leading science of feminist
studies because it has provided “useful” historical arguments against the
claim that women’s scope of action was supposedly determined by nature.™
As feminist scholars investigated the historical genesis of concepts, laws,
and institutions and examined the discourses that legitimate and reproduce
women’s inclusion in and exclusion from social structures, they exposed the
changeability of the constructs that constitute modern society. Feminist
biographical scholarship emerged from the same connection between the
biographers’ epistemological interest and the persons they studied. By
focusing on an individual, the biographer turned her subject into a thinking,
acting, and feeling woman, whose story became a feminist counterpoint
to the “biographical hero as masculine hero.””® However, according to
feminist historians of the 1990s, this early approach in feminist scholarship
underestimated the influence of gender dynamics and gender codes that
are woven into the structure of scholarship and society because biographers
reproduced the hero as a “figure in a structurally masculine position” in
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(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1992).
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every person they wrote about, “exceptional individuals” and “unknown
women” alike.’® Despite this fundamental criticism, feminist interest in
individual women’s life stories did not disappear. However, the demand for
speaking about and reflecting on the process by which figures “emerge/
are made” in biography has gained importance.'” Given our awareness of
the problems with scholarly methods and theories, we can discover and
explain the contradictions in auto/biographical narratives and understand
the mechanism by which biography creates heroines.!

If we make visible female experience and scope of action in the life
stories of historical activists who devoted themselves to the emancipation
of the underprivileged, the minorities, and the socially marginalized, it will
not be difficult to find an “image of the past” that bestows current meaning
on the triumphs and failures of female emancipation. This image, this
meaning, has also evoked distrust and has changed the continuing scholarly
interest in researching and writing about persons. While biographers in the
past worried about solving the problems of correctly interpreting sources
about their subjects, they now emphasize these very concerns. Monika
Bernold and Johanna Gehmacher, for example, assembled hundreds
of letters, diaries, correspondences, and essays by Mathilde Hanzel-
Hiibner, an activist in the Old Feminist Movement in Austria, not into
“a biography” but into an “annotated biographical edition.”® Toril Moi,
too, who fulfilled her long-held wish to write about Simone de Beauvoir,
created an alternative concept to biography which she called “genealogy.”
According to Moi, biography is concerned with linearity, origin, finality,
and the attempt to make visible an autonomous identity; genealogy, on
the other hand, is “open” and wants to make us “conscious of the process
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of emerging or being created,” thus illustrating the complex combination
of different kinds of power in determinants and discourses. When working
with terms like “I” and “subject,” Toril Moi regards them indications of
a “personal” genealogy.®® Seyla Benhabib, too, asked why Hannah Arendt
in particular in the introduction to her biographical work, in which she
reflects on her decades-long enthusiasm about Arendt’s writings, explains
her understanding of Arendt’s lack of feminism, and concludes that her
grappling with Arendt’s theoretical writings turned into a “very personal
book”. %!

I am plagued by a similar project. Throughout my research on the
feminists of the Old Womens Movement of the Habsburg monarchy
and the discrete charm of the sub-contradiction (Nebenwiderspruch), which
seduced the social-democratic women’s movement during the years before
the first World War, in the course of my research on the gender of the
councils’ movement and the women parliamentarians of the First Republic
in Austria, on the fate of female intellectuals during the Nazi regime up
to a project called gender housing®—time and time again, I kept running
into a person who stopped me in my tracks, irritated, and fascinated me:
Therese Schlesinger.” Her actions and statements, as they have come down
to me, showed me a contrarian, a theoretician who was open for ideas and
far off the beaten track of party discipline and mainstream positions, a
political strategist very much aware of the workings of power, who knew
when it was time to compromise. For her, all of her work was a means
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to an end, the creation of a more just—and thus more women-friendly—
society, and it brought women into the party leadership of the Austrian
Social-Democratic Workers’ Party (SDAP) and into the National and
Federal Council of the Austrian parliament. I am interested in Therese
Schlesinger’s gender-specific analyses and social-political positions, as well
as in her way of dealing with institutional power and her own personal
tragedies. In many ways, I am removed from this woman, who died in exile
in France in 1940, at the age of 77, but in some of the questions she asked
herself as a woman intellectual, I recognize my own: In her meditations
on the women’s movement and feminist politics, on the position of the
intellectual woman in an institutional environment, on the penetration of
sexual politics in all aspects of life, in her questions concerning the power
of the subconscious and the role of psychoanalysis ‘beyond the couch.’I
also find myself agreeing with Schlesinger’s insight that the discussion and
analysis of gender-based power must always include other factors besides
gender. However, I must reflect critically on my understanding of Therese
Schlesinger’s image, which I formed as I read her writings and the memories
her contemporaries had of her, as well as the few letters of hers that have
been found in the estates of those who knew her. This critical stance is the
only way to reconcile getting involved and simultaneously remaining aloof
and to achieve a balanced “strangeness in convergence” without projecting
my own life story onto a (re)constructed life.

“There was nothing to do but ‘to stick it out’”**:
The Feminists in the Social-Democratic Workers’ Party

Therese Schlesinger got politically involved relatively late in her life.
At the age of 31, she became a member of the General Austrian Women’s
Association (Allgemeiner Osterreichischer Frauenverein, AOFV), which had
at last been founded by Auguste Fickert, Marie Lang, and Rosa Mayreder
after a three-year wait imposed by the police. Therese Schlesinger’s
decision to get involved in an organized and public struggle for women’s
emancipation seems to have been influenced by two aspects: her family’s
social situation and personal tragedies she suffered during the mid-1890s.
As the daughter of business magnate Albert Eckstein, she grew up in a
liberal, bourgeois, Jewish household. Her family subscribed to the ideals

24. Gabriella Hauch, Frau Biedermeier auf den Barrikaden: Frauenleben in der Wiener
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of the Enlightenment, the French Revolution and the Revolution of 1848,
which induced them to provide reduced hours and health insurance for the
workers in the family factory. Therese Schlesinger remembered herself, at
the age of 15, as a teenager inspired by an “emotional socialism” and the
“romantic dreams” connected with it.2 When she joined the AOVF, she
was already a widow and mother of a five-year old daughter, Anna; she was
also suffering from impaired mobility as the result of a measles infection
she contracted during childbirth. She saw her public engagement as an
opportunity to “lift herself above her personal misfortunes and participate
in the great struggles of [her] time.”?’

Today, the AOFV would be regarded as part of the autonomous women’s
movement: its demands for an end to the legal and social discrimination
of women coincided with the necessity of structural changes in society
to achieve greater justice, not just for women but for all under-privileged
social groups. Having received a comprehensive private education, Therese
Schlesinger worked in the AOFV’s legal protection department, wrote
articles for the weekly supplement of the “People’s Voice” (Volksstimme)
owned by the democrat Ferdinand Kronawetter, joined the ranks of the
organization’s officer as its vice president, and rose to the rank of keynote
speaker at AOFV meetings. In the summer of 1896, she participated in the
first international women’s congress in Berlin as a delegate of the AOFV,
where she was to speak about the results of the “inquiry into the situation
of female workers in Vienna™ and about the Austrian women’s movement.
However, when she reported too positively about the activities of the Social
Democrats, the chairman bid her be silent. It took some persuasion to keep
her from leaving the congress and going home immediately. However, she
had caught the attention of Social Democrats of both genders, and they
started courting her. A year later, in the summer of 1897, she yielded to
their entreaties; as she explained to Auguste Fickert in elaborate letters, she
had decided in favor of a clearer program and the social structure of the
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Social Democrats. However, she still tried to reorganize the AOFV into
a “Social-Democratic organization, which we can manage autonomously,”
but Fickert rejected this idea.”” Both women continued their discussion
in the fall in the “People’s Voice,” but their tone became sharper. When
Schlesinger called the AOFV’s refusal to align itself with any political
party “ridiculous,” Fickert countered that the vision of socialism was not
the same as that of the Social-Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei,
SDAP) and that there would not be any “future consummation”without the
“women’s movement, so much scorned by the SDAP.”*

Fickert’s assessment followed Schlesinger, a former member of the
“much-scorned women’s movement,” throughout her career as a Social
Democrat. As a member of the AOFV, she never had to “hold back or
disguise her convictions in any way,” as she told her mentor and friend, the
socialist Karl Kautsky, shortly after she joined the party in 1898. All this
changed now that she was a Social Democrat. When she spoke out in favor
of the autonomous political organization of women and the development of
women-specific policies, she was accused of “separatism.” However, neither
of these strategies had been invented by women. While the Jacobins forbade
women’s political engagement in the French Revolution in 1793, during the
1848 Revolution in Europe, men and women were organized in separate
political groups. In Vienna, men organized the “Democratic Club” while
women founded the “First Viennese Democratic Women’s Club”later. After
the defeat of the 1848 revolution, paragraph 30 of the new Vereinsgesetz,
the law codex for associational groupings, locked in the stigmatization of
women by declaring them a special case. Until 1918, women were forbidden
to become politically active, on their own or in conjunction with men. As a
result, all women’s organizations during the Habsburg monarchy, including
the AOFV and the various Social-Democratic women’s clubs, declared
themselves “apolitical” because that was the only way for women to act
publicly. While the SDAP strove to organize a legal party for both genders,
the “proletariat,” a gender-neutral concept that applied to skilled (male)
workers, remained at the center of politics.*!

In this context, Therese Schlesinger, a feminist Social-Democrat from
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the Jewish bourgeoisie, met with distrust and rejection. The SDAP was
not a place of safety and solidarity, as was stated decades later, with regret
but without apology, on the occasion of its 70" birthday in 1933. Anna
Boschek, first female union employee and specialist in Austrian women’s
issues since 1893, admitted, “Especially the women comrades criticized the
‘bourgeois woman’and did not trust her all the way.”*

Since the turn of the century, various records of party conventions,
women and union conferences, reveal an increasingly rational discussion
of women’s demands among Social-Democratic politicians. The question
whether women’s political demands should take precedence over those
made by unions, which concerned mostly men but were defined as general
politics, emerged as a major issue. Schlesinger took the women’s side and
thus provoked criticism from her own party at all levels. At the 1900 party
convention, the unchallenged party leader Victor Adler carped, “You
are not as emancipated as you would like us to think. You propose that
we should not forget about women’s suffrage when we initiate action to
reform the election laws. I have no problem with that. But tell me: don’t
we have other things to worry about?”® And three years later, the chair of
the Social-Democratic free unions, Anton Hueber, opined that, confronted
with Schlesinger’s demands, he felt “compelled to drop customary gallantry
and say a few stern words.” Both Adler’s and Hueber’s speeches reflect
the patriarchal notion—anchored in paragraph 91 of the Austrian Law
Codex—of man’s dominion over his wife and children in (party) politics.

Therese Schlesinger knew that she was the focus of the SDAP men’s
distrust towards women’s rights and that, because her demands always went
a step beyond, she had become a—subconsciously welcome—scapegoat for
Social-Democratic women who yearned for approval. When the news of
the Russian Revolution broke during the 1905 SDAP party convention
and 250,000 people demonstrated for their right to vote in the streets of
Vienna, she compromised by retrieving the demand for women’s right to
vote so as not to endanger the general suffrage for men.* Schlesinger did
not garner any noticeable respect. A few months later, in March of 1906,
she wrote to Auguste Fickert,”] am presently hated, defamed etc. in the
party.... The matter is based on personal envy and baseness.” Despite
their differences in opinion, her old political comrade had remained

32. “Anna Boschek tiber Therese Schlesinger,” Die Frau, no. 7 (1933): 5.

33.  Verbandlungen des Parteitages der Deutschen Socialdemokratie Oesterreichs: Graz 2 -6
September 1900, (Vienna: Volksbuchhandlung, 1900), 84.

34. Hauch, “Der diskrete Charme.”

35. SchlesingertoFickert,6 March1906,Nachlass Auguste Fickert,Handschriftensammlung,
Stadt- und Landesarchiv, Vienna.
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her confidante. A few years before, Schlesinger had thanked her for her
successful cooperation in the AOFV because, not that she found herself
among the Social Democrats, she was no longer “so spoiled but rather a
bit inured.”® In the years before World War I, women all over Europe
who thought of themselves as feminists but were thought of as radicals
believed that women’s liberation could only be achieved in a social system
different from the modern capitalist, bourgeois society. At the same time,
many European countries were still a long way from bourgeois liberties and
democratic conditions.

Therese Schlesinger answered the negative treatment she received from
the Social Democratic party with an attempt to analyze the insult at an
abstract level. In her 1919 pamphlet “The Intellectual Working Woman
and Socialism,” Schlesinger, the pacifist, claimed that the place of wage-
earning women doctors and teachers must be in a social democracy, and she
warned about the problems that would result from the clash of different
social milieus and their cultural differences. She emphasized that the “rough
manners of the working classes, the lack of culture in the milieu in which
the proletariat is forced to live, understandably repels” intellectual women.*’
In her 1923 article “The Position of Intellectuals in a Social Democracy,”
she went a step further.*® After the publication of two books by and about
the German social democrat Lily Braun, Schlesinger talked about the little-
appreciated contributions of intellectuals to the establishment of the so-
called workers’movement. Lily Braun, an intellectual of aristocratic descent,
failed to “stick it out” and left the party. According to Schlesinger, “deviant
opinions” are tolerated much more readily if they are voiced by “comrades
who hail from the working class” than by “academicians.” And the fact that
the latter are “more skilled in disputation” than the workers “turns us against
them even more.”

By the time this article appeared, the 60-year-old Therese Schlesinger
was already one of the first and, more importantly, most influential women
members of the National Council. In cooperation with Christian Socials
Hildegard Burjan and Olga Rudel Zeynek and the German Nationalist
Emmy Stradal, she had prevailed in the fight to allow girls access to boys’
high schools and thus higher education—with the votes of all the parties,
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including the strictly anti-co-educational Christian Socials and German
Nationalists.*” To give women the chance to engage in creative work,
Therese Schlesinger had stuck it out, the outsider in the center: “for long
years, I had to fight hostility and overcome my own feelings of inferiority.”*

Caring for the Human Soul: Theoretical Positions

'The birth of the Republic coincided with a personal tragedy in Therese
Schlesinger’s life. Her 30-year-old daughter Anna had committed suicide
in February of 1920. “Annerl,” as Therese Schlesinger called her, had been
a high-school teacher and an activist in the Socialist Youth Movement.
Both mother and daughter belonged to the party’s so-called “left fringe”
during World War 1.** Her daughter’s death plagued Therese Schlesinger
throughout her life like a wound that would not heal. It is remarkable
that during the years of the First Republic, she focused on fundamental
questions concerning those who suffered from their cultural and social
circumstances. In doing this, she developed a clear position about the
responsibilities of a social democracy, beyond issues like wage increases,
housing, social security, and (continuing) education for all. In essence, she
strove for “moral and aesthetic refinement,” the development of the “nobler
self;” the “human soul” which had been “hitherto neglected” and which
“needed urgent care.” For her, the soul was located in the tensions between
outside conditions and psychological impulses rooted in the subconscious.*
The human soul, proclaimed Schlesinger, must be the concern of a social
democracy if it wants to advance the promise of “redeemer socialism” and
the project of a “new humanity.” The Social Democrats, in their cult of
the proletariat as the revolutionary subject, had counted on mobilizing the
goodness, solidarity, compassion, and discipline of the lower social orders
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as soon as their basic existential needs had been met and they had a chance
to improve their lives—however, this did not turn out to be true. As before,
certain sub-cultures were cast in the role of the Other to serve as a foil to
“Red Vienna,” the showcase of Social-Democratic politics in Austria. These
social groups continued to function as projection screens for deviance and
lack of order, for misery and moral depravity, even though they constituted
the social basis for the SDAP’s social and political reforms.* The War and
the Austrian Revolution had brought about a constitution, the elimination
of gender as a reason for exclusion, middle-class liberties—in short,
democracy and a republican government. However, Schlesinger saw the
devastation of World War I as the cause for the ongoing brutalization of
man.*

Schlesinger’s articles written during the time of the First Republic
testify to the broadening and deepening of her expansive mind and her
multi-layered understanding of politics—including the ruptures in her own
political and private views: they track her career, which ran the gamut from
being a feminist intellectual and outsider in the SDAP, to being the speaker
of the “left opposition” during the war in Austria, to being the delegate at
council conventions and a member of the National Council; in addition,
her writing touches on the death of loved ones—her brother Gustav died
in 1916, her daughter in 1920, her mother in 1921, and her sister Emma
in 1924.

As early as 1912, Therese Schlesinger had developed the project
Communal Housing (Genossenschafts-Wohnbau) from the insight that
humans need a satisfactory, energy-sustaining environment if they were to
become interested in education and develop the imagination for a life of
culture.* Her idea went beyond putting an end to the housing shortage; she
envisioned central kitchens, community laundry services, kindergartens,
and “youth centers” in order to ease women’s burdens and make the state
responsible for some of the work involved in reproduction. The problem
of reconciling job, parenthood, political and cultural activity, an everyday
reality for women, ran like a red thread through Schlesinger’s ideas on
gender dynamics.

Schlesinger emphasized the role of boys, men, and fathers as a central
concept in her work on gender dynamics. In a 1921 article, she presented
her views of “domestic education,” suggesting that both boys and girls
should learn to “supervise younger siblings” and do “superfluous household

45. Wolfgang Maderthaner and Lutz Musner, Die Anarchie der Vorstadt: Das andere Wien
um 1900, 2nd ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 2000), 9-16.

46. Schlesinger, “Zur Evolution,” 371.

47. 'Therese Schlesinger, “Eine Aufgabe der Arbeiter-Baugenossenschaften,” Der Kampf:
Sozialdemokratische Monatsschrift 1, no. 6 (1912): 131-35.
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chores.” Her ideas went beyond relieving the mother as she focused on the
formation of the male character, claiming that her method was the “best way
to forestall male arrogance, a habit that is often hard to break in grown men.”
In addition, she concluded that the “mis-education of men, in particular, is
often the reason that men and women cannot work together” in politics
“without friction.”® When discussing the “psychological bond” between
mother and baby, which could foster positive “powers” so important for
the baby’s welfare, she also included the “father instinct” as an equal factor.
However, given the “current conditions, the father instinct develops only
rarely.” Her solutions included a universal insurance for mothers, which
would allow every woman to choose between raising her child on her own
or, through a reduction of working hours, together with the child’s father.*
On the subject of the gender-specific division of labor, she quipped, “All
the jobs we view as the natural responsibility of women can become men’s
jobs as soon as we pay for them.” At the same time, she regretted that, when
both parents work outside of the home, the husband would not do his share
of housework. If this had been the case, men, who sit at the controls of
power, would have lost no time to make the job easier through technology
and better management: “Since women are doing the work, however, men
lack any incentive for innovation.”°

Schlesinger’s theory did not agree with the seemingly crude
differentiation between “women” and “men.” While she defined gender
dynamics as a power structure in its own right, she demanded the inclusion
of other “interdependencies” such as class and nation—termed “categories
of difference” in today’s women and gender studies—in the social and
scholarly analyses.”® She saw the power dynamics in all three categories
as essential for the development of “character differences.” Given the way
gender differences work, she ascertained that it would be almost impossible
to determine how much the social construction of gender has overlaid the
“natural causes of this differentiation.” Addressing her scientific inquiries to
psychologists, she demanded the exclusion of the “sexual component” and
the inclusion of women on research teams. Transposed to contemporary
scholarly research, this would mean that we have to eschew the androcentric
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fallacy of seeing the masculine as gender-neutral and universal and, at the
same time, take into account the power of reproduced gender dynamics and
gender-specific attributions. She claimed it was the “the undisputed result of
recent research” that made us understand that “male and female individuals
are more alike intellectually than different” and that other differences
within one gender group would be more important.*? In the 1920s, Therese
Schlesinger saw psychoanalysis as a way to solve the gender problem.
Because psychoanalysis attempts to bring these “people from the murky
subconscious into the bright light of consciousness,” its representatives
must be “theoreticians and supporters of women’s emancipation.”?

The connection between Therese Schlesinger and psychoanalysis had
many layers. In the 1890s, her sister Emma, two years her junior and also
active in the AOFV, was one of Freud’s first patients and students, and
Freud knew her older brother Friedrich.”* From about 1889/90 on, Therese
Schlesinger was friends with the psychoanalyst Paul Federn,” who was
eight years younger than she and who treated her daughter Anna, who
suffered from depression.’® After Anna’s tragic suicide, Schlesinger did not
turn her back on psychoanalysis; on the contrary, her friendship with the
Federns grew even closer—they started spending their summer holidays
together in Aussee, Salzkammergut—and, as she pondered in 1930, she
intensified her intellectual interest in psychoanalysis, without, however,
undergoing analysis herself.*’

New Ways: Political Concepts

When, in 1923, 60-year-old Therese Schlesinger left the National
Council for the Federal Council, she began to devote more time to her
publications. In the area of women and gender issues, she was responsible
for the women’s part of the SDAP’s Austro-Marxist “Linz Program” of
1926, which meant that she had to coordinate the ideas of the program
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commission and its sub-groups and make them into a brochure.’® During
her preparations for “women’s work and population issues,” a central
issue that touched upon the declining birth rates of the First Republic,
Schlesinger already investigated ways to reconcile motherhood, career,
and political and cultural activity, a problem still very much part of the
contemporary feminist discourse on migration. Privileged women “buy”
their “freedom” from childrearing labor by engaging under-paid—and
mostly uninsured—women to perform these services.”” The second strand
of Schlesinger’s intellectual work in the 1920s consisted in examining the
usefulness of psychoanalysis in solving the problems of the time; she was
convinced that “every fruitful thought, regardless of where it crops up, must
in the end furnish new power for our movement,”an idea that included both
ideas and utopias.®® After working on gender problems, and in preparation
for the above-mentioned party program,®® Schlesinger turned to writing
about psychiatry, child education, and the judicial system.

Schlesinger believed that the public should not only be made aware
of the intellectual potential of psychoanalysis in various scientific fields,
but that Freud’s “therapeutic methods” should become available to as many
people as possible through national health insurance and not be restricted
to the affluent classes.”” She believed that “psychologically endangered
children and youths (with behavioral problems),” criminals, and mental
patients should be treated “according to the psychoanalytical method,”
and she included in this idea judges and jury members, who would “be
prepared as well as possible for their difficult responsibilities through
psychoanalytical education”™—at least “until they have to make way for
doctors and caretakers.”® 67-year-old Schlesinger was convinced that
psychoanalysis constituted “the first promising method to fight those asocial
behaviors,” which would not disappear with a change in the social system or
in ownership structures. In the course of a life marked by social breakdowns
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and revolutionary changes, as well as personal tragedies, Schlesinger learned
to acknowledge the power of the subconscious and the central position of
sexuality.®* The latter especially separated her from her contemporaries—
even the Social Democrats.

Apocalypse at the End of her Life—“Yes, let’s do it!”

Schlesinger’s intensive preoccupation with psychoanalysis took place in
an increasingly critical political situation. The verdicts of the Schattendorf
trial, the torching of the Vienna courthouse, the disorientation of the SDAP,
and brutal police action against demonstrators on July 15, 1927 reveal the
fragility of the young republic, which was ushered into the world by a social
revolution and which ended in civil war in February of 1934. For 71-year-
old Schlesinger and many of the pioneers of a democratic social system,
the end of civil liberties and the 1934 establishment of an authoritarian
government of Catholic origins under chancellor Engelbert Dollfufl meant
the defeat of all their hopes at the end of their lives.

For twenty years, Therese Schlesinger has been living in a different
milieu than most of her contemporaries. Since World War I, when she
resolutely opposed the war and represented the “left wing” in the Social-
Democratic party, she was viewed as standing on the “far left” but also as
being the “conscience of the party.”®® Through the agency of her daughter
Anna, Schlesinger, a (grand)mother figure but open for young people’s
radical impatience during World War I, became the center of a group of
young women who had “no real relationship” with the concept of a social
democracy and who lived (it up) in revolutionary circles,” as Kithe Leichter
put it, but who trusted Therese Schlesinger because “she herself had always
been a seeker.”®® Part of this group, which became a kind of intellectual
daughter’s circle during the 1920s, were Marianne Pollak and Stella Klein-
Low, who remembered her as “initially almost timid and shy,”an impression
that disappeared as soon as the discussion started: “Nothing was taken for
granted. We had a real discussion, not just a mock battle with words and
sentences.”” Since the death of her sister, Schlesinger had been living by
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herself in the spacious apartment on Liniengasse in Vienna, which she
turned into an intellectual and political “house of refuge.” “If one does not
know where to turn, if one is haunted by doubt, if one questions whether
one has taken the right path, if one is not lukewarm about expressing one’s
ideas, one heads for Theres’s,” said Kithe Leichter, political scientist and
then-director of the women’s department of the Vienna Chamber of Labor,
as she expressed her affection and gratitude on the occasion of Schlesinger’s
70™ birthday.®® Like other young women and like Schlesinger twenty years
before, she herself had painfully experienced the crude treatment in store for
the members of the first generation of female academics, who profited from
the women’s movement, and for women of Jewish descent.®’ In addition,
Oskar Pollak, Julius Braunthal, and his sister Bertha Braunthal were regular
participants in the discussions at Schlesinger’s house.

By the early 1930s, a more radical group had joined the circle in
Schlesinger’s home, a group carried by the grandchildren’s generation
and concerned with the growing authoritarian and fascist trends. Therese
Schlesinger, who had a big heart for juveniles with a criminal record or
psychiatric patients, was adamant on this question: “Of course, we cannot
reform or educate political enemies. We must incapacitate them.”” This
was the kind of language the young people liked, among them her declared
“adopted grandson” Ernst Federn, the son of Paul and Wilma Federn,
the secretary of the Protective Association, Karl Heinz or Peter Strasser,
the son of Isa and Josef Strasser. As Federn recalled, she insisted that he
graduate high school and not get himself lost in party politics. Schlesinger
knew that “only too often will we measure the attainability of a goal by
the zeal with which we pursue it.”’? Federn obeyed and enrolled in law
school. As a result of the Social Democrats’ policies of retreat in the face
of growing authoritarian and anti-democratic trends, young people from
various Social-Democratic organizations in Vienna staged a massive protest
at the beginning of the 1930s, among them Karl Stavarits, who, in 1968,
became professor for modern history at the Johannes Kepler University in
Linz after decades in exile as Karl R. Stadler, as well as Christian Broda,
legendary Austrian reform minister of justice in the 1970s. “Theres” was
said to have predicted the disaster and to have understood the young people
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who sought more radical political ways. Ernst Federn, however, remained a
Social Democrat all of his life.

In 1929, Therese Schlesinger gave the 15-year-old Federn Leo Trotsky’s
biography, My Life, which had just been published in German and which,
in her opinion, was one of the “most crucial books.”” He associated this
episode in his memory with meeting Julius Metsch in Schlesinger’s circle
after February 1934. Four years older than Federn and a major in German
language and literature, Metsch showed him the appeal for the foundation
of the (Trotskyist) Fourth International and inspired him to become active
inside the clandestine follow-up organization of the illegal SDAP, the
Revolutionary Socialists, and to contact Trotsky. Schlesinger approved of
Metsch’s suggestions: “Yes, she said, Let’s do it. I will write to Fritz Adler.””*
Apart from the grandchildren in Schlesinger’s circle, other Revolutionary
Socialists who were concerned about Stalinism and National Socialism
and disappointed with Social-Democratic politics, such as Carl and Aline
Furtmiiller, became enthusiastic about the analyses and perspectives of
Trotsky, who himself was threatened by persecution and lived in exile. The
group was discovered in 1936, and Federn was arrested. When he got out
of jail after four months, he ended his clandestine activities but continued
to attend meetings at “Theres’s.”

By dint of her age, Therese Schlesinger embodied the kind of authority
and radical tradition sought by the young intellectuals born between the
turn of the century and the First Republic, the partially Jewish elite of the
Viennese Social-Democratic movement.In the memories of Kithe Leichter,
Marianne Pollak, or Stella Klein-Léw, she emerges as the approving and
thus exonerating mentor in their individual lives. She took the part of Ernst
Federn, when, shortly after his release from prison, Kithe Leichter, who was
19 years his senior, challenged him on his Trotskyist phase: “But, Kithe,
we, too, embraced radical ideas in our day. Ernst is completely right.” This
“settled” the issue, as Ernst Federn remembered.” Both Kithe Leichter and
Ernst Federn were arrested and deported to concentration camps after the
Nazis took power. Kithe Leichter was murdered; Ernst Federn survived.”
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We have not been able to determine how Therese Schlesinger managed
to flee to France in 1939. Marianne Pollak welcomed Therese Schlesinger,
who was sick and had grown more and more infirm as a result of several
falls and abdominal and lower back pain, at the Gare de LUEst in Paris. A
year later, Therese Schlesinger died on July 5, 1940 in a sanitarium in Blois
near Paris, one day before her 78" birthday and six days before the invasion
of Paris by German troops.

Therese Schlesinger’s ideas, whose goal it was to make possible a joyful
existence for all in a society that embraced universal fairness and thus was
friendly to women, did not re-enter the discourse until the 1970s. This is
how long the specter of the destruction of freedom of opinion at the hands
of the National-Socialists and Dollfufl’s corporate state remained alive in
the young Austrian democracy. At the beginning of the 21% century, we
lack those social utopias, those social models based on “liberty-equality-
sisterhood,” which were discredited in the face of Stalinist crimes and the
so-called real, existing socialism. Unlike many of her intellectual and artistic
contemporaries, Therese Schlesinger never departed from the straight and
narrow.

Intimate Stranger

Being aware of the “misinterpretation” of a biographical life story, we
must acknowledge that we cannot know or show what somebody—Therese
Schlesinger, in this case—was “really” like. Therese Schlesinger’s public
activities and her published ideas and opinions offer many opportunities
to tighten the focus and pin her down to an identity, such as the active and
theoretical feminist, the critical-yet-loyal Social Democrat, the successful
parliamentarian, and the woman of Jewish descent. In my biographical
approach, I try to avoid limiting her to any of these narratives. As I said
in the beginning, my interest in researching a historical personality, apart
from personal reasons, originated in the meaning a persons life takes on
in a specific historic context. Current interest in Therese Schlesinger’s
person revolves around the desire to construct a female individual without
contradictions. Schlesinger’s life offers much inspiration to modern women
to think and do something about their status as members of a disadvantaged
gender group in a precarious political, social, cultural, and economic world.
Schlesinger’s determination not to isolate herself after personal tragedies
but to create new social ties, an extended family, so to speak, can become
an important connection with modern women, who are struggling with
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the dissolution of traditional social relationships. Schlesinger’s philosophy,
her ideas and concepts, which sprang up around her goal to create a joyful
existence for all in a society that is fair to women, also resonate with
modern women and give meaning to her life. Schlesinger’s ideas re-entered
the discourse in the 1970s.”” This is how long the destruction and loss of
her world through the corporate state and National Socialism haunted the
young Austrian democracy. However, her thoughts and concepts still move
us, which makes Therese Schlesinger an intimate stranger.

77. Please find Therese Schlesinger’s bibliography in progress at <http://www.univie.ac.at/
biografiA> (11 Aug.2011).



Thinking Cosmopolitan
or How Joseph Became Joe Buttinger

Philipp Luis Strobl *

Introduction

“Mr. Buttinger was such a hero that if he had returned he would have
become Chancellor.”

The former Austrian Chancellor Bruno Kreisky on Joseph Buttinger 2

On May 27,1932, the Austrian parliament approved a new government
that should change the democratic course the country had pursued since
the end of the First World War. The new chancellor Engelbert Dollfufy
now was in charge of the country’s leadership. On October 1, he used a
so-called “emergency degree,” a wartime relict, to rule the country without
the approbation of the Austrian parliament.® That was the hour of birth
of Austria’s first dictatorship. The consequences for the people were fatal.
Unliebsame Personen as “unpleasant” persons were called at that time had
more and more problems living a normal life. Particularly intellectuals who
were engaged in the ideas of psychoanalysis, neopositivism, or austromarxism
(socialism) had to fear reprisals from the government.* Life became very
hard for the government’s opponents, but for most of these persons, the
situation turned from bad to worse with the incorporation of Austria into
Hitler’s German Reich in 1938. So-called “enemies of the government”
were forced to emigrate and many of them did so. According to a 1941
Office of Strategic Service memorandum, more than 40,000 Austrians had
immigrated to the United States during the three years since the Anschluss
in 19385
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Joseph Buttinger, © Dokumentationsarchiv des 6sterreichischen
Widerstandes (DOW )/Fotosammlung

'This paper is about one of those who emigrated as a result of ideological
reasons. It describes the life of the former Socialist leader, International
Rescue Comitee (IRC) founding member and writer, Joseph Buttinger,
who had to flee his native country to start a new life in an unfamiliar
continent like many of Austria’s “unpleasant persons.” The main intention
of this paper is to depict how and why Buttinger integrated into his new
homeland and when he became a “real American.” The description of
his difficult and eventful youth when he worked his way up from a poor
agricultural servant with little perspectives to a respected leader of one of
Austria’s largest parties is also of interest here. On the one hand it will
help us find answers on the paper’s primary purpose. On the other hand a
biography about a person with a strong will such as Buttinger possessed is
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not possible without a description of his fascinating personal background
that characterized the development of his exceptional personality.

A further task of the paper is to ask whether he came to the United
States as a so-called “quiet invader” as E. Wilder Spaulding named those
Austro-Americans who integrated “so quietly and with so little to say
about the glories of the old monarchy or the charm of the young republic
that Americans are surprised to learn that they were ever anything but
American.” Another point of interest is whether it was easy for Buttinger
to immigrate into the States. In this context, immigration laws of the
United States during the sensitive period of the Anschluss era are also of
great interest.

Rural Poverty—Buttinger’s Childhood

Joseph Buttinger’s youth was a time full of hardship and poverty. His
father Anton came from a poor rural family from the village of Lohnsburg
in the Austrian state of Upper Austria. Life was hard in the countryside
at the turn of the 19" to the 20* century. Most of the numerous members
of rural families lived together in a single house. There were no “modern”
amenities such as electrical light or indoor plumbing. Peasants lived from
what they could harvest from their fields. Goods such as salt, pepper and
sugar were rare on the farmers’ tables. Coffee, if ever, was served only on
holidays.’

Buttingers father Anton was one of twelve children. This was not
unusual in the Austrian countryside. The region of Upper Austria belonged
to an agricultural area characterized by the growing of cereals. In that
region peasants needed fewer servants than in other more labor-intensive
agricultural branches.

There was no chance for Buttinger’s father to find a job on the parental
farm, for only the oldest male child was entitled to inherit the farm. Anton
Buttinger hence had to do odd jobs wherever he could find them. Like
his brothers he worked as agricultural servant before he got a job in the
road building business bringing him to the neighboring German province
of Bavaria.® In the spring of 1905 he met his later wife, a poor Bavarian
orphan who already had a child. She was employed at a local farm. He fell
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in love with her and married her after a few weeks. The marriage resulted
in the birth of three children. The first was Joseph, born on April 30, 1906.

Anton’s salary barely sufficed to feed the family.’ The family’s Nutrition
consisted mainly of potatoes and bread.’® His efforts to grant his family
a better life by accepting various different jobs brought the Buttingers to
several places in Germany during Joseph’s youth.! In his memoires, he stated
that poverty was omnipresent during these years. He wrote how he went
barefooted through German streets collecting horse manure to dung his
mother’s small vegetable garden.? Buttinger described his childhood before
the war as a very annoying time. Because of the family’s impecuniousness
they could not buy toys or books. So there was not much for the children to
do except play in the dirty streets.

August 1914 changed the life of the family dramatically. Like millions
of other males in Austria-Hungary and her wartime ally Germany, Joseph’s
father was drafted to serve in the Austrian Army during the First World War.
During the first war year when he, as an Austrian citizen, was employed in
a German mine he was lucky enough not to be detected by the authorities.
But in July 1915 the German draft board apprehended him and sent him
to the Austrian army. One year later, his family was sent back to the native
village of Joseph’s father.

The war years were full of deprivations. Nearly everything was
rationed and the Buttinger family experienced desperate poverty.”® Joseph
described that time as particularly hard. The family had barely enough to
eat and insufficient clothing; shoes for the children were only available
in wintertime."* They also did not have enough money for Christmas or
birthday presents. In Austria where living conditions were much worse
than in Germany, the Buttingers made ends meet, but barely so. Before
the war, the mining company Anton Buttinger worked for provided them
with a flat comprising three bedrooms, a kitchen, and a toilet. The house
even contained a hand-operated washing machine.”® In Waldzell in Upper
Austria, however, the Buttingers were crowded together in a simple single
room apartment in a small building extension of an old farm.!

9. Muriel Gardiner and Joseph Buttinger, Damit wir nicht vergessen: Unsere Jakhre 1934~
1947 in Wien, Paris und New York (Wien: Verlag der Wiener Volksbuchhandlung, 1978), 25.
10. Buttinger, Ortswechsel, 10.

11. Gardiner and Buttinger, nicht vergessen, 25.

12. Buttinger, Ortswechsel, 14.

13. Ibid., 21.

14. Gardiner and Buttinger, nicht vergessen, 26.

15. Buttinger, Ortswechsel, 19.

16. Ibid.,24.



96 Strobl: Josef Buttinger

In 1916, Anton Buttinger was wounded on the Italian front. Lousy
medical care and undernourishment led to his death in March 1917 in a
military asylum in Linz."” During these desperate years, young Joseph, for
the first time, felt deep anger with the political system. He later observed
that he had recognized at that point that “for poor people the fatherland
often is the real enemy.”®

'The loss of the only wage earner worsened the family’s deprivation. There
were many days when the members of the family had nothing to eat. The
Buttingers, like many other Austrians in the last year of the war, experienced
disastrous food shortages. The population was particularly affected by cuts
in the flour ration, caused by peace expectations following the talks of
Brest-Litovsk in early 1918.7 The small widow’s pension of Mrs. Buttinger
did not suffice to feed all of the family’s mouths. The Buttinger children
had to go begging in the neighborhood. Years later, Buttinger described
street beggary as a deeply shaming experience. According to historian Ernst
Hanisch, begging was a common institution and not unusual for poor
agricultural laborers at that time. According to Hanisch, begging children
appealed to the “maternal duty of wealthier farmers’ wives.”

Joseph’s childhood was characterized by his strictly conservative
Catholic surroundings and he began to develop enthusiasm for the church.
He served as an altarboy whenever it was possible. Besides the small
compensation altarboys could earn for their services, there was another
incentive for him—it was the only escape from the monotonous daily life
characterized by hard physical work, no access to consumer goods, a rigid
hierarchical social structure, and last but not least strict social control by the
village community and the church.?* During his entire four years in rural
Waldzell, young Joseph never experienced the pleasure of reading a book
or watching a stage play or a concert apart from listening to organ music in
the church.?

When he turned thirteen, he started a job as an agricultural servant
on a local farm®, which was common in the countryside.® Now at least
his worries about food came to an end. But new problems emerged. He
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described unspeakable working conditions. Corporal punishment still
was regularly administered in rural Austria. It even was accepted as the
rule in the official regulations for the treatment of agricultural servants,
the so-called Dienstbotenordnungen.® After a while, Buttinger developed
neurotical symptoms (bedwetting, spasmodic winking)* showing the
enormous stress the teenager was under. Moreover, three month before his
thirteenth birthday he had to drop out school against his will.?”

First Contacts with the Social Democratic Movement

Although he lived in a strictly conservative catholic rural environment,
he came in to contact with the ideas of the Socialist party. At the turn of
the century, voters in the countryside tended entirely to be in favor of the
conservative Christian Social party. The leftist Social Democrats usually
gained about twelve percent of the rural vote.” The revolutionary mood at
the end of World War I was characterized by Social Democratic attempts
to strengthen their political influence by mobilizing the masses.” In the
countryside they began to organize conservative agricultural workers with
some success. In Waldzell, young religious conservative Joseph not only
witnessed two of these organizational attempts but also recognized the
unjust violent reaction Social Democratic activists were facing from rural
landowning conservatives.*® He began to sympathize with the ideas of the
Social Democrats. In his memoirs, he described a demonstration organized
by the Social Democrats in Waldzell in January 1921.This became a turning
point in his life. He began to realize “to where he belongs.”

'The Buttinger family was fortunate to escape the economic and mental
dead-end of their situation in Waldzell. Negotiated through a wealthy
influential relative, the Buttingers got the chance to move to the industrial
village of Schneegattern a few miles away from Waldzell. Joseph arrived
there on February 2, 1921. In Schneegattern everything was different.
While conservative catholic farmers dominated Waldzell, Schneegattern
was dominated by a sizable Social Democratic anticlerical population
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(about ninety percent of all residents).”> Wages still were not very high,
but people had the chance to experience a new life with new and unknown
possibilities. At fifteen years old Joseph read his first book there, browsed
through his first newspaper, and ate his first orange.®

Buttinger and his older half-brother Anton found a job in a factory that
produced glassware. Apart from encountering new treasures (books, fruits)
Buttinger in Schneegattern experienced a further achievement of a modern
society—regular working hours. In contrast to his former work as a rural
servant when he labored regularly through sixteen-hour workdays, he now
had a forty-eight-hour workweek in the glass factory, introduced by the
Socialist led postwar Austrian government two years earlier.** This eight-
hour workday, together with the free access to information and education
in the workers’ library, allowed the studious adolescent to acquire more
and more knowledge. Buttinger soon found a new home within the Social
Democratic party organizations. Besides his largely autodidactic studies,
Buttinger’s leisure time was governed by activities organized by the party.

Soon after his arrival in the new workers’ environment, young Joseph
joined several leftist party organizations such as the Naturfreunde who
regularly organized hiking tours and lectures about geography and life in
other countries. He also became a member of the Social Democratic party
and of the trade union for glassworkers.** In his memoires he wrote, that he
“always will be grateful for the possibilities the party, the labor union, and
the workers’ cultural associations offered him.”*

A year or so after the beginning of his new life as a worker in
Schneegattern, the former religious adolescent turned away from the
Catholic Church. According to his new socialist perspective, he considered
the Roman Catholic Church not only as a false faith (like most Social
Democrats at that time), but also a tool “to enslave the poor and exploited
population.”” He delved into studying the history of religion along with
political history, philosophy and psychology.

In February 1922, not quite sixteen years old, Buttinger was elected
chair of a local group of the Socialistic Workers Youth.*® Since alcoholism
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was a huge problem in the Austrian working class, Buttinger, driven by
the Socialist ideology®, decided to do something about it. He founded a
local group of the socialistic workers abstinence association, the so-called
Arbeiter Abstinenzverein. According to contemporary social researcher
Marie Jahoda, who knew him well, Buttinger’s excellent organizing skills
made him widely accepted within the local party circles.* He soon started
giving talks to socialistic youth organizations throughout his home district
of Wels.®

Buttinger’s financial and personal situation improved steadily. In
1923, he even managed to afford a pleasure trip to Italy; something the
average working class Austrian could not do until the beginning of the
Wirtschaftswunder (economic miracle) in the 1950s.%

In December 1924 his financial situation worsened as a result of
his company’s closing due to the postwar economic downturn. The
decommissioning of the factory affected the entire industrial village. Almost
the whole population of Schneegattern lost their jobs.* As a consequence,
many workers left the village. Among them were Joseph’s half-brother
Anton as well as his stepfather, the man his mother had married shortly
after the family arrived in Schnegattern. The eighteen-year-old Buttinger
decided to stay in his village although it was impossible for him to find a job.
He now profited from the newly created public unemployment insurance
the Austrian postwar government had introduced two years before.
Buttinger’s next two years were characterized by intensive self-studies and
participation in several Socialist Party events. Shortly after he became
unemployed, he started learning English on his own—no one in his village
was able to teach him or even spoke any English. It is very unlikely that he
intended to emigrate to the United States or Great Britain at that point.
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He did not mention such intentions in his memoirs. His English studies
rather were part of a self-driven personal general education program that
also included the disciplines of economics, natural history, and philosophy.*
He even mentioned in his memoirs that, for a long time, he had prejudices
towards “the quality of American literature.”” Buttinger most certainly also
was influenced by a common leftist view characterizing the United States
of America as a capitalistic, unsocial country.*

Buttinger’s Political Career in the Making

A further turning point in Buttinger’s life took place in April 1926 when
he found employment in a small glassware factory in the upper Austrian
city of Wels. Unlike the villages of Schneegattern or Waldzell with about
1,000 inhabitants, Wels was one of the biggest towns in Upper Austria. A
1923 census pointed to a total population of 24,248.% A few weeks after
his arrival, he was elected into his first important political position. Hardly
twenty years old, he became chairman of the Social Democratic Party for
the political district of Wels.*® He now came into contact with the leaders
of the party as well as with socialist intellectuals who supported him with
books and advice to continue his autodidactic studies.

The closing of the factory two months after he started to work did not
really affect him too much this time because his party friends had already
organized a job for him in the administration of Upper Austria’s provincial
capital of Linz. One month before he started his new job, he got the chance
to participate in a workshop in Vienna about the principles of socialist
education. Already in the first week of his stay, he attracted the attention
of the course organizer who offered him a job as manager and educator
in a Social Democratic youth center in Carinthia, in the south of Austria,
starting in September 1926.

He remained in that position for four years until January 1930. That
time period was among the happiest of his life. He had a chance to make
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enormous progresses in his continuous autodidactic studies thanks to an
abundant workers’ library and his contacts to many educated socialists in
his new residence city of St.Veit/Glan or the nearby provincial capital of
Klagenfurt.®> In 1928, when he took a pleasure trip to Paris and London,
he heard English spoken by a native for the first time. This was a shock for
him; never before had he heard how English words were pronounced—he
hardly understood a single sentence.”

During the last year of his time in Carinthia, he decided to write a
book “combining the whole knowledge of his studies.”* Vom Urnebel
zum Zukunftsstaat (from the primeval fog to the state of the future) was
characterized by “frightening dogmatism and intellectual arrogance” as
Buttinger himself stated years later.”> Nonetheless, the book attracted
attention among higher party officials in Vienna. In 1930 he became
secretary of the Social Democratic Party in the district of St.Veit/Glan.®

Before he started in St.Veit, he was sent to the Social Democratic
Arbeiterhochschule, an intensive political preparation course in the party
academy. The course was held in the city of Vienna and lasted for six
months. Its founding can be seen as a short lasting (1926 to 1933) party
attempt to create an alternative education track for future party elites.”
The course level corresponded with the level of a sophisticated secondary
school.®® Among his fellow students were future party leaders such as Franz
Jonas (a later president in Austria’s Second Republic).” Buttinger left the
party academy with “enormous self-confidence and high-flying political
ambitions™® and was willing to address the problems and tasks of his party
position.

By the time Buttinger entered his new position, Austrian Social
Democrats (or democracy generally speaking) faced huge problems.
The economic crisis unleashed by black Friday in New York in October
1929 had repercussions not only on the economic situation of the entire
country, it also had huge negative effects on the political climate.** Austria’s
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conservative and right wing parties more and more embarked on an anti-
democratic course in order to save their position of power.®? They began
to use the apparatus of state against their opponents.®®* Unpopular budget
restoration actions as well as the bankruptcy of the biggest Austrian bank
led to an increasing influx of voters to the opposition parties.* There were
not only Social Democrats who gained more votes. The newly emerged
Nazi movement became stronger and stronger in those years. In April 1933,
provincial elections in Vienna, Lower Austria and Salzburg had shown that
about a third of the former Christian Social Party voters had gone National
Socialist.® The former Austrian Socialist emigrant Adolf Sturmthal
described the situation as extremely critical. Each of the three bigger parties
fought “a war of life and death.”® Buttinger and his party members saw
the new movement as much more dangerous for Austrian democracy than
the conservatives who turned increasingly undemocratic.” In these difficult
times, when his party literally and physically was “fighting” a war on two
frontiers, Buttinger constantly tried to gain more and more voters in his
district. Ambitiously, he started to reorganize the party apparatus and to
find talented people representing the Social Democrats in the particular
villages.

But the years from 1930 to the outlawing of his party in 1934 above all
were characterized by his war against “Nazism.” In his memoirs, Buttinger
described that he used “all his power and his political knowledge to expose
the real nature of the movement.”® In the summer of 1933 he had saved
enough money to take a further pleasure trip. He decided to go to France for
several weeks to “improve his French,” as he wrote in his memoirs.*” Based
on the critical political situation in Austria as well as on the election of the
NSDAP in Germany on January 30, one might assume that the trip was
not all pleasure. Maybe Buttinger, who was neither welcomed by the Nazi
party nor by the conservative Christian Social Party, had an inkling of what
might happen in the following years and had begun to consider emergency
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emigration plans. In his memoirs he also mentioned that he had started to
prepare himself and some of his colleagues for the “expected illegality.”” He
spent four months in St.Rémy Les Chevreuse, a small village close to Paris,
where he made contact with the socialist family Coissac. In 1938, when he
was forced to emigrate, he profited from these months and his relationship
to the French family, even though, at that time, he already was financially
secure through his relationship to his later wife Muriel “Mary” Gardiner.”

The Road into the “lllegality”

On March 4, 1933, a few months before Buttinger’s trip to France,
the Christian Social chancellor Engelbert Dollfufl used discordances
in parliament to dissolve it. That step de facto dismantled democracy in
the Austrian republic.”? On a party congress shortly afterwards, Buttinger
found himself among the most vehement critics of the party leadership’s
decision not to intervene.” “One of the most important failures of the
party before its dissolution was the lacking preparation for its illegal work,”
he later wrote in an expose.” The Austrian government used the period
from 1933 to 1934 to transform the former Republic into a fascist one-
party state. In May 1933 the fast growing Nazi party was outlawed after
launching a couple of assaults. At the same time Austria’s chancellor Dollfufy
successively began to dismantle the Social Democratic party structures. On
May 31, the Republikanische Schutzbund, the Socialist party’s militia, was
prohibited. Soon afterwards, the government banned the traditional May
ceremonies, and weakened the party’s position in different important state
institutions (social insurance, etc.).”

Buttinger, in his position as party secretary of St.Veit/Glan, prepared
himself for an “emerging civil war.”” He tried to convince the party leaders
of the necessity of a strong-armed resistance, worked meticulously on
plans for harassments in his home district in case of a civil war, and as
mentioned before, tried to prepare himself and other party members for

70. Ibid., 153.

71. Jahoda, Lebenserinnerungen, 53.

72. Nationalsozialismus.at, “Die Ausschaltung des Parlaments,” in nationalsozialismus.
at: Demokratie braucht Wissen, 10 July 2003, <http://nationalsozialismus.at/Themen/
Austrofasch/parlament.htm> (05 May 2010).

73. Buttinger, Ortswechsel, 149.

74. Dokumentationsarchiv des Osterreichischen Widerstandes [hereafter cited as DOW ]
Archive, File Number: 7523, Dokumente und Entwiirfe tiber die Programme und Arbeiten
der RSO.

75. Télos and Manoschek, “Konstituierungsprozess,” 44.

76. Buttinger, Ortswechsel, 152.



104 Strobl: Josef Buttinger

partisan activities underground.” Buttinger, who, up until that moment in
time, owed everything in his life to the Socialist party, was willing to defend
it by all means. His cold-blooded determination was clearly analyzed by
Marie Jahoda criticizing his “frightening determination” during the “illegal
years” of the party.”® But the intentions towards war and peace of the party’s
leadership around Otto Bauer differed greatly from Buttinger’s expectations.
The main goal of the Social Democrat’s majority was to avoid a military
clash between the party militia and governmental troops.” That strategy
worked until February 12,1934, when state troops attacked several party
offices in Upper Austria, Styria, and Vienna. This unleashed an intensive
but short lasting burst of resistance of local, armed party members.

Interestingly, Buttinger did not participate in these resistance fights.
He claimed in his memoirs that he did not get promised munitions in
time and therefore decided to hide from the state executive, which “likely
would have put him into prison.”® When Buttinger realized that the
government did not prosecute lower party functionaries from districts that
had not participated in the February fights he left his hiding-place. Now,
the party profited from the underground structure he had organized before.
He began to print pamphlets critical of the government and even a weekly
magazine, and started to paint anti-fascist messages on walls all around his
district.®* His intensive underground work soon attracted the suspicious
country’s government. His flat became increasingly suspect and attracted
house searches. Finally, in May 1934, he was thrown into prison for the
possession of illegal propaganda material.®?

Going Underground: Buttinger’s Career
as the Leader of the Revolutionary Socialists

The local security police kept him in a jail in the city of Villach for more
than three months. He only was released because he agreed to leave the state
of Carinthia.® He decided to move to the capital city of Austria where the
leadership of the illegal socialist party was situated. He arrived in Vienna on
August 20,1934.%* Because of the steady arrests of members of the socialist
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party,® there was an urgent need of devoted activists. Buttinger proved to
be a “master of the tactics of conspiracy” escaping arrest again during this
dangerous time working underground in Vienna.*® Within a short time,
he became an important player in the illegal party network. He entered
the so-called Zentralkomitee, a successor organization of the Socialist
Party leadership. One month after his arrival, he became spokesman of
the body’s provincial organization. In this position, he tried to change the
course of the party. He increasingly became one of the most important
inner party critics. In order to save the party’s existence, he demanded a
total change of the party’s structures and therefore criticized the leading
position of the emigrated party leadership across the Austrian border in the
Czechoslovakian city of Brno.”

A further wave of arrests, following a secret party conference in
December 1934, eliminated nearly the whole managerial level of the
Socialist Party.® The lack of leaders favored Buttinger’s further advancement
in the party. He and four other party members, who were lucky enough not
to be caught by the authorities, took over the orphaned party leadership on
February 17,1935. They began to centralize what remained of the formerly
biggest party of Austria,* which once had gained more than two thirds of
all Austrian votes.” Along the lines of Buttinger’s former demands, the
new management changed the shape of the Socialist Party now called the
“Revolutionary Socialists of Austria.” According to Lenin’s principle of a
“democratic centralism,” the new members of the Zensralkomitee privileged
themselves with dictatorial power.” They also changed the structure of the
inner party organization. According to an article describing the new design
of the socialistic workers movement, the whole organization was downsized
and much more tightly organized.” Buttinger also demanded a much more
visible delimitation of the leftist block consisting of the Revolutionary
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Socialist and the Austrian Communist Party.” Several days after the new
leadership seized power, it broke up the existing confederation with the
Communists.” This was necessary since the Communists attempted to
appear as the only real alternative for leftist voters.”” His description in
one of his letters from that time that he had intensive “contact with the
Zentralkomitee of the Communist Party” does not fit the official course
of the Revolutionary Socialists of Austria. Both organizations published
some political statements, agreed to a mutual action program against the
government, and decided to establish “companionable relations.”®

His years in the country’s most important socialistic organization
brought a significant insight to the successful social climber. Buttinger
recognized that it is much easier to criticize from the margin than rule at the
center. “In that time, I experienced numerous really desperate moments,” he
later observed.”” That feeling of desperation as well as his realization that
sometimes change is not possible, might be seen as one of the causes for
his quick withdrawal from politics after his wealthy wife Muriel Gardiner
introduced him to a different life and society with broader possibilities in
the United States.

Buttinger and his comrades had to fight on two fronts. On the one,
hand they fought the political enemy tooth and nail (the fascist government,
National Socialists); on the other hand, they struggled to keep the workers
mobilized. The latter proved to be more difficult than expected. Numerous
half-hearted protest campaigns showed the workers’ increasing lack of
interest in Socialist affairs.”® From 1935 to 1938, Buttinger in his role as
member of the party’s leadership, worked on numerous publishing projects.
He issued the Informationsdienst, the Zentralkomitee’s weekly magazine,
published numerous fliers and articles in illegal socialist workers journals,
and was in charge of the publication of various brochures.”

The End of Buttinger’s Life in Austria:
First Connections to the United States

In February 1934 Buttinger entered the most important position
within the Socialist Party. He became a member of a group in charge of the
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movement’s future direction. However, his political rise was not necessarily
connected to an improvement of his financial situation. That would happen
only after he met his later wife Muriel Gardiner. Muriel was born in 1901 as
the fourth child of the wealthy Morris family who owned one of the largest
butcher shops and meat packing businesses in Chicago.! After earning
a bachelor degree from Wellesley College in 1922, the wealthy American
heiress moved to Europe to continue her studies.

One of Gardiner’s trips brought her to Vienna where she became
fascinated by psychoanalysis. She decided to stay there to be analyzed. In
1926 she married Julian Gardiner, a music student from Great Britain with
whom she had one child, her daughter Connie. The marriage was only
short-lived and the couple divorced a few years later.!® While staying in
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Austria studying medicine, Muriel became involved in Austrian politics.
She advanced into an invaluable position of the antifascist Austrian
underground, supporting Revolutionary Socialist activists with money and
a hiding place when they had to hide from the police.

Gardiner owned a house in the small village of Sulz in the Vienna
Woods not far away from the capital city of Vienna. That place became one
of the secret meeting places of the illegal Zentralkomitee.* At one of these
meetings, probably in 1935, she met Joseph Buttinger. Immediately she felt
sympathies for him, as she later wrote in her memoirs.

Buttinger at that time still lived a modest life full of deprivations. He
regularly had to hide out at various places to avoid being caught by the
Austrian police. The relationship to Muriel Gardiner changed his entire
life. “Wieser [ Joseph Buttinger] had only the clothes he was wearing [....]:
a pair of black striped trousers and a tight-fitting brown jacket, obviously
city clothes and in any case too small for him,” Gardiner noted in her
first impression of her latter husband.!® His relationship to the wealthy
American woman brought important changes to his daily life. She bought
him new clothes that were better fitting, and gave him shelter in one of her
flats in Vienna as well as in her house in Sulz. Buttinger, being accustomed
to poverty and deprivations, began to experience a life he never had known
before—and he enjoyed it too.

In the summer of 1935 the couple was planning their first vacation to
London, where Muriel introduced him to her stepfather Francis Nelson,
formerly a member of the British parliament.!* Back in Vienna, she began
to introduce him to her American and British academic friends. In the
summers of 1936 and 1937, she took him along with a group of American
academics to the Salzburg music festival. Buttinger enjoyed every moment
of these trips. He was fascinated by the friends of his American girlfriend
and immediately settled down in this new life with intelligent well-traveled
people, summer trips to Salzburg and winter journeys to the Swiss ski resort
of Arosa.l%

At the end of 1937, the persecution of the Socialist movement by the
Austro-Fascist government reached a final climax before the Anschluss.
After months of detailed preparations, the police launched a massive raid
against the party’s leadership. Within three days following November
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27, the police arrested about forty top-level functionaries.!® Buttinger
was abroad at that time and was lucky to escape the police raids.!”” With
only a few top functionaries at large, the work of the party’s leadership
was reduced to wasting time in hiding while being on the run. Given this
critical situation, Buttinger and his later wife saw the handwriting on the
wall and made the hard decision to leave the country for a while. Muriel
rented a room in a beautiful hotel situated in the snow-covered mountains
of Arosa, Switzerland.

In early 1938, German pressure on Austria further increased. The
German Fihrer Adolf Hitler summoned Austria’s chancellor Kurt
Schuschnig to a meeting in the Nazi mountain retreat in Berchtesgaden on
February 11, 1938, dictating him numerous demands. One of these was an
amnesty for imprisoned National Socialists.!®® Schuschnig answered with
the release of all political prisoners, not only National Socialists but also
Social Democrats. A few days later, Buttinger returned to Austria. “Vienna
was seething with uncertainty and unrest,” Muriel Gardiner later wrote.
Buttinger had no doubt in his mind that the National Socialistic German
Reich soon would annex Austria. Through numerous reports of their German
party friends, Austrian Socialists knew very well what they had to expect
in the case of the “Anschluss.”® The majority of the Austrian Socialists
elite however decided to stay in the country. According to Helene Maiman,
most of them “hoped for better days” while they temporarily relinquished
their political activities.!'® Buttinger recognized the perilous situation and
spent his next weeks convincing his colleagues to emigrate immediately.!!
“None of his comrades were prepared for emigration,” he later wrote.! The
expected hopelessness of the Socialists’ situation in Austria following the
“Anschluss” effected another change in Buttinger’s political career. He now
took the view that the illegal Socialist Party, with its inflexible structures,
had no chance fighting an underground war against the well-organized
secret State Police, the Gestapo. Besides the external menace, the doubtful
future provoked consistent ideological struggles between the different party
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wings.!”® Buttinger therefore advocated a complete dissolution of the party
in Austria.™* In one of his later books he compared the party after the
annexation to an “obsolete, embattled warship unfit for action.”"s

In Exile: The Stateless Refugee Buttinger

The expectation that the German Reich had plans to annex Austria
became clear even to the greatest skeptics by early March 1938. Already
before the official “Anschluss,” illegal Austrian National Socialists had
seized local control in many important cities such as Graz, Linz, and
Innsbruck on March 11.116

Masked as a British vacationer planning a ski holiday in Switzerland,
Buttinger left Vienna the next morning. He used the typical escape route
to France via Switzerland that had been used by many Jews at that time.!’
Muriel Gardiner’s young daughter Connie and one of her British friends
accompanied him strengthening his camouflage.!'® Muriel herself remained
in Austria for a few more months, finishing her medical studies. It was a
time when she, recognizing the hopeless situation of many of her Austrian
friends, began to help numerous people leaving the country. Most of the
Austrian Socialist leaders were not as lucky as Buttinger and the small
number of other refugees who left the country in the last minute. Within
very short time, the new German authorities captured and arrested the rest
of the Socialist underground.!?

Buttinger meanwhile went to Paris,where most of the Austrian Socialists
emigres lived for the time being. As soon as he arrived in Paris, he became
entrapped in the various inner party struggles about the future direction
of the Austrian Socialist movement. Because of the poor preparation for
their flight, “Austrian Socialists went into emigration without a political
concept.” This resulted in “an aimless activism” and uncertainty about the
future party direction.!?

Soon after his arrival in April 1938, he was elected chairman of the
Foreign Board of the Austrian Socialists and one of the editors of the
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socialists’ emigration magazine Der sozialistische Kampf (The Socialistic
Struggle).’?* In this leading position, he faced the challenge of settling
numerous daily disputes between the infighting party functionaries.’? He
increasingly became unhappy with the situation. “Joe was worried and often
gloomy, not the cheerful, active, even-tempered person I had known in
Austria,” Muriel Gardiner later remembered.'?* In one of the letters he wrote
in 1942, Buttinger offered some insight into his thoughts of that time. He
argued that he had never really been advised to found the Foreign Board; he
did not believe in the success of the “old social-democratic policy.”?* In fact
one may assume that during that time, Buttinger had already embarked on
pursuing other goals in his life. All evidence suggests that he did not want
to be part of the Socialist emigration any longer, with its endless infighting
over stale doctrine and policy. In one of his letters, he even stated that he
had recognized he did not see “further use of his time and his energy within
the Socialist Party.”» He realized that he had to change his life in order
to achieve success in other fields. Muriel shared his opinion and tried to
convince him of a better use of his time and his capabilities.!?

Shortly after Muriel arrived in Paris, he proposed marriage to her.!?” It
probably did not entirely come out of a spontaneous feeling of love. Both,
Muriel and Joseph never really believed in the importance of marriage as a
legitimated life partnership.®® In the end, both agreed to enter the marriage
to ease their life situation. Buttinger had given up his Austrian citizenship
shortly after his arrival in Paris. Now he was a stateless person. At that time,
he most likely envisioned the “new continent” for a better future. One might
gather how well prepared Buttinger was for his new life in America when
reading one of his letters. Only two weeks after his arrival in New York, he
noted that he was immediately familiar with the multicultural metropolis of
the city of New York and his social interaction with Americans.®

The biggest problem for people wanting to leave Europe for the United
States was getting an immigration visa.'*® Most European immigrants
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learned the hard way in a hurry. The European stereotype of America as
an efficient and fast moving society was not really true.’! Since a 1921
Congressional Quota Act, all persons intending to immigrate to the
States had to organize a so-called “affidavit of support,” guaranteeing the
U.S. authorities that the would-be-immigrant had a sponsor taking care
of him/her so he/she would not become a “public charge.”*? In addition,
their immigration efforts had to match a very restrictive quota system. The
1921 Quota Act, passed by Congress, placed ceilings on the number of
immigrants admitted from each country. The quota for Austria, counted
as part of the Eastern Europe quota, was set at 7,442 immigrants to the
United States per year.'® In May 1924, the Johnson-Reed Act limited the
total European immigration to 150,000 per year, and reduced each nation’s
quota to two percent of the population that had entered the United States
in 1890.1%* In the census of 1890, significantly fewer Southern and Eastern
Europeans had been recorded than in the 1920s when the law was passed.
This effectively reduced immigration from these regions while making
more room for immigration from Western Europe.

As a result of the 1924 quota restrictions, the immigration quota
for Austria was limited to a meager 785 persons per year.! Although
these quota limits were not very high, interestingly neither gross nor net
immigration ever used up the full quota during the 1930s.1* Yet American
nativism provoked massive paranoia about masses of immigrants flooding
the American homeland. Therefore the President and most members of
Congress were averse to accept higher numbers of immigrants from areas
of Europe, where the situation was precarious for many people persecuted
by the Nazis. Given this nativist domestic climate “nothing much was done”
in the United States to make the immigration process bureaucratically

easier and smoother to save tens of thousands of refugees in Europe.™
Only after the fall of France, did Franklin D. Roosevelt and the State
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Department, pressured by numerous human rights activists (including
Joseph Buttinger'®®), reluctantly issue 3,268 emergency visas to “those
of superior intellectual attainment, of indomitable spirit, experienced in
vigorous support of the principles of liberal government and who are in
danger of persecution or death at the hands of autocracy.”* But here again,
the slow bureaucratic authorization process only resulted in about a third of
the quota being utilized.!®

Being married to an American citizen, “Joe” as Joseph Buttinger soon
became known, intended to get a special visa and the permission to enter
the United States, without being hindered by the severe restrictions of the
quota system and the bureaucratic formalities preceding an application.*

Yet Joe and his soon-to-be wife had to wait about one year to get
permission to marry from the French authorities. During that time, the
couple faced numerous bureaucratic hurdles. Muriel even travelled to New
York, spending a lot of time with her family’s lawyer in order to find other
ways to get Joe into her country. But all other possibilities apart from a
marriage in France proved to be impossible.'? Through the mediation of
the former Socialist French Prime Minister Léon Blum, Buttinger finally
got the required documents and the Buttingers got married on August 1,
1939.14

Besides his activity on the exiled Austrian Socialists’ Foreign Board, he
learned more about the activities Muriel was pursuing. After she returned
from Vienna, Muriel continued her efforts to help down and out desperate
Austrians to leave their country, now a small province in the National
Socialistic German Third Reich.™

Buttinger entered his future field of occupation in humanitarian refugee
aid as a result of two factors. One was the shining example of his generous
wife who began to support Austrian refugees as early as 1938.1* Joe started
his new vocation in life soon after his arrival in America.'* The second
important reason for Buttinger’s turn towards international refugee aid was
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his own experience in a dismal French internment camp.'¥” As a so-called
“enemy alien” he, like many other Austrian and German Nazi refugees, was
interned for many weeks after the outbreak of World War 1II in the fall of
1939. He described the conditions in these internment cages as absolutely
unbearable. The internees were jammed together on a wet meadow in tents
insufficient to protect them from wetness or coldness.!* While Joe suffered
in the internment camp, Muriel organized his visa as well as the tickets
and transportation to the new world. She was desperately trying to get him
out of his internment. Her efforts finally succeeded on October 20, 1939,
when some of the leaders of the Austrian Socialists were released from
the camps.' Joe’s and Muriel’s last weeks in Europe were marked by the
couple’s attempts to get one of the rare shipping tickets out of a continent
descending into its most horrible war. After many complications and
delays, the Buttingers finally embarked on the §.8. Manhattan, crossing the
Atlantic Ocean in early November 1939.%° Buttinger quickly put Europe
and its miseries behind him.

Buttinger: The New American Citizen

Buttinger came to the United States very well prepared for his new life.
His long relationship with his American partner had introduced him to
many of her friends and he learned how to deal with his future compatriots.
Muriel rented a spacious flat in New York on Central Park West, which also
doubled as temporary lodging for needy new refugees arriving daily from
war-torn Europe. During this time, the Buttingers also accommodated
important guests such as the Austrian Socialist leaders Otto Bauer and
Friedrich Adler.™!

Buttinger fit the image of the typical Austrian and German immigrant
who came to America during the early years of the Second World War. This
cohort of immigrants to America was made up of well-educated people
who usually integrated and assimilated quickly into their new homeland.
Compared to their size, this group of people contributed disproportionately
to the progress of American society and culture.'”> A Bureau of the Census
statistical abstract of the year 1940 shows that out of 70,794 people of age
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sixteen or above coming to the United States in 1939, only 9,137 were
unskilled workers.** The rest were highly educated professionals with great
skills. It is often forgotten that these refugees from Hitler’s Europe in most
cases took their life’s savings with them. In the year 1939, 24,954 persons
(ca. thirty-five percent of all immigrants) came to the United States with
more than $1,000 in their pockets.™ That meant that these people brought
at least the total of twenty-five million dollars with them.

Shortly after Buttinger’s arrival in the United States, he made an
important step to let his Austrian compatriots know that he was finished
and done with his service to the Socialist Party. He resigned his position as
chairman of the Foreign Board of the Austrian Socialists.’* Two years later,
he quit his membership in the Socialist Party. Buttinger’s resignation and
withdrawal was characteristic for the future development of the Radical
Socialist wing he had led and represented. The reformist part of the Socialist
Party leadership disintegrated and disappeared in exile, or returned to the
less radical traditional prewar party line during their emigration.!*

Buttinger’s ambitions soon emerged. He was fascinated by the new and
unknown opportunities the United States offered a restless and dynamic
person like him. He wanted to become a part of this fascinating new world
as soon as possible. The enthusiasm of his language in his first letters to his
friends in Europe offers some telling insights into his first impressions. “It is
a great pleasure to speak with these people [Americans] about our [his and
his wife’s] and your [the Austrian Socialists] worries,” an enthusiastic Joe
Buttinger wrote to friends in Europe only two weeks after his arrival.’’” He
added: “These kinds of relations to Americans are much more important
to me than everything else. I certainly will not waste my time for different
kinds of immigrant groups.” He also enthused about New York as a “great
city that exceeds all imagination.”’s®

As his first activity after his arrival in November 15,1939, he launched
a massive public attack against the unbearable conditions in the French
internment camp he had experienced, where a lot of German and Austrian
Antifascists still suffered imprisonment.’ To achieve his goals, he began
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to establish relations to major newspaper such as the Jewish Daily Forward,
The New York Times, and the weekly magazine The Nation.*® The left Nation
printed his first article attacking French internmentpolicy of refugees from
Nazi occupied Europe, after 7he New York Times had turned it down.'*!

Muriel and Joe also tried to promote their cause with different influential
people. They established excellent contacts with Robert Maynard Hutchins,
president of the University of Chicago and a good friend of President
Roosevelt’s.’®? They also invited the first lady Eleanor Roosevelt to their
apartment in New York to discuss the overwhelming bureaucracy of visa
application and authorization in U.S. consulates abroad and the State
Department.

Buttinger also started to deliver public lectures about the situation
in Europe. The “League of Industrial Democracy” organized his first
presentation on January 7, 1941.' While Buttinger tried to help desperate
new refugee arrivals from Austria and Europe, he chose not to join the
emigrant organizations, as he wrote in one of his letters. He turned down
numerous requests by his Austrian émigré compatriots to join their
organizations.’ Instead, he became a member of and participated in
many American clubs and societies. In January 1941, he joined a leading
American aid organization, the International Relief Organization now
known as International Relief Committee (IRC).165 After Hitler’s defeat and
the subsequent occupation of France, Buttinger and numerous influential
Americans founded the “Emergency Rescue committee” (ERC).

The goal of the ERC was to rescue as many refugees as possible
from Southern France.' Buttinger later wrote that he got support from
Jewish Organizations as well as first lady Eleanor Roosevelt in the White
House.'” Once these organizations succeeded in bringing refugees out of
Europe, his wife Muriel played an important role in helping them launch
their new existence in the United States. Muriel rented twenty apartments
and several single rooms in New York to offer lodging to the new arrivals.!?
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She also supported many of them generously with interest free loans as well
as presents.

'The Buttingers spent much of their time organizing visas for the flood
of displaced Europeans streaming into the U.S.. Muriel wrote hundreds of
letters to “all sorts of people,” persuading them to write affidavits in support
of refugee immigrants. An affidavit implied a financial guarantee from
these sponsors. The Buttingers were confronted with many disappointing
rejections to their pleas for help. Muriel never gave up and ended up offering
many refugees her own guarantee and assurances, offering her personal
financial backing for those who had none.'®

Joe Buttinger found his new mission in life in the organization of
refugee aid and in the process quickly became an American. He embarked
on his new occupation with the same gusto he had formerly devoted to
the Socialist Party in Austria. After World War 11, the situation in Europe
was catastrophic. Millions of people were dead, wounded, or displaced by
the war. Millions of houses were destroyed. After 69 months of war and
bombing, the infrastructure of the European economy had collapsed.'”® On
October 3,1945, the “IRC” dispatched Buttinger to Europe to give support
to desperate people, especially those Antifascists and racially persecuted
who had spent years in Nazi concentration camps.'”* During that time, he
rose to the position of the European Director of the IRC in charge of
organizing aid deliveries to the countries of France, Italy, Germany, Austria,
Switzerland, Sweden, Belgium, Holland, and Turkey.'”? At the end of 1945,
the Buttingers launched another important project with their own funds.
They began to send “care packages” to poor and destitute people in France,
Germany, and Austria in want of everything. The project lasted until 1950
and brought thousands of American care packages to Europe.” During the
immediate postwar years, these care packages were the differences between
life and death for countless individuals.

By the 1950s the situation in Western Europe had improved and
stabilized. Now the “IRC” dispatched the experienced humanitarian and
refugee expert Joe Buttinger into other danger zones. After the Hungarian
Crisis in 1956/57, he was put in charge of coordinating aid for more than
100,000 Hungarian refugees.'” Like in the years before, the Buttingers
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generously supported numerous people not only with official “IRC”
financial backing but also with funds out of their own pocket. Joe Buttinger
also managed to use his excellent contacts with his former Socialist party
comrades now back in power to convince the Austrian government “to open
fully the door for the refugees of the Hungarian Revolution,” as Andreas
H. Pongany, President of the World Federation of Hungarian Freedom
Fighters later asserted.!”

Next to his refugee work, Joe Buttinger continued his intellectual
pursuits. In 1953 he published his first ambitious history book In zhe
Twilight of Socialism—his personal and painful analysis of the history of the
Revolutionary Socialists during the Austrofascist era.

In 1954 the “IRC” sent him to Vietnam for two months to build up a
relief agency for refugees from the Communist northern part of the divided
country.'”¢ He worked with many refugees with an intellectual background*”
and immersed himself in the history, culture and politics of Vietnam. He
founded a new organization—the “American Friends of Vietnam”™—and
became a personal friend of Ngo Dinh Diem, the later president of South
Vietnam.'”® Later, disillusioned with Diem’s dictatorial regime and upset
about American Vietnam policies after 1965, he resigned from the “Friends
of Vietnam” he had founded.

During these years he became a respected authority of Vietnamese
history and culture when there were few available in the U.S.. In 1958,
he published 7be Smaller Dragon: A Political History of Vietnam, a history
of Vietnam.'” In 1967, 1972, and 1977 he wrote three mere books on
Vietnamese history."® Encyclopedia Britannica commissioned him to write a
history of Vietnam for its fifteenth volume. This gave him additional stature
and standing as a respected expert of Vietnamese history. He collected an
important and rare library including 7,000 books concerning the history of
Indochina, which he later donated to Harvard University.!*!
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Joe Buttinger’s life trajectory from European poverty to American
prosperity was remarkable but not unrepresentative of the World War II
cohort of refugees from Nazi Germany to the United States. As early as
the 1940s, the former Austrian agricultural serfe Joseph Buttinger had

Buttinger, the Expert of Vietnamese History, © Dokumentationsarchiv
des osterreichischen Widerstandes (DOW)/Fotosammlung.

fully assimilated into American society. He gave numerous lectures on
American university campuses; he wrote books and articles on Vietnam for
American audiences; he became a great humanitarian and assisted refugees
in Europe and Asia as a leader in American relief agencies. The Buttingers
no longer spent their annual ski holiday in the Austrian or Swiss Alps. In
the 1950s they began to frequent the new American ski Eldorado of Aspen,
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in the Colorado Rockies.’®? By the 1950s Joseph Buttinger, the self-made
Austrian Socialist leader, had transformed into Joe Buttinger, the American
humanitarian and refugee official and respected “Vietnam Scholar.”®

The American Joe with his Wife Muriel, © Dokumentationsarchiv
des osterreichischen Widerstandes (DOW )/Fotosammlung.

Conclusion

Joseph Buttinger’s life trajectory took him from a small rural village in
interwar Austria to wealthy New York, one of the world’s great metropolises.
He was from a poor background and he lacked formal education beyond
the sixth grade. His means to break away from the rural environment
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with little hope was a strong will. On the one hand, Buttinger set himself
ambitious targets in life. On the other hand he had the discipline to pursue
these targets successfully. He learned quickly that a solid education is a
key to success in life anywhere. He was never idle and he always wanted
to extend his knowledge. Because of his lack of financial means he never
had the opportunity to finish secondary education, let alone embark on a
university career. He was eager to acquire more knowledge and studiously
continued his autodidactic studies at a time when there were few avenues
towards a high school and university education for poor Austrians with rural
backgrounds. His intense educational efforts towards self-improvement
were so successful that he later graduated to become the premier American
expert on Vietnam, even writing memoranda for the White House and
advising Presidents.

For Buttinger, narrow nationalism or patriotism did not count for
much. He was a new type of modern cosmopolitan, not bound to a single
state or nation. He lived for his personal ambitions and to further humanity,
not for a state or a homeland. Given these cosmopolitan attitudes emerging
early as an official reared in socialist internationalism, his flight to France
and his emigration to America were not difficult steps for him. It may well
have been in his nature to emigrate without being forced to do so by fascist
regimes and the scourge of war. He was on the run during his whole life. In
his childhood, he moved to Germany, first to Bavaria, then to the Rhineland.
His family came back to Austria during the dislocations of World War I
and he returned to Upper Austria. Once he joined the Socialist movement,
he moved to Carinthia and then to Vienna as a party functionary. The
“Anschluss” forced him to leave Vienna for Paris. From there he finally
moved to his final refuge, the United States. While in Europe, Buttinger
never lived in a place for a long period of time. It was his restless life in
desperate poverty that led him towards cosmopolitanism.

Surely his greatest fortune in life was to meet the generous American
heiress and humanitarian Muriel Gardiner who became his love. She made
his rapid integration and seamless assimilation into American society
possible. She supported him financially, gave him shelter to protect him
from police goons, introduced him to her influential American friends,
helped him organize and finance his various humanitarian projects, and
organized his escape from Hitler’s Europe to build a new life in America.

Buttinger quickly embarked on new careers in America. As a young
Austrian socialist, emigration to America was not on his radar. On his trips
to Italy, France, and Great Britain he began to experience a world beyond the
confines and provinciality of his native Austria. After his steep career ascent
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in the Socialist Party, he launched a new life as a humanitarian and scholar
in the United States. He abandoned his work in the Socialist Party. He felt
that the infighting in the party would have held him back from achieving
new goals and launching new careers. In the United States an active and
a productive newcomer like him quickly was accepted as an American. He
did not want to wallow in emigrant politics on the margins of American
society. He preferred joining American organizations and contributing to
American causes. In fact, Buttinger saw himself as an American as soon as
he entered the United States. His numerous letters to his Austrian friends
bear witness to it.

His marriage to Muriel Gardiner made his naturalization easy.
Buttinger’s immigration was a rare case of a European wartime refugee
whose entry into the United States was easy and quick. Less prominent
refugees without American spouses or sponsors experienced more difficulties
getting visas for America.'® Buttinger’s biggest challenge came in France.
He was interned and waited nearly one year for an official permission to
marry Muriel Gardiner so he could apply for a visa to the U.S.. With his
marriage came his passage and entry into the United States and a new
beginning.

184. Daniels, Coming to America, 300.



From the Habsburg Empire to the Third Reich:
Arthur SeyB-Inquart and National Socialism

Johannes Koll*

Biographical research and National Socialism

During the past two decades, biographical research connected with
National Socialism abounded.? This boom is the more remarkable since
especially in the German-speaking academic world biographies were long
regarded with suspicion. Due to their characteristic focus on individual lives,
they were considered of no great use for the analysis of historical structures
and general developments of the past—unlike quantitative social history
and structural history which were held in high esteem from the 1960s well
into the 1980s.* Especially among contemporary historians the conviction
was widely shared that biographies were not capable of procuring solid
scholarly contributions to the understanding and interpretation of historical
processes like the emergence and growth of fascism and their significance
for modernity. Interest in biographical research came back in the wake of
the “cultural turn” and the ascent of “history from below” and oral history.
From the 1990s onwards, many outstanding biographical works effectively
helped to dispense of the idea of the categories “structure” and “person” as
being allegedly mutually exclusive, and to reveal the relatedness between
individual actions and dispositions on the one hand and super-individual
structures or general conditions on the other. With regard to the Third
Reich, Ulrich Herbert’s and Ian Kershaw’s biographies of Werner Best and
Adolf Hitler, the collective biography of the “ordinary men” of a police unit
by Christopher Browning and Michael Wildt’s investigation of the fanatic
personnel of the Reichssicherheitshauptamt can justifiably claim pioneering
status.*

1. T am grateful to the Austrian Science Fund and the Gerda Henkel Foundation for
subsidizing my research. Furthermore I am grateful to Peter Berger for correcting my
English.

2. Johannes Koll, “Biographik und NS-Forschung,” Newue Politische Literatur (forthcoming).
3. Hans Erich Bodeker, “Biographie: Anniherungen an den gegenwirtigen Forschungs-
und Diskussionsstand,” in Biographie schreiben, ed. idem (G6ttingen: Wallstein, 2003), 9-63.
4. Ulrich Herbert, Best: Biographische Studien iiber Radikalismus, Weltanschauung und
Vernunft 1903-1989, 2nd ed. (Bonn: J.H.W. Dietz Nachfolger, 1996); Ian Kershaw, Hitler,
2 vol. (London: Allen Lane, 1998 and 2000); Christopher R. Browning, Ordinary Men.
Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the final solution in Poland (New York: HarperCollins, 1992);
Michael Wildt, Generation des Unbedingten. Das Fiibrungskorps des Reichssicherbeitshauptamtes
(Hamburg: Hamburger Edition, 2002).
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Reich Commissioner Arthur Seyf-Inquart wearing a SS-uniform with
decorations and the badge of the NSDAP, 1943.
© Austrian National Library

It is important to note that biographical research into the era of
the Third Reich is not restricted to the upper echelons of the National
Socialist regime. It also deals with the middle and lower ranks of the
NSDAP, different levels of the public administration, the armed forces,
and actors in the social, economic and cultural domains like scientists and
scholars, artists, businessmen, lawyers or physicians. On the whole, the
biographies published in recent years cover a broad range of personalities,
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not only perpetrators but also victims of the regime, members of resistance
organizations and dissidents within Germany or those sections of Europe
which were occupied or annexed by the Greater German Reich during
the Second World War. Provided the relationship between the respective
protagonist(s) and the social environment was duly taken into account, the
biographical approach managed to establish itself as a theoretically and
empirically valid mode of delivering significant contributions to the history
of society.

Austrians, the Anschluss of 1938, and the Greater German Reich

Historical research so far has failed to close significant gaps in our
knowledge of the role played by Austrians in the preparation of the Anschluss,
in the general history of the Greater German Reich from 1938 to 1945, and
in the functioning of National Socialist regimes of occupation in wartime.
In particular, the widely held assumption that Austrians contributed
excessively to crimes committed under the swastika’® requires further testing
by means of quantitative social history and qualitative biographical research
likewise. Collective biographies of Austrian National Socialists,® or of
soldiers from the Ostmark serving in the German army’ can help to assess
the extent and shape of the contribution made by Austrians (deliberately
or under constraint) to the establishment and day-to-day business of the
National Socialist regime. The same holds true for Austrian participation
in resisting the brutal implementation and deployment of the National
Socialist “New Order” in Europe.® Also, we need more research into the
lives, attitudes and mentalities of thousands of Austrian National Socialists

5. Ernst Hanisch, “Der Ort des Nationalsozialismus in der dsterreichischen Geschichte,”
in NS-Herrschaft in Osterreich: Ein Handbuch, ed. Emmerich Tilos et al. (Vienna: 6bv &
hpt, 2002), 18. See also Bertrand Perz, “Die 6sterreichische Beteiligung an NS-Verbrechen:
Anmerkungen zur Debatte,” in Osterreichische Nation—Kultur-Exil und Widerstand: In
memoriam Felix Kreissler, ed. Helmut Kramer, Karin Liebhart, and Friedrich Stadler
(Vienna: LIT, 2006), 223-34.

6. Gerhard Jagschitz, “Die ésterreichischen Nationalsozialisten,” in Osterreich, Deutschland
und die Michte: Internationale und ésterreichische Aspekte des .Anschlusses vom Mirz 1938,
ed. Gerald Stourzh and Brigitta Zaar (Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 1990), 229-69 and the following remarks by Bruce F. Pauley, in ibid., 271-
76.

7. Bertrand Michael Buchmann, Osterreicher in der deutschen Wehrmacht: Soldatenalltag im
Zweiten Weltkrieg (Vienna: Bohlau, 2009).

8. For an overview on the political spectrum see Evan Burr Bukey, Hitler’s Austria: Popular
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und Parteien in Osterreich von der Jahrbundertwende bis 1945 (Vienna: Béhlau, 2001).
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who zestfully prepared the political unification of their home country with
Hitler’s Germany, sometimes many years before the Anschluss became a
fact. Recently published studies on the “Austrian Legion” and the Viennese
SS may be regarded as substantial contributions to this research gap.’

One of those Austrians whose life and contribution to the history of
National Socialism have not as yet been explored sufficiently is Arthur
SeyfR-Inquart (1892-1946).° For several reasons the absence of an in-
depth, source-based biography of this Viennese lawyer and National
Socialist politician must be deplored. SeyR-Inquart played a decisive part
in laying the groundwork for the Anschluss. He was one of the very few
Austrians enjoying Hitler’s personal appreciation. Even though he failed to
acquire a reliable power base within the NSDAP, he rose to a key position
in the Greater German Reich which he managed to defend until the final
stages of World War II. While his name appears in every handbook, and in
numerous detailed studies on the Third Reich and the Second World War,
little is known about the life and career of Seyf3-Inquart. In what follows
I will briefly sketch the outlines of his biography, attempting an answer
to the following pivotal questions: Why did SeyR-Inquart join National
Socialism, and what drew him to the Third Reich? How did his career
develop? And how did he succeed in remaining one of the high-ranking
National Socialists right to the end of the war within the highly polycratic
and competitive power structures of the Greater German Reich? Answers
to these questions should help us assess the relevance of SeyR-Inquart for
European history during the first half of the 20* century, and to identify
specific patterns of ideological attitudes and political actions explaining his
active role in the Holocaust and in German aggression against Poland and

the Netherlands.
SeyR-Inquart’s road to National Socialism

There is no reason to believe that SeyR-Inquart’s liaison with National
Socialism, let alone his role in the Eastern war of extermination and the

9. See Hans Schafranek, Séldner fiir den Anschluss”: Die Osterreichische Legion 19331938
(Vienna: Czernin, 2010) and Christiane Rothlinder, Die Anfinge der Wiener §S (Vienna:
Bohlau, 2012).

10. For existing literature on Seyf-Inquart see Wolfgang Rosar, Deutsche Gemeinschaft:
Seyss-Inquart und der Anschluff (Vienna: Europa Verlag, 1971) and H.J. Neumann, Arthur
Seyss-Inquart (Graz: Styria, 1970, first published in Dutch in 1967). Below common
academic standards is the biography by Wilco Gieling, Seyss-Inquart (Soesterberg: Aspekt,
2011). At present, I am preparing a scholarly biography on this Austrian National Socialist.
Here further references to literature and sources will be found.
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Holocaust were preordained. Born on the 22* of July 1892 in the small
village of Stonafov near the German linguistic enclave of Jihlava, he grew
up in the Habsburg Crown land of Moravia. In their childhood years and
as youths, neither Arthur nor his four brothers and sisters showed signs of
outspoken anti-Semitism or hostility against the Czech or Slovak people.
We can take it for granted that both Arthur’s Carinthian mother Auguste
and his father Emil, principal of the German grammar school at Olomouc,
conferred upon him a feeling of German cultural superiority not uncommon
in regions where ethnic Germans and Slavs lived and worked side by side.
However, father Seyf8-Inquart is known to have held liberal convictions. He
seems to have been a politically moderate, Catholic Austrian patriot who
repeatedly expressed friendly feelings towards Jewish pupils of his school.
At home, Arthur cannot have adopted or developed a radical ideology.
Rather, we have indications to the contrary. In a letter dated September
1910, the young high-school graduate talked about the “struggle of our
people for its existence.” But he explicitly rejected any form of aggressive
German nationalism “which denies the right of existence to members of
other nations.”"

Despite all this, there is a high probability that the young Arthur
Seyfi-Inquart sensed the sphere of national tensions characteristic of a
traditionally bilingual area of the Habsburg Empire. Many times in his
political career under National Socialism, he stressed his origins from the
multinational area of Moravia. Confronting the judges of the International
Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, he sought to explain his conversion to
National Socialism in retrospect by emphasizing that he had been brought
up in what he considered a contested borderland, where everyone was
aware of the social and political relevance of national issues at an early stage
of life.”> And isn't it notable that apart from SeyR-Inquart, several other
fervent National Socialists like Odilo Globocnik, Karl Hermann Frank or
Dr. Hugo Jury originated from multinational borderlands and binational
areas? Nevertheless, it is impossible to determine whether SeyR-Inquart’s
retrospective testimonies about the formative impression of the ethnically
mixed Sudetenland accurately mirrored the thoughts, feelings and beliefs of
the period of his adolescence.

We know, however, that the young Arthur increasingly got in touch
with organizations of the radical Right. One of them was the Singers’

11. Arthur SeyR-Inquart, Nationale Arbeit der Hochschiiler, September 1910, Arthur
Seyf-Inquart, H.I.N. 205.784/14, manuscript department of the Wienbibliothek im
Rathaus, Vienna.

12. See his statement during the sitting of the International Military Tribunal of 10 June
1946, Der Prozess gegen die Hauptkriegsverbrecher vor dem Internationalen Militirgerichtshof,
Niirnberg, 14. November 1945 — 1. Oktober 1946, vol. 15 (Nuremberg, 1948), 665.
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Association at the Austrian municipality of Baden, where the Seyf-
Inquarts found a new home after Emil’s retirement from school service in
1908.'The Gesanguverein Baden was one of those nationalist associations that
explicitly excluded Jews as “Non-Aryans” from membership long before
the First World War.® At the same time, Arthur took part in activities of
the Verein Siidmark which saw itself in the vanguard “for the preservation
and advancement of Germandom” in the German-speaking parts of the
Habsburg Empire'* and aggressively opposed Czech and Jewish influence
in public life. Similar objectives were shared by the student leagues which
attracted future prominent National Socialists like Ernst Kaltenbrunner
and others.”® Whether Seyf-Inquart was also member of one of the
Burschenschaften cannot be said with certainty.

For Arthur’s private life, his professional career and his political and
ideological development, World War I and its aftermath were extremely
important. On the one hand, he volunteered as cadet and managed to move
up the career ladder up to the rank of first lieutenant in the course of the
war. Like many of his contemporaries, he regarded military service as an
obligation self-evident for a young citizen. At the same time, he sought to
continue, with the approval of his superiors, his law studies at the University
of Vienna, originally taken up in autumn 1910. At one occasion, while
taking a furlough in Vienna in December 1916, he married his fiancée
Gertrud Maschka, the daughter of a high-ranking officer of the Austro-
Hungarian Ministry of War. A half year after his marriage he earned his
doctoral degree,' and in September 1917 his wife gave birth to the first of
their three children. In May 1915, Seyf8-Inquart suffered a serious injury at
the Galician front, but his letters to Gertrud do not really give evidence of
his being appalled at the unprecedented manslaughter during the battles of
the war.'” But, following the defeat of the Central Powers, the war gained
a specific significance for him: the comradeship-in-arms of Germany and
Austria in 1914-18 intensified his pan-Germanic feelings which were

13. See Johann Walter, Festschrift zur Feier des 50jihrigen Bestandes des Gesangvereines Baden
(Baden: Verlag des Gesangvereines Baden, 1912), 50 and 54.
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15. Peter Black, Ernst Kaltenbrunner, Vasall Himmlers: Eine SS-Karriere (Paderborn:
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16. See Promotionsprotokoll der Juridischen Fakultit, Universititsarchiv Wien, M 32.8,
nr 342.
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National Library, Vienna, Autogr. 1019. For his injury see Karl Raschin Edler von
Raschinfels, Die Einser-Kaiserjiger im Feldzug gegen Ruffland 1914-1915: Auszug aus dem
Tugebuche des Regimentsadjutanten (Bregenz: ].N. Teutsch, 1935), 179.
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to become the cornerstone of his political ideology. The solidarity of the
Austrian Doctor of Laws with the Germans grew even stronger when the
harsh terms of the 1919 peace treaties of Versailles and Saint Germain-
en-Laye were imposed on Germany and Austria by the victorious Entente
Powers. Until the end of his life, SeyR-Inquart considered these treaties to
be highly unjust. He did not so much bemoan the loss of vast territories,
including his native province, Moravia, which for centuries had belonged to
the Habsburg monarchy. In the first instance, he objected to those clauses
in the treaties which prohibited unification of Austria with Germany. In his
view which totally conformed with Austrian and German public opinion
these articles violated the right of national self-determination, solemnly
proclaimed in January 1918 by US-President Woodrow Wilson as the basis
for a political post-war order in Europe, and generously applied in support
of Czech, Polish, or Italian (but not of German and Austrian) claims.
Like many of his contemporaries, Seyf-Inquart actively propagated the
Anschluss idea throughout the interwar period via speeches and published
articles, based on his genuine belief that both the German and Austrian
populations shared the same historical, cultural, and racial foundations
and therefore formed one nation.” An important platform for his fight
against the “discriminatory” articles of the Paris peace treaties was provided
by the Osterreichisch-Deutscher Volksbund. It is important to note that in
its early days this “Austrian-German People’s Association” was a supra-
party institution, welcoming membership of Social Democrats, Christian
Socials, Pan-Germans and anti-Semites of all shades. It was only after the
NSDAP had come to power in Germany in January 1933 that Austrian
Social Democrats officially shelved their demand for an Anschluss. From
then onward, the concept of Austro-German political unification became
the exclusive domain of the political Right.

SeyR-Inquart’s affiliation with Austria’s radical Right antedated Hitler’s
assuming the post of Reich Chancellor in Germany. Already in 1931 he
made financial contributions to the NSDAP. In the same year he joined
the Steirischer Heimatschutz. Led by Walter Pfrimer, armed forces of this
paramilitary, semi-fascist organization attempted a putsch in September
1931 to topple Austria’s democratically elected government and replace
it with a dictatorial, corporatist regime.!” The abortive uprising seems to

18. Rolf Steininger, “12 November 1918-12 March 1938: The Road to the Anschluf,” in
Austria in the Twentieth Century, ed. Steininger, Glnter Bischof and Michael Gehler (New
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in Austria, 1918-1934 (Copenhagen: The Royal Library and Museum Tusculanum Press,
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have left a strong impression with Seyf3-Inquart, and may have spurred his
enthusiasm to enter the ranks of this radical branch of the polymorphic
Austrian Heimwehr movement. At all events, he strongly advocated political
cooperation between the Heimwehr movement and the ever-growing
National Socialist movement of Austria. Behind the scenes he lobbied to
bridge the gaps between conflicting nationalistic, conservative and National
Socialist currents, with the aim to establish a strong National Right in
Austria. His legal profession provided good opportunities for social and
political networking. Yet it seems that from the early 1930s on, the legal
career and his prosperous lawyer’s office right in the center of Vienna no
longer satiated SeyR-Inquart. His ambition now was directed towards
assuming political responsibility. In this area he pursued two interrelated
goals, firstly to end the fragmentation of the political Right in Austria, and
secondly to promote and ultimately realize the Anschluss.

What did he think about the putsch which, in July 1934, culminated
in the murder of Austrian Chancellor Engelbert Dollfuff by National
Socialists? Unfortunately, it is not possible to exactly determine the degree
of SeyR-Inqart’s personal involvement in the aborted insurrection. What we
do know, however, is that he in no way objected to Hitler’s seizure of power
in Germany in 1933. More than that, it seems that he regarded a powerful
National Socialist government in Berlin as the perfect ally (and presumably
the only one available) in the struggle for revision of the peace treaties of
1919, and for the ensuing unification of Germany and Austria. The Anti-
Semitism and anti-Parliamentarianism displayed by National Socialists
did certainly not repel him. Long before the coming of the Anschluss,
Seyf3-Inquart repudiated democratically elected parliaments, and he joined
anti-Semitic associations like the Verband deutsch-arischer Rechtsanwalte in
Osterreich (Union of German-Aryan Lawyers in Austria) which lobbied for
the removal of Jewish lawyers from the bar associations.

SeyB-Inquart’s role in the preparation of the Anschluss

Despite his close contacts with some of the insurgents of July 1934,
Sey-Inquart disapproved of Nazi acts of violence or terrorism which
at that time were endemic in Austria. Instead, he advocated a two-step
strategy of reconciliation, first of all the self-styled “national groupings”
active on Austrian soil, and then of Germany and Austria altogether. In
June 1937 he was offered an opportunity to promote eftective collaboration
of Catholic conservatives, the Heimwehr movement and National Socialists
as a newly appointed member of the Privy Council. The appointment was
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an initiative by Kurt Schuschnigg, the Christian Social politician who
in the summer of 1934 had succeeded Dollfufl as head of the Austrian
government. In his capacity of a Staassrat Seyfs-Inquart was to assume the
task of leading Austria’s various organizations of the political Right into
the fold of the Christian Corporate State, whose institutions slowly took
shape after 1933. In his attempt to merge the “national groupings” into
the Volkspolitisches Referat, a subdivision of the all-encompassing “Patriotic
Front,” Sey3-Inquart enjoyed both the support of the Schuschnigg regime
and of influential circles within the Third Reich. During his tenure as Privy
Counselor, Seyfi-Inquart intensified contacts with leading politicians and
functionaries of the German Reich. Since he considered himself a “bridge
builder” between Schuschnigg and Hitler and their respective countries, he
felt entitled and even obliged to improve the relationship between Vienna
and Berlin for the sake of all Germans living in Austria and Germany. This
proved a difficult task. Earlier attempts to reconcile the “national groupings”
in Austria and to restore harmony between Germany and Austria after the
putsch of July 1934 had failed. Chancellor Schuschnigg and his “Patriotic
Front” feared (with good reason) that Austria’s powerful northern neighbor
might resort to open aggression and ultimately annex Austria. Therefore
neither the “National Action” initiated by the National Socialist Anton
Reinthaller nor the idea to install a “German Social People’s League”
(Deutsch-Sozialer Volksbund) in Austria received official authorization.?
While stepping up the frequency of his exchanges with German as well
as Austrian interlocutors, SeyR-Inquart made sure that everybody received
the right signals. Following a journey to Berlin in summer 1937 he
reported to Schuschnigg that the Germans were about to pledge “active
noninterference”with Austrian internal affairs. Joachim von Ribbentrop was
assured somewhat enigmatically that Seyf-Inquart’s talks with members of
the German government were expected to bring about “useful results for
the German people and our two states as soon as possible.”!

From the time when this statement was made, it took no more than a
few months for the merger of Austria and Germany to be accomplished.
'This was due to an effective combination of military force, diplomacy, and
propaganda. When Hitler began to radicalize German politics at the end
of 1937 and the beginning of 1938, both the Reich Chancellery in Berlin
and the German ambassador in Vienna, Franz von Papen, believed that
Seyf3-Inquart, given his tactfulness and diplomatic skills, was the right man

20. Rosar, Deutsche Gemeinschaft, 75-82 and 108-17.
21. SeyB-Inquart to Schuschnigg and to Ribbentrop, 3 resp. 14 July 1937, Bundesarchiv
Koblenz, N 1180/8.
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to successfully undermine the Austrian corporate state in a pseudo-legal
manner. Accordingly Hitler, during his ominous talks with Schuschnigg in
Berchtesgaden in February 1938, demanded from the Austrian Chancellor
that SeyR-Inquart be appointed Minister of the Interior and Security.
Competing aspirations of other Austrian National Socialists, among them
the leader of the illegal Austrian NSDAP Josef Leopold, were intentionally
frustrated by the “Fiibrer.”

As Minister of the Interior, a post he held since 16 February 1938,
Seyf3-Inquart was in charge of the national security portfolio, a position
of utmost importance for the arrangement of the Anschluss. He used his
influence to avert an untimely insurrection by the impatient illegal National
Socialist rank and file in the Austrian provinces, and to preserve law and
order until the German government and army were ready to accomplish the
Anschluss “from above.” On the other hand, he was capable of blackmailing
the Schuschnigg-regime due to his being in control of the police forces. At
this stage it was already perfectly clear that Seyf-Inquart had given up the
intermediary position of Austro-German “bridge builder.” It was signifying
that the freshly appointed member of the Austrian Cabinet paid his first
official visit to the German capital. In Berlin Sey3-Inquart was given the
opportunity to talk to leading figures of the National Socialist regime
including Hitler, Ribbentrop, Hermann Goéring, Rudolf Hef3, and Wilhelm
Frick. Also with Heinrich Himmler he had “a long conversation.””

One month later, Arthur Seyf3-Inquart did exactly what Hitler and
Goring expected of him: in March 1938, he loyally cooperated in preparing
the invasion of Austria by the German army, and smoothed the political and
juridical implementation of the Anschluss.?® From 11 March onwards, he
assumed the office of Austrian Chancellor for a couple of days. Furthermore,
he was temporarily endowed with the prerogatives of a Federal President.
There are indications that he would have preferred to avoid German military
intervention, and that he originally opted for the preservation of limited
autonomy of Austria within the Greater German Reich. But in the process
he went along with the political demands of the German leadership, and
accepted the invasion of the Wehrmacht as well as the total incorporation of
Austria by Germany. From now on his political career was tied to the fate
of the National Socialist regime, for better or worse.

22. Liverpool Daily Post, 18 Feb. 1938. Contemporaries observed attentively and amazed
that within not even twenty-four hours the newly appointed Austrian Minister of Interior
had conversations with a considerable number of high-ranking politicians. See Pester Lloyd,
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1938 (Bonn: Bernard & Graefe, 1994).
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In the service of the Greater German Reich—
Austria, Poland, and the Netherlands

On 15 March 1938, Hitler appointed Seyf-Inquart Reich Governor of
Austria, thus rewarding him for his assistance in facilitating the Anschluss.?
As Reichsstatthalter SeyR-Inquart was charged with the dismantling of the
institutions of the defunct Austrian state, and with laying the groundwork
for Austria’s transition to the status of some kind of province of the Greater
German Reich. In this task to transform Austria into the nazified Ostmark
he was expected to collaborate with Reich Commissioner Joseph Biirckel
and other German and Austrian functionaries.”> When on 1 May 1939
the law on the Ostmark entered into force, SeyR-Inquart’s functions of
Reich Governor and head of the Austrian Land Government automatically
expired. As compensation—or consolation—for the loss of these functions
he became Reich Minister (however without portfolio), and a member of
the disempowered German parliament, the Reichstag. Both positions were
prestigious ones, but none of them provided Seyf3-Inquart with the power
he aspired to. He had to wait until Germany unleashed the Second World
War. This moment provided him with new opportunities to underscore his
value for Hitler and the Greater German Reich.

Starting from September 1939, SeyR-Inquart’s chance for sharpening
his profile lay in Poland. At first Hitler appointed him civilian chief executive
in the military district of Cracow.® One week later Himmler subordinated
to him all police forces of the same district. His official title became Héherer
§8-und Polizeifiihrer”” Finally, on the 26™ of October, SeyR-Inquart got
promoted to the rank of Deputy General Governor under Hans Frank,
following Hitler’s decision to replace military administration in occupied
Poland with a civilian regime.?

It is difficult to determine what exactly Seyf-Inquart’s activities in the
Polish theatre were, and particularly in Cracow. Plenty of documents were
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destroyed during the war, and neither Frank’s well-known diary*’ nor the
official journals of the General Government, the Krakauer Zeitung and the
Warschauer Zeitung, allow for a detailed reconstruction of Seyf-Inquart’s
ventures. This is the more regrettable as the first months of the Second
World War did not just mark a decisive turning point in European history.
They also represented a dividing line in Seyf-Inquart’s biography. For
the first time, he was part of a reckless occupying regime which could not
even be justified in terms of a racially founded Pan-Germanic ideology. In
Poland, the issue was not the liberation of a German Diaspora from foreign
rule and the pursuit of a Greater German concept on racial terms. The issue
was plain and simple conquest, and subsequent ethnical cleansing.*® It must
be taken for granted that Seyf3-Inquart was well-informed on all aspects of
German politics in the General Government including persecution of the
Jews, suppression of any organized resistance, and economic exploitation
of Polish manpower and natural resources—not to mention the theft of
numerous treasures of art. It is beyond doubt that Seyf3-Inquart actively
stimulated and helped put into effect National Socialist policies in the
General Government. During an inspection mission in November 1939
he unmistakably set out the principles of German rule in occupied Poland.
According to him, nothing but the concerns of the Reich mattered: “By
means of a strong-handed and impeccable administration, this region must
be made into an asset for the German economy. To avoid inappropriate acts
of clemency it suffices to bring to one’s mind the undesired consequences
of the incursion of the Poles (Polentum) into the German living space.”
On the same occasion, he implicitly supported a proposal of the Governor
of Lublin, Friedrich Schmidst, to take preparatory steps for the settlement
of non-native Jews in the Lublin district, a measure that was known to
lead to “a significant reduction in numbers” of those affected.’ Seyf3-
Inquart belonged to the group of National Socialist office holders who
agreed with the commander of the Security Police and Security Service,
SS-Brigadefiibrer Bruno Streckenbach, that Frank’s plan to liquidate
thousands of members of the Polish intelligentsia by means of the infamous
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Auflerordentliche Befriedungsaktion (“Special Action of Pacification”) would
help warrant “safety, calm and order in the country.”* So far, no evidence
exists that SeyR-Inquart ever opposed the murderous plans conceived by
Hans Frank or other leading National Socialists. His room for maneuver,
however, was limited, since Frank jealously guarded his prerogatives
as General Governor and tolerated no one next to himself. Due to the
authoritarian style of leadership applied by Frank, Seyf3-Inquart from the
very beginning of his tenure apparently was deprived of any possibility to
take autonomous political action in the General Government.

This changed completely when he was given the post of Reich
Commissioner in the Netherlands after the German army’s Blitzkrieg
against the Dutch in May 1940.% In two respects his position in The Hague
significantly differed from the situation in Cracow: 1) For the first time Seyf3-
Inquart was chief executive in a given administrative district of the Greater
German Reich. Reporting directly to the “Fiibrer,” the Reichskommissar was
freed from unwelcome interference both of equals in rank and of superiors
in the civilian hierarchy. 2) In accordance with the racial foundations of
National Socialist ideology, the people of the Netherlands were regarded
as ethnically close to Germans. Starting from this assumption both Sey3-
Inquart and Hitler arrived at policy prescriptions very difterent from those
applied in Poland. While the allegedly “subhuman” Slavic population in
Poland suffered treatment as helots, the “Germanic” population of the
Netherlands was thought capable of and destined to adopt National
Socialism more or less voluntarily.** Against this ideologically motivated
background, a process of what can be termed “guided self-nazification” of
the Dutch population, discretely overseen by the occupying power, was
initiated. In line with this strategy, the Reich Commissioner patronized
and supported indigenous fascists, notably the Dutch “National Socialist
Movement” founded in 1931 by Anton Adriaan Mussert. But other
than his Norwegian counterpart Vidkun Quisling, whose Nasjonal
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Samling movement was allowed to formally rule Norway subject to Reich
Commissioner Josef Terboven,® Mussert never rose to premiership in
the Netherlands. Although in 1941 his Nationaal-Socialistische Beweging
(NSB) received authorization as Holland’s sole political party; and despite
Mussert’s being awarded the—completely irrelevant—title of “leader of the
Netherlandish nation” one year later, Seyf-Inquart was eager to keep pulling
the strings so long as the war’s outcome was not decided. To this end the
Reich Commissioner effectively fought all non-fascist political movements
in the Netherlands and eventually prohibited them. Trade unions, the
media and religious communities suffered strict German control designed
to force Dutch society and public life into line with the German National
Socialist system.

SeyB-Inquart’s concept of gradually synchronizing (gleichschalten)
and nazifying institutions in the Netherlands, however, faced a number of
obstacles. To begin with, Dutch civil servants on the national and local levels
of administration were often reluctant to execute German policy.*® Also, the
“National Socialist Movement” was and remained at the margins of Dutch
society, and within this party considerable frictions became manifest.
Whereas Mussert and the majority of NSB’s top figures favored national
autonomy for their country within a confederation of “Germanic states”
under the auspices of Berlin,*” a radical fraction led by Meinoud Marinus
Rost van Tonningen openly propagated annexation of the Netherlands by
the Greater German Reich.*® Even more cumbersome for Seyf3-Inquart’s
policy of guided self-nazification was the growing reticence which the
overwhelming majority of Dutch population displayed towards National
Socialism and the Reichskommissariat. As the occupation regime turned
into routine, the initial wait-and-see attitude on the part of the Dutch
people gave way to expressions of dissent.*” Hostility towards the National
Socialist regime manifested itself not just in acts of sabotage and aggression
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against German institutions, soldiers of the Wehrmacht, functionaries of
the civil administration, or Dutch collaborators. Repudiation of German
rule became particularly obvious in three remarkable instances. In February
1941, April-May 1943, and from September 1944 onwards intensified
persecution of the Jews, introduction of Dutch forced labor, and internment
of thousands of soldiers of the demobilized Netherlands army, infuriated
the public. All of these instances gave rise to strikes in different parts of the
country—the latter together with the Dutch desire to facilitate the advance
of the Allied forces in the wake of D-day. All of them were put down
brutally, each crushing of resistance bringing about a further hardening of
the German attitude and, in turn, increased repression—a vicious spiral.

Right from the start, the Jews were a target of oppressive measures by
the occupation regime. As in the Reich, they were considered the primary
obstacle of a specifically National Socialist “New Order” designed for
the whole of continental Europe. It is striking that the number of Jews
deported from the Netherlands was higher than in any other Western
European country under National Socialist rule. France and Belgium
witnessed 25 and 43%, respectively, of their Jews being removed during the
Second World War. The Jewish population of the Netherlands got reduced
by 76%. On the whole, more than 107,000 children, men, and women were
channeled via the detention camp at Westerbork to the concentration
and extermination camps throughout Eastern Europe.® Though formal
responsibility for this crime against humanity rested with Héberer §§- und
Polizeifiibrer Nordwest Hanns Albin Rauter, Reich Commissioner Arthur
Seyf3-Inquart made a point of keeping the expropriation, socio-economic
segregation and deportation of the Jews under his control. He did so by
issuing a whole string of anti-Jewish decrees, by assigning responsibilities
to his subordinate officials in order to speed up the genocide, by installing a
“Special Representative for the Persecution of the Jews,” and by personally
signing lists of deportation. Furthermore he participated in creating an anti-
Semitic atmosphere conducive to the persecution of the Jews. In March
1941, for example, he publicly announced in Amsterdam: “We will hit the
Jews wherever we reach them, and whoever goes along with them, will have
to bear the consequences. The Fiihrer has declared that the Jews’ game in
Europe is over, and hence it is over.”*
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Regarding the persecution of Jews as well as other activities under
the Reich Commissioner’s jurisdiction, SeyR-Inquart was compelled to
cooperate closely with National Socialist instances in the Reich and in the
occupied Netherlands. Since he belonged to the upper part of the middle
ranks of the regime, his job was to mutually reconcile the objectives of
various agencies and power factors. Concerning the “Final Solution” and
the deportation of gypsies, for example, he had to reckon with Himmler
and the Reichssicherbeitshauptamt in Berlin. For his economic policy, the
recruiting of foreign workers and the exploitation of Dutch industry,
agriculture, and art resources Seyf3-Inquart kept in touch with Géring as
Hitler’s Commissioner for the Four Year Plan, with Ministries of the Reich,
and the General Plenipotentiary for the Employment of Labor, Fritz
Sauckel, to name but a few relevant persons and institutions. In all these
matters—and in several others—he also regularly consulted with the Reich
Chancellery under Hans Heinrich Lammers and the Chancellery of the
NSDAP. At the same time, SeyR-Inquart did everything in his power to
block the encroachment of central instances of the Reich on “his” territory
by pointing time and again to his immediate subordination under the
“Fiibhrer.” In this sense, cooperation and coordination implied permanent
definition and regulation of the proper competences within the polycratic
and dynamically floating structures of the National Socialist system.

Furthermore the Reich Commissioner had to communicate his proposed
actions to the staff members of the Reichskommissariat, and to harmonize
the guidelines issued by his office to the Dutch organs that would then put
them into practice. In some cases, working relationships with subordinate
German employees were without any difficulty. Old friends from Austria
like DDr. Friedrich Wimmer (General Commissioner for Administration
and Justice) and Dr. Hans Fischbock (General Commissioner for Finance
and Economy) supported SeyR-Inquart’s policy in The Hague effectively
and smoothly. The Salzburg art historian Dr. Kajetan Mithlmann efficiently
organized the theft of art works to the complete satisfaction of the Reich
Commissioner. Seyf3-Inquart relied on his services already in the era of the
Anschluss and during his tenure as Deputy General Governor in Poland.*
In other instances, however, coordination of occupation policies was
difficult to achieve because time and again personal rivalries and conflicts
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of competence between various agencies of the Reich like the party and
the SS threatened the progress of civil administration in the Netherlands.
Frequently Seyf3-Inquart was compelled to settle disputes between Rauter,
who styled himself first and foremost as Himmler’s lieutenant in The Hague,
and General Commissioner Fritz Schmidt, who acted as representative of
the NSDAP in the Netherlands. While Rauter pleaded for a rapid and
complete annexation of the Netherlands, Schmidt resolutely championed
setting up a domestic government formed by the NSB. Despite their
obvious incompatibility, Seyf3-Inquart managed to blend some of the views
of Rauter and the SS on the one hand and Schmidt and the party on the
other into his day-to-day policies.

His talent to successfully go along with different agencies and to
reconcile opposing points of view certainly was a prerequisite for being
entrusted with delicate assignments within the scope of the Greater
German Reich. The intriguing question is what power techniques Seyf3-
Inquart was capable of applying to establish and sustain his positions in
Vienna, Cracow and The Hague.

Power techniques—surviving in a pool with sharks

Arthur SeyR-Inquart is one of those bureaucratic perpetrators who
by conviction bound their career completely to National Socialism. From
the middle of the 1930s onwards he was on the fast track. Starting as a
political nobody, he continuously worked his way up within just a few
years. As Austrian Privy Counselor, Minister and Chancellor he paved the
way for the Anschluss Osterreichs, as Reich Governor, Deputy Governor,
Reich Commissioner and Reich Minister he essentially contributed to
the efforts of nazification and Gleichschaltung of Austria, Poland, and the
Netherlands. In the very last days of the war, Hitler, in his so called “Political
Testament,” decreed that SeyR-Inquart be Foreign Minister in the cabinet
of Admiral of the Fleet Karl Dénitz.* Furthermore Seyf-Inquart was
made SS-Gruppenfiihrer by Himmler right after the German takeover of
Austria. Three years later he was promoted to Obergruppenfiibrer. After the
Anschluss, some politically minor but nonetheless prestigious posts were
conferred to him. In July 1938, for example, he was appointed leader of
the German Alpine Association,* and in 1944 he became president of
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the Deutsche Akademie charged with propagating German language and
culture in foreign countries. The accumulation of professional and honorary
functions signaled to his contemporaries that SeyR-Inquart was one of
those National Socialists who, despite their absence from the innermost
circle of Hitler’s confidantes, had to be taken seriously.

All this said, it is reasonable to ask why Seyf3-Inquart remained in
power beyond the point of realization of the Greater German idea, in other
words why his upward path continued after Germany had accomplished
the incorporation of Austria and the Sudetenland in 1938. What particular
methods helped SeyR-Inquart, the “Austrian,” “survive” and succeed on
a high level within a political system that was characterized by internal
competition and structural rivalries among its leaders? In two respects,
circumstances militated against him. Firstly, many remunerative career
posts were already filled by German National Socialists before Seyf3-
Inquart was able to speed up his own political career in the spring of 1938.
Secondly, SeyB8-Inquart did not possess a power base within the NSDAP.
This was a serious deficiency given the party’s faith in the “soldiers of the
first hour,” men who partook in Hitler’s struggle for a Third Reich right
from its inception in the early 1920s. Seyf3-Inquart could not claim the
status of alter Kimpfer, and he failed to command a following among the
party’s senior members. Both handicaps placed him in a difficult position
when quarreling with long-serving party warhorses like Joseph Biirckel and
others.®

As a compensation, SeyB3-Inquart meticulously cultivated his personal
relationship with Hitler. He more or less regularly reported to the
“Fiihrer” on his activities, plans and ideas. From 1938 onwards, both men
congratulated each other on the occasion of their birthdays, and SeyR-
Inquart met Hitler several times for confidential conversations. As a final
proof of recognition the “Fiihrer,” shortly before committing suicide in his
Berlin bunker, included SeyR-Inquart’s name in the last cabinet list of the
Third Reich. At that point of time former pillars of the regime like Goring
and Himmler had already lost all their credit with the “Fibrer.” But Hitler
continued to have confidence in Seyf-Inquart. On the whole, Seyf3-Inquart
seems to have been among the very few Austrians whom Hitler really
esteemed. Given the importance attached by the National Socialist regime
to the Leader Principle (Fihrerprinzip), it was of utmost importance for a
leading functionary to get along with Hitler. In this respect SeyR-Inquart
obviously succeeded in striking the right note.
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Another important element in Seyf-Inquart’s career-promoting
strategy after the Anschluss consisted in entertaining friendly relations
with a number of men close to Hitler, like Lammers, Martin Bormann,
or several of the Reich’s cabinet Ministers. Among the men Seyf-Inquart
courted, Heinrich Himmler stands out in importance. His friendship with
the Reichsfiihrer-SS warranted his inclusion into the powerful network of
the Schutzstaffel. For SeyR-Inquart, alignment with the mighty SS certainly
held the potential of compensating for the lack of power within the NSDAP.
Himmler’s and SeyR-Inquart’s sympathy for each other was rooted in their
common Weltanschauung. Both men shared a deep-seated hatred of Jews
and a willingness to promote radical ethnic cleansing, both advocated the
use of force in creating the ‘New Order’, and both believed in the necessity
of an elitist organization like the SS to do the dirty work. On the basis of
these common attitudes, their relationship was one of mutual respect, and
Seyf3-Inquart’s affiliation into the SS helped both men to benefit from each
other.

This, however, does not mean that Seyf3-Inquart unilaterally favored
the SS at all times. Rather, he skillfully played on existing tensions
between various agencies of power like the SS, the Webrmacht, ministries
of the Reich, rivaling party organizations, indigenous collaborators in the
occupied countries, and his own offices of the Reichsstatthalterei in Austria
and the Reichskommissariat in the Netherlands. It is noteworthy that, in the
Netherlands, Sey3-Inquart constantly supported the local fascist movement.
On several occasions he defended the “National Socialist Movement” and
its leader Mussert against Himmler and Rauter, who both were skeptical
about the NSB’s ability and enthusiasm to substantially contribute to
the nazification of Dutch society, or to the effective incorporation of the
Netherlands into a future “Germanic Reich.” Despite his affiliation with
the network of the SS-complex, regardless of his good personal relationship
with Himmler, and in contrast to his own Greater Germanic aspirations,
Seyf3-Inquart steadfastly endorsed Mussert and the Nationaal-Socialistische
Beweging. Though Mussert was not given the permission to act as head of
a Dutch government, the Reich Commissioner constantly hoped to win
over Dutch society for National Socialism by backing the NSB. In the end,
Seyfi-Inquart’s expectations as to the “self-nazification” of the Netherlands
were frustrated. Still his efforts to cooperate with all relevant power factions
in his realm and to prevent one of them from becoming predominant are
clearly evidenced by a large number of documents.

Essential for his political “survival” was also his readiness to radicalize
his political attitude. He played an important part in the execution of the
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Holocaust, he encouraged the economic exploitation of territories under
German rule, and he assisted in the brutal repression of local resistance,
whether spontaneous or organized. His unconditional commitment
to Nazism and the radicalization of his political beliefs and attitudes
estranged him from Catholicism which, up to the Anschluss, had had a
strong impact on his views of the world. Not before the Nuremberg trials
did he show signs of returning into the Catholic fold. Between 1938 and
1945, he presented himself as a National Socialist fanatic dedicated to the
establishment of a “New Order” based on German superiority, and on the
conviction that the power of the Christian churches need be contained.
In the Netherlands, he supported the security forces in their attempt at
undermining the existing legal system. When, for example, in November
1942 SeyfR-Inquart presented to Himmler his draft of a decree on police
jurisdiction, he explicitly pointed out that in certain cases police courts-
martial (which, by definition, were largely exempted from legal restrictions)
might act even without prior promulgation of martial law.* With this flat
denial of any rule of law, the former attorney Seyf3-Inquart sought to adapt
the Dutch situation to that in the Reich or even to turn “his” Netherlands
into a model for Greater Germany. In this sense, Seyf3-Inquart was not
a victim of the process of radicalization inherent in National Socialism
during World War II. In quite a few instances he rather belonged to the
driving forces of this process.

Despite his willingness to actively take part in the radicalization
of National Socialist politics, Sey3-Inquart proved to be flexible when
negotiating matters of wartime food supply with representatives of the
Dutch government in exile, with members of the Dutch administration in
the occupied Netherlands, or with the Allied Supreme Command in the
very last weeks of the war. These negotiations were facilitated by his explicit
choice to ignore Hitler’s “scorched earth” strategies. Did his decision reflect
a realistic judgment of German military weakness in the final stages of
the War? Was it plain altruism that motivated Seyf3-Inquart’s efforts to
mitigate the consequences for the Western Netherlands of the “hunger
winter” of 1944-45, causing thousands of deaths from starvation?” Or did
he naively expect the victorious Allied Powers to give him credit for his
attempts at feeding the Dutch once the war would be over?

There are good reasons for being critical of Sey3-Inquart’s role in the
hunger winter episode. His intervention on behalf of the Dutch people
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came very late. To a certain degree, armed German units sabotaged the
deal struck between him and US-General Walter Bedell Smith. And from
a technical point of view, SeyR-Inquart’s participation in the negotiations
failed to make much sense. With hindsight, though, the incident once again
reveals an important aspect of the way he used his powers, betting on several
horses at the same time. When entering into confidential negotiations on
food supply in spring 1945, he simultaneously launched a public appeal to
German and Dutch National Socialists to continue their struggle against
the Allied forces until the bitter end. Seyf3-Inquart’s answer to the demand
for German unconditional surrender issued by the Yalta Conference came
during a political rally in March 1945, when he said: “An iron will to persist
helps us endure everything except a disgraceful surrender without a fight.”*
For SeyR-Inquart, battling to the last breath obviously did not exclude the
dismissal of Hitler’s politics of the “scorched earth,” nor did his desperate
moves to entrench the National Socialist regime in the Netherlands exclude
cooperation with the enemy in the last weeks of the war. By trying to preserve
a choice of options for himself, he made it difficult for contemporaries and
historians alike to unveil his real intentions. The same pattern of behavior can
be detected in numerous other phases of his political career. Time and again
he publicly spoke in favor of an autonomous Dutch administration, while
his Reichskommissariat hardly left any freedom of movement to indigenous
functionaries and politicians. And didn’t Seyf8-Inquart’s early career run on
double-tracks? In the era preceding the Anschluss he presented himself as
a more or less neutral “bridge-builder” between Schuschnigg and Hitler,
while in the actual process of Austro-German unification he clearly acted
as Hitler’s Trojan horse.

Setbacks

All these strategies and techniques of political conduct helped
Seyf3-Inquart to remain in relatively powerful and influential positions
from March 1938 up to his capture by Canadian soldiers in May 1945.
But it is also true that his career suffered several setbacks, and some of
his plans were foiled by competing currents. In April 1942, for example,
he founded the “Germanic Research Institute” designed to become #he
central institution for scholarly research on and in the Low Countries.
Since the SS considered SeyR-Inquart’s brainchild an unwelcome rival
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to its own research organization Das Ahnenerbe,” it was doomed from
the beginning. In Poland in 1939-40, General Governor Hans Frank
successfully nipped Seyf3-Inquart’s political aspirations in the bud. But it
seems that the period between May and September 1939 was the least
promising stage of Seyfl-Inquart’s career, when, following the end of his
tenure as Reich Commissioner in Austria, he tried to convince Hitler
and other leading National Socialists of his capacities as an expert on
cultural policy and on East and South-East European politics. Failing to
be entrusted with an important task, he contributed behind the scenes to
the gradual destruction of the Czechoslovak state and the creation of the
Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia. To this end, Seyf-Inquart worked
to foment secessionist tendencies among Sudeten Germans and Slovaks in
1938-39. Being a native Sudeten German himself, he took pride in being
present at the spot when Hitler welcomed “the new citizens of the Greater
German Reich”in Brno on 17 March 1939.%° In fact, however, his efforts to
acquire a job in the fields of culture or of (South-)East-European politics
delivered no results. For nearly a half year, in which the Greater German
Reich vigorously prepared territorial expansion, SeyR-Inquart justifiably
felt that he was sidelined, being no more than a Reich Minister without
portfolio and member of the powerless German parliament. Neither of
these posts afforded an opportunity for the deployment of proper political
or administrative energies. In this situation, the lack of a power base within
the NSDAP proved cumbersome, while being on friendly terms with Hitler
and Himmler did not help much, either. Early in 1939, the “Fiirer” even
withdrew his assent to naming SeyR-Inquart the German representative
in Slovakia. Hitler’s decision was based on the advice of his Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Ribbentrop, who feared that the government in Bratislava
might overestimate its significance for the Greater German Reich should
a high official like Reichsminister SeyR-Inquart be appointed ambassador.’!

There were other reasons as well for Seyf3-Inquart to lose faith in
the loyalty of his fellow National Socialists. In the spring and summer of
1939, several of his close associates died under circumstances that never
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were clarified in a satisfactory way. It seems that the Schuzzstaffe/ had a
finger in the pie when SeyR-Inquart’s right hand man, SS-Sturmbannfiibrer
Dr. Franz Hammerschmid, his friend and informant Dr. Fritz Flohr, and
Dr. Wilhelm Wolf, the Minister of Foreign Affairs in Seyf-Inquart’s
Anschlusskabinett, lost their lives. Be that as it may, the fact that several
people with whom Seyf3-Inquart had intimately collaborated in the era of
the Anschluss Osterreichs passed away within a couple of weeks, pointed at
some internal rivalry among National Socialist factions. Notwithstanding
his good personal relations with Himmler and his affiliation with the SS,
the fatalities reminded Seyf3-Inquart once more of the absence of a genuine
power base. It looked as if his political career had come to an end in 1939.
In fact, he had to wait until the beginning of the Second World War to find
new opportunities for political and professional advancement.

Conclusion

On account of his deep involvement in the National Socialist regime,
Sey-Inquart was tried as one of twenty-four major war criminals and
ultimately sentenced to death by the International Military Tribunal in
Nuremberg.*? Failing to have shown signs of regret or feelings of guilt in
the face of unparalleled atrocities committed by National Socialism and the
Greater German Reich, he was hanged on 16™ October 1946 together with
nine other perpetrators. Thereafter, American soldiers burnt the corpses,
and the ashes were poured into a small tributary of the Isar. This procedure
was deliberately chosen to exclude any possibility of gravesites becoming a
place of worship for National Socialists or likeminded people.

What does Arthur SeyR-Inquart’s biography tell us in retrospect?
Undoubtedly he was one of those bureaucratic perpetrators (Schreibtischtiter)
who belonged to the middle stratum of the National Socialist hierarchy.
His ambition propelled him to seek ever further advancement, but both
his successes and failures were determined by the structure of the National
Socialist state, and its elites. Within this general framework, Seyf3-Inquart
skillfully worked his way up until the Greater German Reich finally collapsed
in May 1945. From the 1930s onwards, he knowingly and deliberately
chose for a career under National Socialist auspices, disregarding other
options of Greater German orientation. Once embedded, he smoothly
followed all the twists and turns of the regime, and more than once he

52. In recent years, abundant literature on the Nuremberg trials has been published by
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Stoltzfus and Henry Friedlaender (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).
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delivered contributions to the radicalization of National Socialist politics.
By adroitly making use of the techniques of power politics outlined above,
he managed to “survive” in high positions with considerable success. In the
end, though too late for any practical effect to follow from it, he witnessed
the fulfillment of his highest aspirations: he got appointed Minister of
Foreign Affairs of a by now defunct German Reich. It would be misleading
to assume that Seyf3-Inquart’s career rested exclusively on opportunism
and tactical suppleness. All his letters, articles and proclamations reveal
a great portion of idealism. In National Socialist thought he obviously
recognized the appropriate expression of Greater German nationalism.
Deeply rooted anti-Semitic and racist feelings combined with his rejection
of communism, liberal democracy and parliamentarianism were further
ideological components which firmly tied him to Hitler and his movement.

It goes without saying that SeyR-Inquart shared his beliefs with many
contemporaries in Austria and Germany. Furthermore, he was far from
alone in his desire to benefit from the establishment of a “New Order”
in state and society. In this respect his biography may be regarded as a
typical “Austrian life” of the first half of the 20 century. What makes
him a special case, however, is the fact that no other well-known Austrian
succeeded in gaining and preserving Hitler’s favor, and no other Austrian
National Socialist managed to “survive” almost continuously in high
positions within the Greater German Reich. In this sense, Seyf3-Inquart’s
biography is certainly not representative of Austria at the same time. On
all accounts, regardless of his biographical singularity SeyR-Inquart may
be taken as a striking example of innumerable Austrians who opted for
National Socialism. His active involvement in the Anschluss Osterreichs
and his subsequent career within the Greater German Reich convincingly
falsify the belief that Austria had been no more than the first victim of
Nazi aggression. Though rebutted by professional historiography for a long
time, the widespread Opferthese has led a long-lasting life after World War
I1.> Biographical research on perpetrators of all ranks, by contrast, has the
potential to demonstrate that National Socialism has to be considered as an
integral part of Austrian history of the 20* century.

53. Heidemarie Uhl, “Osterreich: Vom Opfermythos zur Mitverantwortungsthese: Die
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A Century in a Lifetime: Biographical Approaches
to Bruno Kreisky (1911-1990)

Elisabeth Réhrlich

If Austria had a Mount Rushmore, Bruno Kreisky most likely would be
sculpted in it. He was the longest standing Austrian federal chancellor in
the history of the Second Republic, and the thirteen years of his government
(1970-1983) mark a period of societal reforms, liberalization, and
internationalization. In retrospect, the picture of Kreisky’s chancellorship
seems to shine even brighter, and it is often recalled as a golden era. More
than that, Kreisky’s appearance, his way of talking, and the fact that he
cultivated the friendship of many artists, musicians, and businessmen, made
him the subject of numerous anecdotes. Almost every Austrian seems to
know at least a few of these little stories in which Kreisky is the main
character and that describe his personality and nature. The anecdotes
continue to be narrated in countless ways and, for instance, point to the
fact that the Austrian chancellor was listed in Vienna’s telephone directory,
that people could call him at home, and that they even got through to him.
At the heart of most anecdotes lies the complexity of Kreisky’s character:
the stories describe him as a sometimes ready witted, sometimes enraged
man, as a grand statesman and yet a down-to-earth politician. As a matter
of fact, lots of these anecdotes have a true core and have often been verified
by former staff members of Kreisky:!

'The brightest picture of the Kreisky era has been drawn in 2011, when
Kreisky would have been a hundred years old. The Austrians commemorated
their former chancellor like they never had before: exhibitions, talks, books,
TV shows, and plays were focusing on the life and times of the famous social
democrat.? During Kreisky’s chancellorship his politics were by no means
without controversy, but now, they often become a model for the present.
“What would Kreisky do today?” journalists, intellectuals, and politicians
keep asking.* To handle the challenges of the present they refer to Kreisky’s
famous slogans, political concepts, and key words. Kreisky had coined many
of them already in his early career and had echoed them throughout his

1. Elisabeth Rohrlich, Kreiskys Auflenpolitik: Zwischen dsterreichischer Identitit und
internationalem Programm (Gottingen: Vienna University Press, 2009), 344.

2. 'The complete program is accessible at: <www.kreisky100.at> (25 Dec. 2011).

3. Thomas Nowotny, “Und wenn jetzt ein “neuer Kreisky” kime,” Der Standard, 8./ 9. Jan.
2011.
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political life—a phenomenon that, in the words of the former Austrian
foreign minister Peter Jankowitsch, could be called “Kreisky vintage.”

The booking photograph shows Bruno Kreisky after being arrested in January 1935.
© Bruno Kreisky Archives Foundation, Vienna

Nonetheless, the 2011 anniversary alone is not the explanation for the
ongoing fascination with Kreisky. A major part of the reason why he is
still so popular today can be found in Kreisky’s personality and, closely
linked to that, in his biography. His appearance was that of a gentlemanly,
urbane, and self-assured man, a cosmopolitan and an intellectual, but he had
experienced deep ruptures during his life: two world wars, imprisonment,
and exile. Both the main continuities and the main discontinuities in
the history of the twentieth century in Europe—and particularly in the
history of Austria—had affected Kreisky’s life and his political career. The
biographical approach—without overvaluing its explanatory power—can
offer revealing insights into Kreisky’s life and thus explain some of the
chancellor’s key strengths and weaknesses.

When Kreisky was born in Vienna in 1911, his hometown was still
the capital of the huge multi-ethnic Habsburg Monarchy. Like many of
their contemporaries Kreisky’s parents had migrated from the Habsburg
crown lands; the family of Kreisky’s father Max Kreisky was from Bohemia,
Kreisky’s mother, Irene Felix, came from Moravia. Kreisky’s parents were
assimilated Jews, Kreisky himself resigned from the Viennese Jewish

4. Peter Jankowitsch, “Zum Phinomen Bruno Kreisky als Auflenpolitiker” (book
presentation and panel discussion at the University of Vienna), 19 Now. 2009.
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Community (Kultusgemeinde) when he was twenty years old.” As a young
boy, during World War I, he witnessed the carrying of the wounded to the
military hospital in Vienna. His father had been a soldier in the war too.°
During Kreisky’s school years Austria became a republic, and during his
time as a university student the country came under the rule of the clerico-
fascist Dollfuss-Schuschnigg regime. Kreisky’s Rigorosum coincided with
Hitler’s invasion of Austria in March 1938. He had to leave Vienna and
spend his exile years in Sweden. When Kreisky came back to Austria in
1951, the country was still under the control of the four occupying powers.
'The autobiography of the German born U.S. historian Fritz Stern is called
“Five Germanys I have known”’—likewise there were at least five Austrias
that Kreisky had known during his lifetime.®

One could argue, that—as a result of his remarkable biography—XKreisky
virtually had to become a politician. That was how Kreisky himself, too,
explained his way into politics. In his autobiographical texts he frequently
referred to certain key experiences that had made him a political person—
experiences such as the July revolt in 1927 (Justizpalastbrand), the Austrian
civil war of 1934, his imprisonment, the so-called Anschluss in 1938,
Kreisky’s years in exile in Sweden, or his participation in the negotiations
for the Austrian State Treaty in Moscow in April 1955.

However, since Kreisky’s vita was that outstanding, the opposite could
have been just as true. How, after all, was it possible that a person with such
an exceptional life could finally end up as Austria’s federal chancellor? If the
characterization of Austria as a “paradoxical republic™ is right, then the fact
that Bruno Kreisky was the country’s longest-standing chancellor can be
described as even more paradoxical: he was a Jewish chancellor in a country
with strong anti-Semitic tendencies, a former victim of the Nazi persecution
who became a leading politician in a country that thought of itself as
“Hitler’s first victim.” Moreover, he was a social democrat with an upper-
class behavior in a widely catholic and predominately agrarian country, and
a cosmopolitan who aimed to strengthen Austria’s patriotism. According to
the contemporary historian Oliver Rathkolb “as with no chancellor of the
Second Republic before him, all the internal political structural conditions
spoke against Kreisky, but all the social and international trends weighed
in his favour.”®

Rohrlich, Kreiskys Aufienpolitik, 52.
Ibid., 379.
Fritz Stern, Five Germanys I have Known (New York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 2006).
Rohrlich, Kreiskys Aufenpolitik, 27.
9. Oliver Rathkolb, The Paradoxical Republic: Austria 1945-2005 (New York: Berghahn
Books, 2011).
10. Rathkolb, Tbe Paradoxical Republic, 112.
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In 1974, an internal C.I.A. memorandum named the Austrian
chancellor an “Austrian Horatio Alger, at least in terms of his rise to political
prominence.” Referring to the prolific American novelist Horatio Alger
whose characters were mostly young men who struggled upward from a
poor background, the U.S. report referred to Kreisky’s astonishing political
success. Albeit Kreisky came not from a poor family but from an upper
middle-class background, the comparison to the ambitious and determined
characters of Horatio Alger’s novels indeed hit the mark. Even in his
own party Kreisky’s way to the top was not easy and had often demanded
persistence.

Bruno Kreisky’s Austrian Life

Kreisky was a typical Austrian, and yet he was not. His early life was
shaped by a series of changes in the political and economic system of the
country, the first of which was the disintegration of the Habsburg Empire.
Even though Kreisky was only a young boy when the multiethnic empire
collapsed, the Danube Monarchy had left an imprint on his youth. His
parents had moved from the crown lands to Vienna; Kreisky’s maternal
grandparents, the Felix family, had a family-owned enterprise based in
Southern Moravia. Many summers the young Kreisky spent amid his
relatives in Znaim, where the domicile of the family business was. The
Kreisky household in Vienna employed domestic maids from Bohemia,
with whom his parents, as Kreisky later recalled, spoke Czech.?

Notwithstanding his upper middle-class family background Kreisky’s
way into politics was a socialist one. In 1924, a schoolboy from Vienna
committed suicide after he had to suffer the torments of his teacher—a
bitter event that the Austrian writer Friedrich Torberg later transformed
into a novel.® When students from all over Vienna, organized by the
socialist youth organization for high school students (Sozialistische
Mittelschiiler) took to the streets to protest against the state of the Austrian
educational system, Kreisky joined them, and in doing so, attended his
first political demonstration. From then on Kreisky regularly participated
in the meetings of the socialist youth organizations. First, he joined the
Sozialistische Mittelschiiler, but soon he switched to the Socialist Working

11. “Memorandum: Subject: Austria Today, from 25 October 1974,” 20 July 2012, CIA-
RDP 85T00353R000100100010-4, CIA Records Search Tool (CREST'), National Archives
and Records Administration, College Park, MD.

12. Bruno Kreisky, Zwischen den Zeiten: Der Memoiren erster Teil (Vienna: Kremayr &
Scheriau, 2000), 61-102.

13. Friedrich Torberg, Der Schiiler Gerber hat absolviert (Vienna 1930).



Austrian Lives: Political Lives 151

Youth (Sozialistische Arbeiterjugend). In Kreisky’s eyes the latter was less
intellectual and, moreover, at the base of the working class. To cover his
political activities he wore his best suit when leaving for the group meetings,
telling his mother that he would attend classes at Vienna’s most famous
dancing school Elmayer.*

Atleast thatis what Kreisky tells us in his memoirs. This autobiographical
work, published in 1986, is the most comprehensive historical source
for Kreisky’s youth and for his first steps into politics. Whereas his exile
years in Sweden as well as his political career in the Second Republic
are documented very well, we lack detailed historical information about
Kreisky’s early political socialization. This is due to the fact that at the
beginning of his political activities Kreisky only held minor positions in
the youth organizations of the Social Democrat Party. In 1986 though,
Irene Etzersdorfer and Oliver Rathkolb were able to edit some sources
about Kreisky’s early political socialization.” But since there are hardly any
documents dating from his first twenty years, for that period we depend on
the information given in Kreisky’s memoirs. These, on the other hand, are
a subjective source and, in addition, can only offer a retrospective view. In
essence, this problem applies to most forms of autobiographical texts, and it
will be examined more closely in the second part of this essay.

After Kreisky had finished school, he went to the University of Vienna
to study law. In doing so he acted on the advice of the leading Austrian
socialist Otto Bauer who, as Kreisky later recounted, had told him that the
Social Democrat Party needed good attorneys.! To study in Vienna in the
1930s also meant to experience rising political radicalism and unveiled anti-
Semitism. For Kreisky it was even worse. When the Socialist Democrat
Party was forbidden by the Austro-fascist regime after the Austrian civil
war of 1934, the Socialists had to operate as an illegal underground group.
In a wave of arrests Kreisky was detained.

Kreisky was almost a year and a half under arrest. An exceptional
historical source dates from this period of Kreisky’s life—the journal he
kept during his imprisonment. Even more exceptional than the mere fact
that Kreisky kept a journal during his arrest is the way this outstanding
source has come down to us. For almost twenty years the original document
was considered to be lost, and it was only available as a fading copy.
Nevertheless, in 2009 the Bruno Kreisky Archives Foundation decided to

14. Kreisky, Zwischen den Zeiten, 103-42.
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publish Kreisky’s diary on the basis of the existing copy.” An anonymous
addresser, probably lead by his guilty conscious, thereupon sent a package
with the journal’s original copy to Kreisky’s longtime assistant Margit
Schmidt. Thus, on the verge of the journal’s publication, the original copy
had found its way back into the holdings of the Kreisky Archives. Besides
this adventurous history of the sources’ origin, what makes Kreisky’s journal
an important source for historians is that it gives in-depth insights into the
experiences and the mind-set of the young Kreisky.

In his journal, Kreisky writes about the daily routine in prison, about
how he gets along with cellmates, and about the discipline he needs to
endure his imprisonment. Furthermore, the journal is a revealing source
about Kreisky’s intellectual background. This is particularly true for the
literature Kreisky read during his imprisonment. In his journal, he lists the
books he reads while under arrest, among them studies on racial issues,
Zionism, and Jewry. The list shows that already in his twenties Kreisky
intellectually dealt with these subjects—subjects he continued to occupy
himself with throughout his political career.

But the imprisonment during the Dollfuf’-Schuschnigg was not the
only time that Kreisky had to spend in prison. The next time it was the Nazi
regime that brought him into jail. Only on condition that he would leave
the country Kreisky finally was released in August 1938. He took refuge
in Sweden, having left Vienna via Berlin and Copenhagen with a copy of
Robert Musil’s novel Der Mann obne Eigenschaften in his coat pocket—an
anecdote that Kreisky later often repeated and with which many Austrians
therefore still are acquainted.’® Like other little stories about Kreisky it
illustrates the close entanglement of biographical facts and Kreisky’s own
autobiographical statements with which historians are confronted.

Unlike many of his fellow Austrian emigrants Kreisky soon was able to
establish himself in Stockholm. Although he had some financial difficulties
in the beginning, the hard times did not last long. He got a job with the
Swedish consumer cooperative and worked as a freelance correspondent
for several international newspapers. Kreisky established close bonds with
leading social democrats in Stockholm and, by marrying the Swede Vera
Fiirth, he could improve his social status even more. Despite his good position
in Sweden, Kreisky’s attention centered on Austria and the country’s future
after the war. This becomes very clear when looking at Kreisky’s political
activities during his exile in Sweden. He participated in both Austrian

17. Ulrike Felber, ed., Auch schon eine Vergangenheit: Gefingnistagebuch und Korrespondenzen
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and international exile groups: the Club of Austrian Socialists (K/ub
Gsterreichischer Sozialisten, KOS) and the non-party Austrian Association
in Sweden (Osterreichische Vereinigung in Schweden, OVS) on the one hand,
and the International Group of Democratic Socialists on the other hand.
Unlike Austrian socialist exile groups in other countries the KOS always
argued for an independent Austria. The association had held this view even
before the release of the Moscow Declaration in November 1943, in which
the allied forces had committed themselves to an independent postwar
Austria. Although the Austrian social democrat party traditionally favored
a greater Germany including Austria, Kreisky—and with him large parts
of the younger socialists—dissented from this point of view." For the OVS
and the KOS alike the future independence of Austria was a major postwar
goal that was emphasized through an extensive cultural program including
for instance Austrian literary evenings and concerts. The socialist KOS,
under its president Kreisky, unabashedly employed traditional elements
of Austrian high culture and the country’s monarchic past to underscore
its political aim of Austrian independence and mixed it with elements of
socialist culture, like songs of the working class.® Certainly, this was not
only a political strategy to promote the Austrian interests in Sweden but
also a means to cope with the emigrants’ homesickness and nostalgia. But
in the context of the socialist KOS and the non-party OVS—both groups
were lead by Kreisky—he developed for the first time a policy of combining
traditional with modern images of Austria. After 1945, Kreisky followed
this political pattern again when he for example reopened the Diplomatic
Academy in the early 1960s or when he argued for a new international
conference center in Vienna in the 1970s and 1980s.

'The International Group of Democratic Socialists in Stockholm consisted
of social democrats from varying national backgrounds, including European
emigrants, international diplomats, and Swedish politicians. It therefore
has been often referred to as “The Little International.” It was in this
group where Kreisky got to know the German social democrat Willy
Brandt. They became close political and personal friends, and in the 1970s
both had great impact on the reformation of the Socialist International.
Some of the political ideas Kreisky and Brandt brought forward later were
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developed in these early years. This was particularly true for the global
focus that characterized the activities of the Socialist International in the
1970s. About thirty years back, the “Little International” of Stockholm
had anticipated this direction: “The possibilities to get in closer touch and
strengthen the ties with the labor movement in North and South America,
in the British Dominions, China, India, in the Near East and the African
and Asiatic colonies should be carefully examined.”?

Throughout his lifetime Kreisky remained closely connected with
Sweden. This was not only true for his wife’s family and his friends from
exile days, but also for leading political and public figures of Sweden. For
example the Swedish longtime Director General of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna, Sigvard Eklund, became a
good friend of Kreisky—the Eklund and the Kreisky families spoke with
each other in Swedish. When it came to Sweden and the country’s social
democrat party, Kreisky—who was friends with Prime Minister Olof
Palme—usually did not hesitate to show his opinion. In view of the election
defeat of the Swedish social democrats in 1976, Kreisky immediately called
the party headquarters in Stockholm in order to recommend what Palme
should do now.®

Notwithstanding Kreisky’s close ties with the Swedes and despite his
successful integration into Stockholm’s social democratic life, he never
seriously thought about staying in Scandinavia. After the end of the war
his main goal was to establish himself in Austrian politics. However, the
postwar socialist party was not very eager to integrate the remigrees, neither
to provide them with significant political positions. Since the Sozialistische
Partei Osterreichs (SPO) wanted to shed its prewar image as a “Jewish party,”
it was particularly hard for Jews to find their way back into the party.?
Kreisky was sent back to Stockholm to build up the Austrian Embassy there.
He did not come back to Austria until 1951. Although the appointment
in Stockholm did not meet Kreisky’s expectations for his postwar political
career, the new job in Sweden turned out to be an important part of Kreisky’s
political vita. It was his first professional engagement with Austrian foreign
policy—a political issue that later became his favorite field of activity.

Back in Austria, Kreisky firstly held the position as an advisor to the
Austrian Federal President Theodor Kérner (SPO). Shortly after he made
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a big jump in his career: Kreisky became Austrian under secretary of state
for foreign relations (1953-1959). This position carried him right into the
center of international politics, including the state treaty negotiations in
Moscow. Already as under secretary of state Kreisky developed a political
style that was very self-confident and often out of the ordinary. This can be
exemplified by his mediation attempts during the Berlin Crisis in spring
1959. Kreisky, at that time only under secretary, had the idea to set up a
personal meeting between Nikita Khrushchev and Willy Brandt, then
Mayor of West Berlin. In his efforts to set a date Kreisky acted hastily; he
neither waited for Brandt’s approval to the plan nor did he reassure himself
with his own boss, Foreign Minister Leopold Figl (Osterreichische Volkspartei,
OVP). And, worse yet, Kreisky informed Khrushchev that Brandt had
already consented to the plan when the mayor was still pondering. Finally
Kreisky’s plan failed. Only toward the end of his efforts the Austrian under
secretary realized that his own political career was at stake. Afterwards
Kreisky’s friendship with Brandt cooled down for a while.?

Kreisky’s objective during the Berlin Crisis was to establish a direct
dialog between East and West. From his point of view this was also a means
to foster Austria’s neutrality. Nonetheless, Kreisky never left a doubt that
he was a man of the West. In speeches, talks, and papers he often used
typical Cold War rhetoric like the persistent reference to the “free world”—
most notably during the 1950s.° Another revealing example for Kreisky’s
orientation toward the ideological West can be found in his collaboration
with the so-called Meraner Kreis (Circle of Meran), a group of people that
tried to organize a counter-program to the communist world youth festival
that took place in Vienna in summer 1959. Federal Chancellor Julius Raab
(OVP), who was known for his often Soviet-friendly interpretation of
Austria’s neutrality, had officially invited the festival’s organizers to Vienna.
In order to counter the communist festival Bruno Kreisky and a few other
political and public figures set up several working meetings, the first of which
took place in a hotel in Meran (hence the name of the group).”” Alongside
Kreisky the circle included the socialists and members of parliament
Christian Broda and Peter Strasser, the German Catholic and Adenauer-
intimate Klaus Dohrn, the financier Georg Fiirstenberg, and the American
C.D. Jackson, vice president of Time Life and former advisor to President
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Eisenhower—he added an international dimension to the group. Together
they drafted an extensive program to counter the communist initiative and
even achieved that the Western press did not report on the youth festival.
'The Meraner Kreis is an early example for Kreisky’s approach to networking
in which he often went beyond the boundaries of party affiliations.

In 1959, Kreisky became Austria’s foreign minister. Traditionally, the
foreign ministry was an office of the federal chancellery, but under Kreisky
it had been elevated to full cabinet rank for the first time since World War
II. This modification had been Kreisky’s condition to accept the office, a
plan that was backed by many members of the Foreign Ministry, among
them also conservatives.” During the years as foreign minister (1959-1966),
Kreisky pursued his goal to consolidate Austria’s westernization. A U.S.
observer of that time described Kreisky as follows: “A brilliant intellectual
with an international reputation, Kreisky is pro-Western and less addicted
to the opportunism that Raab frequently tended to inject into Austria’s
relations with the Communist bloc in the past.” Kreisky aimed to strengthen
Austria’s position in international relations by giving the neutrality of the
state a new and more active profile. In the 1960s, he therefore pursued
the West-oriented foreign policy but underlined Austria’s neutrality. The
U.S. report continued: “On the other hand, Kreisky has tended to feel that
Austria’s neutrality—required by law only in the military field—should
be patterned after the broader Swiss concept. This and his dislike of West
German economic influence in Austria have made him oppose Austrian
membership in the Common market in a broader economic association.””

Next to the East-West-relations and to the European integration
process, Kreisky put a major emphasis on development politics as well as
on Austrian-Italian relations, notably South Tyrolean affairs. The latter
was also a means for the Jewish socialist Kreisky to prove his patriotism.
In his memoirs Kreisky explained: “In addition to the obvious political
considerations, I also had a strong personal reason for wanting to be viewed
as active in the matter of South Tyrol; I had to prevent people from assuming
that because of my commitment to socialism and my inclination towards
cosmopolitism (which was sometimes attributed to my Jewish background),
I would not pursue this matter with the necessary energy ...”*° Moreover,
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since the question of South Tyrol was discussed before the United Nations,
it was a significant step of internationalization.

Kreisky also showed a particular fascination for the United States. He
admired New York. He visited the city yearly to attend the United Nations
General Assembly, and he was greatly interested in new trends in American
literature, sciences, and the arts. He spoke frequently to U.S. politicians,
diplomats, and intellectuals and was keen on knowing what was new in
America. In order to stay updated he often talked to friends and journalists
in the United States who became important sources of information. In
October 1963, one month before the assassination of President Kennedy,
Kreisky, who had been recommended to Kennedy by former president Harry
S. Truman, was invited to the White House. In fall 1965, Kreisky visited
the United States to attend the so-called Austrian Fortnight in Dallas—the
event was a means of cultural politics—and to give a talk at Yale University
about Eastern Europe and political “Changes in the Danubian Area.”
Already in the late 1950s, more than a decade before the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) took place, Kreisky developed
a new policy toward Eastern Europe, the so-called Nachbarschaftspolitik. In
Kreisky’s opinion, Austria and its Eastern neighbors were linked with each
other through the shared past of the Danube Monarchy.®?

When the OVP succeeded in the elections of 1966 and thenceforth
formed a one-party government, Kreisky was thrown back upon his seat as
a simple member of parliament. In party politics he was more successful:
in 1967 Kreisky became chairman of the SPO and was responsible for
developing a new party program. Kreisky promoted the new program with
the slogan that it had been prepared by “1,400 experts"—a number that
was obviously exaggerated. But Kreisky had indeed established a close
dialog with different experts to create the new party program. In doing
so, Kreisky was able to show that modern politics could take advantage of
the social sciences and other disciplines. Probably he was also influenced
by his Swedish experiences. In the context of the International Group of
Democrat Socialists Kreisky had worked together with Alva and Gunnar
Myrdal, noted Swedish scholars and politicians who had linked economics,
sociology, and politics.

Only a few years later, the elections of 1970 sent the SPO back to
power and Kreisky became federal chancellor in a minority government.
In 1971, a new government was formed after snap elections, this time

31. Bruno Kreisky, “Is the Cold War over? Changes in the Danubian Era,” New Haven, 14
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Kreisky’s SPO had received an absolute majority. Kreisky’s chancellorship
(1970-1983) was an epoch of domestic and foreign successes, but one of
international and inner-Austrian crises as well. While Kreisky succeeded
in strengthening Austria’s position in international relations and while
his government initiated far-reaching social reforms, the Kreisky era was
also marked by serious domestic political conflicts. Austria’s foreign and
defense policies, which in the first decades of the Second Republic were
based on a broad political consensus, now more and more became a field
of conflict between SPO and OVP. Also within the SPO arose conflicts, as
the emotion-laden clash between Kreisky and his former protégé Hannes
Androsch showed in the 1970s.

A recurring theme during Kreisky’s chancellorship was the question of
this Jewish origin—a question that referred to both his political activities
as well as to his biography. In his foreign policy, Kreisky had set a major
emphasis on the Mideast Conflict. Although he always manifested his
absolute loyalty toward Israel, Kreisky’s Jewish background did not lead
to an uncritical position toward the state. Instead, he became a committed
advocate of the Palestinians. Kreisky’s most important political initiatives
in this domain were the fact-finding missions which he led in 1973, 1974,
and 1975. Already during the previous years Kreisky had consistently called
for dealing with the Mideast on an international level. Following the Yom
Kippur war of 1973 the international attention for Kreisky’s ideas increased
and he finally was put in charge by the Socialist International to conduct
three fact-finding missions to the Mideast on behalf of the organization.
It was during these missions that Kreisky met several leading and often
controversial politicians of the Arab world, including Yasser Arafat or
Muammar Gaddafi. Kreisky always aimed to establish new relations
between politicians from different political and national backgrounds
and, in doing so, often chose unorthodox methods. In the early 1980s, for
instance, he established a connection between Gaddafi and the German
Greens, among them Otto Schily.® In recent years, new research on the
transnational terrorism in the 1970s and 1980s has shed new light on
Kreisky’s mediation attempts in the Mideast Conflict.*

When the SPO lost the absolute majority in the elections of 1983,
Kreisky resigned as chancellor and was succeeded by Fred Sinowatz. As an
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elder statesman Kreisky continued his international activities and, among
other things, chaired the Kreisky Commission on Employment Issues in
Europe. For Kreisky, who had experienced the World Economic Crisis and
high unemployment in his youth, this issue was of special relevance. In
August 1990 he died in Vienna.

Writing Kreisky’s Biography(s)

It is not surprising that Kreisky’s multifaceted life and his long
chancellorship have drawn interest on his biography—neither that this
interest is still lasting. The first biographies on Bruno Kreisky appeared at
the beginning of his chancellorship in the early 1970s. The manuscripts
had been written in close collaboration with him. In 1972, Victor
Reimann, a columnist of the Austrian tabloid Kronen Zeitung, published
a first comprehensive biography, entitled “Bruno Kreisky: The Portrait
of a Statesman.” Two years later, in 1974, the journalists Paul Lendvai
and Karl Heinz Ritschel released a second Kreisky-biography that was
published under the same title.* As Lendvai later recalled, Kreisky and
his close intimate Marietta Torberg observed the work of the journalists
throughout the booK’s development and, in addition, provided the authors
with autobiographical material as well as with historical sources about the
Kreisky family. In his memoirs, Lendvai described the great influence that
Kreisky had on the biographers and called it “problematic.”

Up to the late 1990s, writing biographical texts about Kreisky was an
endeavor primarily conducted by Kreisky’s fellow politicians, his former
associates and political admirers, and journalists. Among these books were
The Kreisky Era, published in 1983 and edited by Kreisky’s fellow politicians
Erich Bielka, Peter Jankowitsch, and Hans Thalberg.*® Another example is
Wolfgang Petritsch’s Biographical Essay on Kreisky.® Petritsch has started
his political career as Kreisky’s secretary and published an extended version
of the essay with his 2011 monograph Bruno Kreisky: Die Biographie
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(Bruno Kreisky: The Biography).® Herbert Pierre Secher’s monograph
Bruno Kreisky: Chancellor of Austria, however, made an important and
early exception to this.# Secher put an emphasis on the Jewish aspect—
an approach that enabled him to develop a new perspective on Kreisky’s
biography.

In the 1990s, further scholars started to ask for fresh perspectives on
Kreisky’s biography. The Austrian contemporary historian Peter Malina
pointed out that, until then, most biographers had shown a lack of
theoretical and methodological reflection toward their subject: “There is
the remarkable fact that hardly any of Bruno Kreisky’s biographers have
tackled the fundamental issue as to whether and how it is still possible to
write a “great” biography today. It is taken for granted that the course of
his life represents a sequence of chronologically ordered periods, the same
ones being mentioned time and time again: his political experiences in
Austria in the 1920s and 1930s, his enforced exile in Sweden, his return
to Austria, his rise within the party hierarchy, his election success in 1970-
71 and his appointment as federal chancellor.”? Here Malina refers to
theoretical and methodological debates in history that have been affected
by the social sciences and that challenged the belief that “great men make
history.” Malina’s essay was published in this very series in 1994, in the
second volume of the Contemporary Austrian Studies that focused on Zhe
Kreisky Era in Austria.®

Also scholars of literature, like the American specialist in German
Studies, Jacqueline Vansant have shed new light on Kreisky’s biography.
Vansant focuses on Kreisky’s autobiographical works, notably his memoirs,
and points to the links between Kreisky’s individual biography and more
general aspects of Austrian identity formation. She reads Kreisky’s memoirs
as a book that clearly refers to the Austrian collective. She writes about
Kreisky’s and other Austrian emigrees’ memoirs: “Political and religious
afhiliations, among others, have shaped these writers’ interpretations of the
past and have led them to fit their lives into the narrative of the group
with which they identify.”* In which way did Kreisky fit his life into this

Austrian narrative?
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To answer this question it is essential to begin with a closer look at the
genesis of Kreisky’s memoirs. In his fascinating monograph I Command of
History: Churchill Fighting and Writing the Second World War David Reynolds
has demonstrated how fruitful the historical investigation of the genesis
of a political memoir can be.* The first volume of Kreisky’s memoirs was
released in 1986, in 1988 a second followed. The third and final volume
appeared in 1996, six years after Kreisky’s death, and had been compiled
on the basis of numerous interviews, speeches, and essays.* Whereas the
second and third volumes are structured thematically and focus on the
different fields of Kreisky’s political activities, the first volume proceeds
chronologically. The book starts with Kreisky’s family background and his
youth, continues with his first steps in politics, his imprisonment and exile
years, and it ends with the conclusion of the Austrian State Treaty, an event
that Kreisky describes in his memoirs as his greatest political success and
the most beautiful day in his political life.” Because of this chronological
structure the first volume, which is entitled Zwischen den Zeiten (Between
the Times), is the most revealing one when asking for the characteristics of
Kreisky’s autobiographical work. Besides, it was a great commercial success
and had sold more copies than any other Austrian book since 1945.%

Kreisky had a group of historians and publishers to assist him with the
book. First of all, there was his publisher from Berlin, Wolf Jobst Siedler,
who had founded his own publishing house Sied/er Verlag only a couple of
years before. One of Siedler’s major publishing activities was the book series
Die Deutschen und ihre Nation (The Germans and their Nation), which
appeared since 1982. His publications were part of a new trend toward
dealing with history of the German national consciousness and processes of
German identity formation. Siedler represented the Berlin upper middle-
class and embodied all aspects of a typical Grofibiirger. So too did Joachim C.
Fest, the author of an influential biography on Adolf Hitler and like Siedler
an advisor to Kreisky’s book project. At the first glance, the thematic focus
of the Siedler Verlag, as well as what Siedler stood for, were an antagonism
to the memoirs of a leading socialist. But it was not the first time that
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Kreisky, who himself wore custom-made shoes and suits, collaborated with
conservative representatives of the upper middle class, as his activities with
the Meraner Kreis had proved. With the choice of his publishing house
Kreisky again underlined his affection for the Birgerfum, and, what is
more important, he placed his memoirs thematically in a context of nation
building and identity-formation.

The text of the book resulted from numerous talks with Kreisky. In
the first interview sessions Siedler and Fest questioned Kreisky; later the
team was lead by the young Austrian historian, Oliver Ratholb. The team
included further members, for instance Kreisky’s secretary, Margit Schmidt.
The German editor Thomas Karlauf turned the oral interviews into a written
text, which Kreisky then reworked. Kreisky wanted his memoirs to express
his personal experiences and thoughts, but it was of the utmost importance
to him that all historical dates and events were quoted correctly. Oliver
Rathkolb’s extensive archival research and fact checking was therefore an
important part of the book project.

The stories he told and the stories he was

Throughout his political career Kreisky’s “Austrianess” has been
subject to many debates. When he ran for chancellorship for the first time
in 1970, the slogan of the OVP rival candidate was: “Josef Klaus: a real
Austrian.” Klaus’ campaign clearly had an anti-Semitic undertone that
alluded to Kreisky’s Jewish origin, to his exile in Sweden, and to socialist
internationalism in general. For Kreisky his memoirs therefore were also a
means to prove his “Austrianess.” In order to show that his ancestors had
been loyal servants of the Habsburg Monarchy, Kreisky quoted historical
sources of his family in detail—going back to the Seventeenth Century.*
He emphasized that he had left Austria in 1938 as a political, and not as
a Jewish refugee, and he underscored that he had only left Austria when
no alternative remained. With his memoirs Kreisky, a victim of the Nazi
regime, indirectly reinforced the so-called victim theses, that is the belief
that Austria had been Hitler’s first victim. There are many more examples
for this Austrian narrative in Kreisky’s memoirs. They all have one thing in
common: when dealing with Bruno Kreisky’s autobiographical texts, we
can never completely entangle the stories he told and the stories he was.*

The Kreisky anniversary in 2011 has shown that the life and times
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of Bruno Kreisky still form a major field of interest for the Austrians.
According to Peter Malina “any biography of Bruno Kreisky is surely
an indication of how the Austrian society treats a ‘great man,” of how it
comprehends his biography as ‘its own,” and of how it can incorporate this
individual history in collective history. It is the ‘greatness’ of Kreisky that
induces his biographers to study his person.” It seems that it has been
this very “greatness” that for many years has held historians from writing
critical biographies about Kreisky. Maybe with the “Kreisky Year” this
development has reached its peak and the anniversary has cleared the way
for the historization of Austria’s longest serving chancellor. For even though
the 2011 festivities have been dominated by the voices of Kreisky’s admirers
and companions, in the last years a younger generation has come to the
fore. Austrian historians who have grown up after the Kreisky era took a
fresh look at the former chancellor. They focused on individual aspects of
Kreisky’s politics instead of seeking the reason for his “greatness.”? This
trend can also be found in the arts. In 2011, a young theater company from
Vienna premiered the play Die Quadratur des Kreisky: Eine Diskurs-Revue
(Squaring Kreisky: a Discursive Revue) and thereby used theatrical means
to approach the life and times of Kreisky.** For this younger generation, the
question “What would Kreisky do today?” becomes less and less important.
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Alois Mock—Pioneer of European Unity

Martin Eichtinger and Helmut Wohnout

In 2009, Austria joined her neighboring countries in celebrating twenty
years of the Fall of the Iron Curtain and the demise of communism, a true
shift in paradigms in European and global history. For many Austrians, the
picture that best sums up the events of 1989 is a photo of Alois Mock with
his Hungarian colleague Gyula Horn wielding wire shears to cut the much
hated barbed wire, which so often in the history of the twentieth century
had brought death and injury to people trying to escape from the oppressive
communist regimes of the Warsaw Pact.

The ability to define historical moments belongs to great politicians
and statesmen. Alois Mock has defined a number of these moments: when
he handed over Austria’s application for accession to the European Union
(then the European Community), when he symbolically helped dismantle
the Iron Curtain, when he paid the first-ever visit of a Foreign Minister
to newly independent Croatia and Slovenia or when he announced the
successful conclusion of Austria’s negotiations with the EU. From an early
date, Alois Mock’s heart had really belonged to foreign politics. For that
passion to bear fruit in the momentous changes that occurred during his
tenure as foreign minister (1987-1995) and in which he played a prominent
role, he first had to prove his skills in Austrian domestic politics.

A Christian Democratic Reformer—
Alois Mock’s Political Career up to 1989

Alois Mock’s political career began in earnest in 1969. On 2 June,
shortly before he turned 35, he was sworn in as minister of education. Until
that date Federal Chancellor Josef Klaus’s chief of cabinet was virtually
unknown to the public at large, even though he had already left his mark on
the inner circles of Vienna’s political scene.

Alois Mock was born near Amstetten on 10 June 1934 into a rural
middle class family with a background in trade. His father having died
before his birth, Alois was brought up by his mother on Catholic principles
and in strict opposition to Nazism. At school at Seitenstetten Monastery he
impressed everyone with his fledgling interest in international politics and
his talent for languages. On completion of his legal studies at the University
of Vienna he spent a post-graduate term at the European Center of Johns
Hopkins University in Bologna before joining the Department of University
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Alois Mock and Gyula Horn, the Foreign Ministers of Austria and Hungary, cut through the
Iron Curtain on 27 June 1989, © Bernhard J. Holzner, HOPI-MEDIA, Vienna/Austria

Administration at the Ministry of Education. After a year in Brussels in
1960 he returned to a position in the Department of International Economic
and Trade Affairs in the Austrian Federal Chancellery. In 1962 Mock was
despatched to the Austrian OECD mission in Paris; after two years he was
recalled to become personal assistant to Federal Chancellor Josef Klaus.
After the OVP (Osterreichische Volkspartei — Austrian People’s Party) had
won the absolute majority of votes in the 1966 general elections and formed
a solo government, Mock, who had already established a reputation for
himself through his capacity for hard work and his dedication, was made
Klaus’s chief of cabinet.!

At around that time the professionalization—inspired by the US
model—of aides and advisors in the entourage of Austria’s leading
politicians set in. This involved the creation of staffs of personal aides and
advisors who first became active under Josef Klaus in the triangle formed by

1. See Martin Eichtinger and Helmut Wohnout, Alois Mock: Ein Politiker schreibt Geschichte
(Wien: Styria, 2008) 14-28.



166 Eichtinger/Wohnout: Alois Mock

the civil service bureaucracy, political elites and the public.? As was also the
case with Alois Mock, membership in a political cabinet often proved the
first step for many an aspiring novice’s political career ladder. In addition
to this, Mock benefited from the political father-son relationship that had
developed over time between Josef Klaus and himself. His dedication, his
single-mindedness, his command of languages, his morally impeccable and
unassuming lifestyle, all these appealed to Klaus—qualities, incidentally,
that were eminently associated also with the Federal Chancellor himself.
What left a particularly deep impression on Klaus was the fact that, while
coping with the rigors of a cabinet job, Mock had prepared for—and
passed with flying colors—the demanding Foreign Office entrance exam
without so much as even mentioning it to anyone; he wanted to prepare for
a diplomatic career.® This goes to show that Mock’s political initiation—at
government level to boot—in fact came as a surprise to him, regardless of
his personal closeness to Josef Klaus.

The welcome the media gave to Alois Mock as minister of education
was anything but friendly. The newly appointed minister, who had no
political powerbase to support him other than the Chancellor’s goodwill,
was considered a stopgap, necessitated by the unexpected resignation of
his predecessor, Theodor Piffl-Percevi¢, who had been unable to unite his
own party behind him in a matter of educational policy, the addition of
another year to the grammar schools’ traditional eight-year curriculum.*
To make matters worse, the overall political situation had gradually turned
against the government after its electoral victory in 1966 and there were
only ten months to go before the next general elections. Mock nevertheless
made good use of his time as minister of education. Being the very
incarnation of optimism and youthful dynamism, he seemed to personify
the type of politician needed to keep the spirit of innovation alive that was
beginning to make itself felt in Austria’s educational policy in the 1960s.
New schools and educational facilities were being built, the general level
of education was being raised, women were enrolling in record numbers
in universities and other institutions of higher learning and students were
beginning to sense change in the air. Mock initiated a slew of reforms both
in schools and in universities, showed great interest in new directions and
developments in educational pedagogics and was soon perceived as an
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asset for the government. However, the public image of the OVP in the
campaign for the general elections in 1970 was not determined by him but
by Josef Klaus, on whom politics was visibly beginning to take its toll, by
Vice Chancellor Hermann Withalm, who was asserting himself more and
more, and possibly by the minister of finance, Stephan Koren. “Sincere,
punctilious and bit out of touch,” that was the general verdict on the OVP’s
“enlightened conservativism,” which cut no ice in the general elections on 1
March 1970 against the liberal, leftist zeitgeist harnessed with consummate
skill for his social democratic project by Bruno Kreisky.®

The OVP’s loss of its parliamentary majority and Kreisky’s formation
in April 1970 of an SPO minority government supported in parliament by
the FPO meant that the OVP now found itself in the role of the opposition.
Alois Mock, having won a seat in the general elections, remained in politics.
Initially a member of the foreign policy and the education committees,
he soon championed causes typically associated with parliamentary
opposition, inveighing against a billowing state bureaucracy and the waste
of public funds. Such themes were visibly to his taste and until 1986 he
continued to find variations on those themes, some of which were not
without a dose of populism. The years 1970 and 1971 saw him taking a brief
excursion into local politics. Mock, who always enjoyed the direct contact
with the populace, added a short spell of the mayorship of his Lower
Austrian home town Euratsfeld to his parliamentary mandate. In spring
1971 he became the head of the OVP’s Confederation of Employees, the
OAAB (Osterreichischer Arbeiter- und Angestelltenbund), which is one
of the OVP’s three powerful confederations (the other two representing
entrepreneurs and farmers). This meant Mock had now arrived in the inner
circle of party leaders, with a seat and a vote in all decision-making bodies.

The early 1970s presented the OVP with a novel and difficult situation.
For the first time in the history of the party, i.e. since 1945, the OVP was
not part of the federal government. This required some getting used to. As
the OVP put up the governors in six out of nine of Austria’s provinces and
was playing an important role in the so-called social partnership via its
Confederation of Entrepreneurs, the weight of the responsibilities it had
to shoulder was somewhat at odds with its role as an opposition party. This
was made even more difficult by the figure of Bruno Kreisky, whose SPO,
in a historic first, had won an absolute majority in the general elections in
autumn 1971. Kreisky went on to dominate the 1970s in Austria. While it
is true that the OVP, at more than 40% of the popular vote, managed to
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retain a high level of voter acceptance, the chancellorship remained out of
its reach. No OVP party leader was in sight who would have been capable
of taking on Kreisky in the chancellor stakes.

In this situation Mock became a driving force within the Austrian
People’s Party. In a volume edited by him he pleaded already in 1971 for
the party to open itself to the progressive center, which would enable it
to benefit from the new societal developments signaled by the turmoil of
1968.¢ As Mock and others in the younger generation of the party saw it,
this was a precondition for the OVP to become again attractive for the new
middle classes and to regain the majority of votes. At the same time Alois
Mock advocated a Christian conception of the world and of man’s role in
it, based on the encyclicas of John XXIII., notably Pacem in terris, which
provided the ground in which to anchor the natural law inspired organizing
principles of Catholic social teaching without further qualification, in the
sense of making human rights a key concern of modern democracy. Mock
always attached crucial importance to the concepts of the inviolability of
the human person and of individual responsibility for social life.”

As the leader of the Arbeiter- und Angestelltenbund Mock was
responsible for proposals weighted in favor of employees relating to family
policy and taxation, such as the extension of the legal minimum annual
leave, the introduction of parity in terms of labor law between part time and
full time employees, the cost-of-living linkage of the family allowance or
the extension of the entitlement to maternity allowance to the completion
of the child’s third year of life. At the time, these demands and other
similar ones, today part and parcel of Austria’s social and family legislation,
earned Mock in his party the reputation of “being more socialist than the
Socialists.”

When OVP party leader Karl Schleinzer died in a traffic accident in
1975 only a few weeks before the general elections, Mock was one of the
candidates for his succession but had to give way to Josef Taus. By way of
compensation Mock was appointed chairman of the OVP parliamentary
group in 1978, which ranks as one of the top jobs of a party in opposition
after the posts of party leader and secretary general. When Josef Taus
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lost the next general election in spring 1979 against Bruno Kreisky, who
was even able to increase his absolute majority, Mock was an obvious
candidate for Taus’s succession. When Taus, who sought to implement a
comprehensive reform of the OVP as a reaction to repeated electoral defeat,
failed to overcome the opposition of the party’s grandees in the provinces
and in its confederations, he handed in his resignation. At a convention
of the federal party in July 1979 Mock was elected as new party leader.
As chairman of the OVP parliamentary group Mock had already favoured
tactics of tough opposition to the ruling SPO and he was not averse to
personal confrontation in parliamentary debates, a style he remained
faithful to as a party leader. He managed to consolidate the party and give
it a more sharply defined profile as opposition. In the years up to 1986
the OVP presented a picture of unity the likes of which one had not seen
from 1970 onward. What helped him in his dealings with the SPO was the
first signs of attrition that were becoming visible in the party after more
than ten years in power; the climax of Bruno Kreisky’s string of political
successes was already a thing of the past. Both facts became obvious when
major corruption scandals connected to the SPO could not be contained,
such as the one in connection with the construction of the new general
hospital (Allgemeines Krankenhaus) in Vienna or the intra-party conflict
between Kreisky and his vice chancellor and heir-presumptive, Hannes
Androsch. Another factor that was to shape the incipient electoral campaign
in 1983 was Bruno Kreisky’s visibly deteriorating health; by now he was
dependent on dialysis. Mock by contrast presented himself as a youthful
and energetic challenger, who also acquitted himself well—and better than
his predecessor—in TV confrontations with the Chancellor.

In the meantime “the social democratic decade” of the 1970s had run
out of steam worldwide.” In Great Britain, a conservative prime minister,
Margaret Thatcher, was already in office; in the Federal Republic of
Germany Helmut Kohl had become federal chancellor in autumn 1982;
and in the U.S.A. Ronald Reagan moved into the White House in 1980.
Mock too made increasingly use throughout the 1980s, for the definition
of his own programmatic position, of neo-conservative thinking, which
was being championed as the new model particularly in the Anglo-Saxon
world. It was through an emphasis on the value of private ownership and on

9. See Bernd Faulenbach, Das sozialdemokratische Jahrzehnt: Von der Reformeuphorie zur
neuen Uniibersichtlichkeit; Die SPD 1969-1982 (Bonn: J:H:W. Dietz, 2011); with respect to
Austria see for example the chapter ,Das lange sozialistische Jahrzehnt® in Peter Bergers
History of Austria in the 20th century. Peter Berger, Kurze Geschichte Osterreichs im 20.
Jahrbundert, 2nd ed. (Vienna: Fakultas, 2008), 326-67.
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downsizing the role of the state that he wanted to sharpen his party’s profile
in opposition to the SPO.

The 1983 general elections were to become Alois Mock’s greatest
success in terms of domestic politics. Not only did the OVP again prove
able to win votes and parliamentary seats—for the first time since 1966—,
it was also able after almost twelve years to deprive the SPO of its absolute
majority in Parliament. Even though Kreisky resigned the night following
the elections, the SPO entered into a coalition with the FPO, forcing
the OVP to continue in the role of opposition. The new government had
problems getting started, the two main obstacles being the nationalized
industries, which were running up huge losses, and the conflict with a
newly formed ecological movement, which had found a catalyst in the
construction of the power station on the Danube at Hainburg. The OVP
in its role of sole opposition party kept on hammering the government in
parliament. Opinion polls had the party repeatedly in the number one slot.
Alois Mock was secure in his positions as leader of the party and leader
of the opposition; the office of chancellor seemed to be within his reach.
This was the situation in spring 1986, before Austria’s presidential elections.
Mock had cast an eye on Kurt Waldheim, the former secretary general of
the United Nations, as the OVP’s candidate; he had served with Waldheim
under Josef Klaus, when Waldheim was foreign minister. He was convinced
the diplomat’s international renown would decide the elections. Rumours
about Kurt Waldheim’s wartime past were initially ignored by the OVP,
and when the debate on the candidate’s alleged involvement in war crimes
erupted at the beginning of the campaign’s hot phase, the party found itself
totally unprepared. Should he retire Waldheim as candidate? This was not
an option for Mock, who from the beginning saw the SPO’s hand behind
the international attacks on Waldheim.” The party decided to present
Waldheim as the victim of an internationally orchestrated campaign of
character assassination—and carried the day. Waldheim was elected in
June 1986, after a campaign of unparalleled acrimony also on the part of
the OVP; however, the recriminations launched against Waldheim both
from within Austria and from abroad continued to flare. In Austria, Bruno
Kreisky’s somewhat uncharismatic successor as chancellor, Fred Sinowatz,
was retired by the SPO in early summer 1986 and replaced by the minister
of finance, Franz Vranitzky. When Vice-Chancellor Norbert Steger was
ousted as party leader of the FPO in September 1986, under tumultuous
circumstances, by the far right-wing Jérg Haider, Chancellor Vranitzky
dissolved the coalition and called early elections.

10. See Eichtinger and Wohnout, Mock, 104-111.
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For Alois Mock this meant a complete reversal of the political starting
situation. From 1983 onward, his counterparts had been two party leaders
who had cut a rather poor figure as heads of government. Now he himself
was already 52 and his opposite numbers were new figures, younger, more
telegenic and more vigorous than he was, and could look back on a rapid
rise to the top. Mock was beginning to feel the toll that 17 years in politics
were taking on him. Occasionally he gave the impression of being erratic
and overworked. He had always refused to take it easy at least temporarily,
before important appearances, and had simply ignored what his advisors
had to say on the topic. In the election Mock presented a classic center-
right platform: less state, more market, encouragement of private initiative
and hard work, privatizations and tax reform. It dawned on him at this stage
that the elections of 1986 were his best—and at the same time probably his
last—chance to achieve his great aim of becoming chancellor. This caused
great inner tensions in him. In the televised debate with Franz Vranitzky
he initially gave the impression of being absent minded and lost valuable
time before he was able to focus again. Altogether, the election campaign
unfolded, from the OVP’s point of view, in an unsatisfactory way in several
respects and was overshadowed towards the end by an untimely, altogether
mistaken and self-inflicted discussion about a possible grand coalition.
When at the end of the election day the OVP turned out to have again been
beaten to the post by the SPO, if only narrowly, Mock, having put himself
through a marathon programme in the days leading up to the elections,
suffered a dizzy spell and presented himself to the TV cameras “like a boxer
who had been knocked out on his feet.”! It is possible that those were the
first warning signs of the disease that later came to trouble him.

Even though Mock soon recovered from the shock of the election night,
his days as OVP party leader were numbered from that time onward. His
project of forming a center-right coalition under his leadership with Jorg
Haider’s FPO found no favor with the OVP party grandees, a majority of
whom favored collaboration with the SPO. Much as he detested doing so, he
was forced to enter into talks with the SPO, where the presumable outcome
was the role of junior partner in a grand coalition under a social democratic
chancellor. In the coalition talks Mock proved himself a savvy, tough
negotiator who was capable of extracting maximum concessions from the
other side both in terms of policy and in ministerial portfolios. He achieved
parity with the SPO in the distribution of ministerial posts, securing,
among others, the newly created Ministry of Economic Development with
its multiple competencies and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Not content
with the post of vice chancellor for himself and choosing to ignore the

11. Kurier,25 Nov. 1986.



172 Eichtinger/Wohnout: Alois Mock

tremendous workload this implied, he added the particularly demanding, if
prestigious, Ministry of Foreign Affairs to his personal portfolio.

On 21 January 1987 the Vranitzky/Mock government was sworn in by
the Federal President. This meant Alois Mock was returning to the Council
of Ministers after 17 years. While seeking to establish a constructive
climate in his dealings with the coalition partner, Mock never failed, if at
all possible, to emphasize his party’s share in the work of the government;
this, and his tenacity as a negotiator, did not endear him to the SPO. Alois
Mock and his OVP ministers acted with competence from the first days
of the new government and were indeed able to point to a number of
achievements, such as the tax reform that entered into force in 1988 and the
first privatizations; the very fact that the latter were considered acceptable
signaled a change of the political paradigm. It was unfortunate that these
achievements were not sufficiently perceived as such by the public. The
reason for this lay largely in intra-party tensions, such as the conflict about
the stationing of the Saab Draken interceptors delivered in 1987, which
resulted in a deep rift between the federal party and the Styrian OVP.
To make matters even worse, there was the escalation of developments
centering on Federal President Kurt Waldheim, who was put on the so-
called Watch List by the US authorities in April 1987. For months on
end debates about the head of state overshadowed the political process in
Austria and paralyzed Mock in his activities. He had been the driving force
behind Waldheim’s candidacy in the first place and now considered it his
duty to throw his weight behind him. It speaks to his integrity and his
personal loyalty that he refused to drop Waldheim in a situation where the
President was shunned internationally.”?

The OVP’s setbacks in regional elections inevitably led in the spring of
1989 to an escalation of the leadership crisis in the party, which had been
going on, if on the back burner, from the 1986 elections onward. True to his
character, Mock ignored calls from inside the party for him to step down.
It was only when some of his closest political associates began to distance
themselves from him that he agreed to resign from the post of party leader;
he retained the Foreign Ministry and was made honorary party chairman,
which guaranteed him a certain amount of influence on the party. On 24
April 1989 Mock’s former minister of agriculture, Josef Riegler, was sworn
in as the new vice-chancellor; Riegler also succeeded Mock as party leader
in May 1989. Having held the post of OVP party leader for almost ten
years, Alois Mock had served the party the longest in this function at the
time; he had even overtaken Julius Raab, who had more than eight years in

12. See Eichtinger/Wohnout, Mock, 133f.
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that function to his credit. It was only Wolfgang Schiissel with his almost
twelve years at the helm of the OVP who was to go one better. In his last
TV “Pressestunde” (“Meet the Press”) in his capacity as party leader Alois
Mock compared himself to a political marathon runner, who through sheer
staying power was ultimately able to bring his political ideas to fruition,
whereas short distance runners were no more than a flash in the political
pan.”® Even though he could not have known it at the time, the greatest
moments of his political career were still lying ahead of him.

Already during his years as parliamentary group leader of the OVP,
Alois Mock held a major international position as president of the EDU
(European Democrat Union). At the founding congress of the IDU
(International Democrat Union) in 1983 in London, in which prominent
conservative and Christian-Democratic politicians such as Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, Vice-President
George H.W. Bush and Jacques Chirac, then mayor of Paris and later
president of France, participated, Mock was also elected IDU president,
a position he held until 1987 (he held the position of EDU chairman
from 1979 until 1998).** Alois Mock devoted much time and effort to the
expansion of the EDU/IDU network. He saw it as a counterweight to the
Socialist International (SI), which had come to prominence in the 1970s
under the Socialist triumvirate of Willy Brandt, Bruno Kreisky and Olof
Palme.

In addition to putting its international connections at Mock’s disposal,
the IDU/EDU’s network enabled Alois Mock to acquaint himself with
all international issues and conflicts and to act as leader of international
observer missions, even to remote destinations in Africa, Asia and Latin
America. Even more importantly, he was able to use his international party
connections later in his career, in particular during the Austrian negotiations
for EU accession.

After the Austrian general elections of November 1986, when the OVP
eventually decided to enter into a grand coalition with the SPO, Alois
Mock was faced with the question of what portfolio to choose in addition
to vice chancellor (deputy prime minister) in the government of Chancellor
Franz Vranitzky, as already mentioned earlier. After a protracted period of
deliberation in which several options were tossed around, Mock secured
the Foreign Ministry,’® despite fierce opposition from former Chancellor

13. Der Standard, 3. Apr. 1989.
14. See Eichtinger/Wohnout, Moc, 145-57.

15. Alois Mock: “...die Interessen unseres Landes vertreten,” Zeitzeugengesprich mit
Michael Gehler und Helmut Wohnout, in Demokratie und Geschichte: Jahrbuch des Karl-



174 Eichtinger/Wohnout: Alois Mock

Bruno Kreisky, who resigned from his position as honorary chairman of
the SPO to protest it. MocKk’s constant presence in the media and the high
profile foreign policy issues ensured to him in the following, turbulent years,
proved him right. The combination of the positions of vice-chancellor and
foreign minister was also chosen by two of Mock’s successors, Wolfgang
Schissel and Michael Spindelegger.

Mock felt very comfortable in the position of foreign minister. Due
to his long-time involvement in international relations and his language
skills (Mock speaks fluent English and excellent French; he has always been
considered a Francophile, a reputation he owes to his studies in Belgium,
his time at the OECD in Paris, his love of French literature—Edmond
Rostand’s Cyrano de Bergerac being his favorite play—and his daily reading
of Le Monde). But it was only after his resignation as chairman of the OvVP
in April 1989 that Mock was able to devote all his energy to foreign affairs.
It was this period in his life which put him in the position to write history
as Austria’s “Mr. Europe.”

The following sections will attempt to outline the key foreign policy
issues that shaped Alois MocK’s tenure as foreign minister (1987-1995).
Several of them overlapped in time, but all will be dealt with separately
to make it easier to understand events as they unfolded. These chapters
include MocK’s involvement in preparing Austria’s application for EU/EC
membership, the Fall of the Iron Curtain and its consequences for Austrian
foreign policy, the resolution of the conflict with Italy on South Tyrol, the
dissolution of Yugoslavia and Austria’s negotiations for accession to the

EC/EU and their successful conclusion.
Austria’s Application for EC/EU Membership

The two parties of Austria’s post-war grand coalition differed in their
position vis-a-vis European integration. In the OVP one-party government
of Chancellor Josef Klaus, Vice-Chancellor Fritz Bock spearheaded an
effort to reach an association agreement with the European Community.
The attempt failed due to Italian and French vetoes. The SPO favored a
membership in the European Free Trade Area (EFTA), arguing that the
EC constituted a “bourgeois block.”® As Chief of Cabinet of Chancellor

von-Vogelsang-Instituts zur Erforschung der christlichen Demokratie in Osterreich, ed. Helmut
Wohnout, vol. 5 (Vienna: Styria, 2002), 44.
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Austrian Lives: Political Lives 175

Josef Klaus, Alois Mock was certainly influenced by Klaus™ strong
convictions regarding a European Parliament and Government. According
to Chancellor Klaus, such a European Government “would have to
be entrusted in addition to economic and social affairs with a common
financial, foreign and cultural policy.”"

In the 1970s, there was broad political consensus regarding the
conclusion of a Free Trade Agreement of EFTA, to which Austria adhered
since its foundation in 1960, and the European Economic Community
(EEC). There was little movement in Austria’s policy towards the European
Community in the late 1970s and early 1980s. The incompatibility of the
status of Austria’s permanent neutrality with a full membership in the EC,
which had been defined by international law experts following a Swiss
interpretation of the concept of permanent neutrality, was not challenged.

The situation took a sudden turn when the Commission of the EC
published in 1985 a White Book on the completion of the EC’s internal
market. Worried by the analysis of economic experts regarding the
negative consequences of an internal EC market for non EC-members
and in particular for EFTA members, politicians in the OVP started to
advocate a full membership of Austria in the EC.** In December 1985,
OVP MPs with full support of its group leader Alois Mock submitted a
draft resolution calling for bilateral treaties or a special Europe treaty to be
negotiated between Austria and the EC and a tailor-made cooperation of
Austria in the project of a united Europe. The resolution was rejected by
the governing small coalition of SPO and FPO. However, some prominent
members of the SPO voiced support for a closer relationship of Austria with
the EC or did not rule out the idea of membership. A driving force for a
full membership of Austria in the EC was the Federation of Industry which
commissioned a study on the neutrality aspects of an Austrian participation
in the process of European integration.”

In February 1987, shortly after the swearing into office of the new
grand coalition government, the Council of Ministers approved a report
by Alois Mock, establishing a Working Group for European Integration
which included representatives of all ministries, the social partners and
the National Bank. Consequently, Alois Mock promoted the concept of a
“global approach” for the relationship between Austria and the EC, which

17. Beatrice Weinmann, Josef Klaus: ein grofier Osterreicher (Vienna: Molden, 2000), 217.
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Europdische Rundschau 13, no. 3 (1985), 28.

19. Waldemar Hummer and Michael Schweitzer, Osterreich und die EWG:
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should allow Austria full participation in all four freedoms of the EC’s
internal market. The concept which was developed by Alois Mock’s chief
EC diplomat Manfred Scheich was met with quite some doubts by the
partners in Europe. However, it served well as a vehicle to move the agenda
forward.

At the traditional OVP New Year’s meeting of the party leadership in
January 1988, the OVP declared full membership in the EC as the party’s
goal. Already in November 1987, the powerful Governors Conference
(Landeshauptminnerkonferenz) had taken a unanimous decision that
Austria should become a full member of the EC while maintaining her
status of permanent neutrality. The OVP decision encountered strong
criticism from the Russian side. The Russian Ambassador protested against
the goal of full membership, calling it a violation of international law and
the State Treaty of 1955.%

Already in March 1988 in a private meeting, Alois Mock and
Chancellor Franz Vranitzky agreed on the goal of full membership in the
EC and not only in the EC’s internal market. From there, it took more
than a year to convince all the opinion leaders and interest groups in both
governing parties to agree on the submission of a membership application.
Franz Vranitzky encountered considerable resistance in his party. Mock
had to quell the concerns of the agricultural sector, a core electorate of the
OVP, that was afraid of the competition coming from large agricultural
companies in the EC. In April 1988, Mock declared in a public speech
which he delivered at the second Europe Congress of the OVP that he
wanted to reach a government decision on a membership application in
1989.2

Later in 1988, Alois Mock and Franz Vranitzky paid separate official
visits to Moscow. Mock’s Chief of Cabinet, Emil Staffelmayr, summed up
his impressions of the meeting of Alois Mock with Foreign Minister Eduard
Shevardnadze in Moscow in his personal memoirs: “The atmosphere was
dominated by the style of the ‘new thinking’in the Soviet Union. Diverging
opinions were voiced calmly without any exertion of pressure....Soviet
concerns were put forward in the form of questions—they related to
possible military aspects of EC integration; there was much understanding
for the economic necessity of Austria’s integration into the EC’s internal
market.” Highly interesting from hindsight was Shevardnadze’s statement
that with a sustained détente and a continuation of the radical changes, our
ideas could be realized in the 1990s, about the middle of the 1990s (note:

20. See Eichtinger/Wohnout, Mock, 178-79.
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Austria joined the EU on 1 January 1995).2 Franz Vranitzky’s encounter
with Soviet Prime Minister Nikolai Ryzhkov was “not very pleasant,”
as the Chancellor put it to accompanying journalists. Ryzhkov officially
stated that a membership of Austria in the EC would infringe on Austria’s
neutrality. However, the Chancellor did not want to dramatize it, as he had
explained to Ryzhkov that Austria would not deviate from her neutrality.”

Around the turn of the year 1988/89, the domestic political situation
heated up over the role that the two parties played in the preparation of
the membership application. Mock was clearly seen as the driving force
for the application, while Vranitzky tried to secure his role in the political
process. There was also more resistance to be overcome domestically
and the European Community made a surprise move: in January 1989,
Commission President Jacques Delors presented the new concept of a
European Economic Area, which could be seen as a possible waiting room
for potential future membership candidates such as Austria.

Eventually, Mock’s political insistence lead to the result he had wished
for. However, it came along with a big personal disappointment for Mock:
the day of the decision in the Council of Ministers to submit an official
letter to the European Commission in which Austria applied for full
membership in the EC, the 17 April 1989, was the day in which the OVP’s
governing board agreed on a new party chairman: Alois Mock handed in
his resignation from his position as party leader and Vice-Chancellor. On
17 July 1989, Alois Mock officially handed over the Austrian membership
application to the then President of the EC, the French Foreign Minister
Roland Dumas. Mock insisted that the letter should be dated 14 July 1989
as an homage to the French Presidency’s National Holiday.

The Fall of the Iron Curtain
and Its Consequences for Austrian Foreign Policy

There was no politician in Europe or elsewhere who claimed to have
foreseen the Fall of the Iron Curtain and the end of the Warsaw Pact when
the “triumph of the unexpected,” as it was labeled by journalists, happened.
When he took office as Foreign Minister, Alois Mock insisted that his
visits to Eastern-bloc countries also included meetings with dissidents. He
met with the late Viclav Havel in Prague and Andrei Sakharov in Moscow.
In the EDU, developments in the Warsaw Pact were carefully observed,
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however, even when Alois Mock and Gyula Horn got international
attention for cutting the barbed wire at the Iron Curtain, nobody believed
that the demise of communism would follow suit in such a rapid way.

The photo of the two Foreign Ministers abolishing the most visible
sign of the European divide which came to embody the shift of paradigms
in Europe’s and the world’s post-World War II political landscape has
a peculiar history to it: Mock’s photographer, Bernhard Holzner, was
disappointed that his pictures of Hungarian soldiers dismantling the Iron
Curtain were not printed by the Austrian press. When he complained to
MocKs spokesman who in turn informed Mock, the Foreign Minister
decided to invite his Hungarian colleague to make this welcome sign of
détente an official event. It took some time until the Hungarian side agreed,
but eventually the event took place on 27 June 1989 and drew an enormous
crowd of journalists to the border between the two countries. The historic
photo appeared in hundreds of newspapers worldwide and was aired around
the globe.*

Austria, which geographically formed a wedge into the Warsaw Pact,
played a special role in the events of 1989. On 19 August 1989, the Pan-
European Movement organized a Pan-European Picnic for which a border-
crossing was temporarily opened: more than 600 East-Germans took
advantage of this opportunity and fled to the West. The night of 9 November
1989 found Mock in Brussels where he watched the live broadcast from
Berlin reporting on the Fall of the Berlin Wall at the Residence of the
Austrian Ambassador. In a comment to the press, he declared that this
meant in fact the end of Europe’s division at Yalta.

Mock always supported an enlargement of the European Union
to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. At the conclusion of
Austria’s negotiations for EU membership, Mock declared that Austria’s
membership should pave the way for the new democracies in Europe’s
East to adhere to the Union. While Austria was seen by many citizens of
Central and Eastern Europe during the communist era as the “lighthouse”
of the democratic West in Europe, the new democracies saw Austria as an
advocate of their integration into the European political structures. Alois
Mock was certainly prepared to offer the expected support. For Austria, the
developments of 1989 meant nothing less than moving from a geographic
and political cul-de-sac during the Cold War into the center of European
developments after the end of the 40-year standoft between East and West.

In this turbulent period, Mock implemented a whole series of foreign
policy and foreign cultural policy programs: together with a group of

24. See Eichtinger/Wohnout, Mock, 192-93.
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advisors (among them poets such as Gyorgy Sebstyén, Wolfgang Kraus,
journalists like Hans Magenschab, or dedicated officials in his Ministry,
such as Bernhard Stillfried) he started bilingual school projects in Budapest
and Prague, increased the number of Austrian diplomatic and cultural
representations in the former communist countries, established a network
of Austrian libraries (today they number 61), set up a program for Austrian
professors and language teachers at East European universities, increased
scientific co-operations and co-initiated the Working Group of Danubian
countries.” Already prior to the Fall of the Berlin Wall, Mock together
with his colleagues from Hungary, Yugoslavia and Italy had founded the
Quadragonale (today’s Central European Initiative), an organization for
regional co-operation which in its beginning was the first organization to
include an EC country, a Neutral & Non-aligned (N&N) member state, a
Warsaw Pact member and a neutral country.

It is certainly correct to say that Alois Mock never wavered in his
political support for the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. His
foreign policy and foreign cultural and scientific policy activities in the new
democracies help pave the way for the success story of Austrian business
investments in these countries which today have all either become full EU
members or are in a cooperation or association relationship with the Union.

The Conclusion of the Conflict with Italy over South Tyrol

The 1946 Gruber-De Gasperi-Agreement between Austria and Italy
was meant to settle all questions regarding the status of autonomy for
South Tyrol which had become part of Italy after World War I as a reward
for Italy’s joining the allied forces in 1915. As the implementation of the
Agreement did not advance, Foreign Minister Bruno Kreisky seized the
United Nations with the conflict in 1959. As a result, Austrian Foreign
Minister Kurt Waldheim and Italian Foreign Minister Aldo Moro signed
an “operations calendar,” a schedule for the implementation of measures
regarding the establishment of South Tyrol’s autonomy, in 1969.

Still, the implementation dragged on and the final declaration of
settlement of the conflict as foreseen in the operations calendar was a distant
goal when Alois Mock took over the Austrian Foreign Ministry. Mock
had closely followed the South Tyrol issue since his days in the Cabinet of
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Chancellor Josef Klaus. He could also rely on a number of experts in his
own party, such as Ludwig Steiner, Andreas Khol and Felix Ermacora, as
well as the support of foreign policy experts of other parties who had been
involved in the negotiations, like Peter Jankowitsch, Mock’s predecessor
as Foreign Minister, or the Third President of the Austrian Parliament
(National Council), Siegfried Dillersberger. He also enjoyed the confidence
of the South Tyrolean leadership, in particular of former Governor Silvius
Magnago and Governor Luis Durnwalder.

Quite naturally, the negotiations became more difficult in the final
phase when the most challenging issues had to be tackled. It was certainly
due to MocKss tireless efforts and his political skills that he managed to rally
all parties behind a final compromise on all outstanding issues. Although
the Italian domestic political situation had not been stable in the 1980s (the
1980s saw twelve Italian Governments in office), Prime Minister Giulio
Andreotti and Foreign Minister Gianni de Michelis managed to reach a
positive decision with the Italian Government in 1992.

On 21 June 1992 the Ambassadors of Austria and Italy submitted
identical diplomatic notes to the Secretary General of the United Nations,
thus ending a 32-year conflict brought before the United Nations. Alois
Mock always considered this declaration of the settlement of the South
Tyrol conflict a major accomplishment of his tenure as foreign minister.
Its importance also lay in the fact that the settlement paved the way for an
Italian consent to Austria’s EU accession.

The Dissolution of Yugoslavia

At the end of the twentieth century and further into our century,
Yugoslavia and its successor states had been a constant center of conflicts.
When Marshal Josip Broz Tito died in 1980, many political experts
expected a breakup of Yugoslavia. After all, Yugoslavia was a “state without
Yugoslavs.” At the 1981 census, only 1.2 million inhabitants of an overall
population of 22.4 million declared themselves Yugoslavs.?

The events of the annus mirabilis 1989 did not stop short of Yugoslavia.
The Serb dominated Central Government in Belgrade rejected democratic
reforms which were demanded by Croats and Slovenes. Serb leader
Slobodan Milosevic reconfirmed Serbia’s historic claims of the province of
Kosovo. Kosovo’s autonomy was abolished in 1989, its provincial parliament
dissolved in 1990.

26. See Paul Lendvai, “Jugoslawien ohne Jugoslawen. Die Wurzeln der Staatskrise,” in
Europa Archiv 19 (1990): 574.
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Earlier than most European politicians, Mock had reached the
conclusion that Yugoslavia as a multi-ethnic state would not be viable in
the future. He started to use all foreign policy tools in order to alert the
international community about the imminent dissolution of Yugoslavia,
while he tried to contribute to a peaceful transition to democratic successor
states. Already in the years 1987-1989, Mock had launched a joint initiative
with Norway for the creation of an EFTA-Fund for Yugoslavia: a sound
economic development should pave the way for economic liberalization
and democratic reforms. Mock also supported the inclusion of Serbia in
the Working Group of Danubian countries.

As a reaction to human rights violations in Pristina/Kosovo at the
beginning of 1990 which claimed the deaths of several dozens of people,
Mock initiated the first stage of the CSCE human dimension mechanism
(request for information). In May 1991, Austria triggered the second stage
of the mechanism, requesting a bilateral meeting over the situation in the
Kosovo.

While the United States remained committed to a solution of the
national conflicts within a single, democratic Yugoslav state,” Mock saw
a dissolution of Yugoslavia as an unavoidable consequence of the bloody
conflicts in ethnically mixed territories. He remembers that this became
clear to him when clashes resulted in the first casualties at the Plitvice lakes
on 1 April 1991.% As more clashes occurred and the number of victims
rose, Mock suggested the creation of an international Council of Wise
Men which should be composed of European elder statesmen who could
mediate between the Yugoslav Republics. The proposal was rejected by the
Serb Prime Minister who insisted that Yugoslavia would solve its problems
alone.

In addition, Mock pleaded for the deployment of a European peace-
keeping force in order to avoid a civil war in Yugoslavia. An escalation of
the situation occurred when the election of Stipe Mesi¢ to become the
regular President of Yugoslavia, according to the Yugoslav constitutional
principle of a rotating presidency, failed due to a negative vote of Serbia and
its provinces (with Montenegro abstaining). The United States responded
to the vote and continuing human rights violations with a reduction of
economic support for Yugoslavia. After a visit to Yugoslavia at the end
of May 1991, the EC leadership (Presidencies of the Council and the

Commission) voiced its fear of an imminent dissolution of Yugoslavia.

27. A letter containing this message by US President George H.W. Bush was handed over
to Serb Prime Minister Ante Markovi¢ by US Ambassador Warren Zimmerman on 28 Mar.
1991 (Austria Press Agency, no. 321,28 Mar. 1991).

28. Mock: “..die Interessen unseres Landes vertreten,” 47.
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The EC announcements of more financial aid and the perspective of an
association agreement came too late.

On 25 June 1991, the Parliaments of Slovenia and Croatia passed a
declaration of independence of their republics. As a response, the Yugoslav
National Army launched an attack on the territory of Slovenia and tried to
secure the border stations. Serbia was of the opinion that it had received
a green light from the United States, even for military action, in order to
prevent a dissolution of Yugoslavia. Foreign Minister James Baker, who
visited Belgrade just a few days earlier, had declared that maintaining a
federal state was the best way to secure human rights and international
economic aid for Yugoslavia.?” In this phase, Mock was involved on several
levels. He initiated the CSCE mechanism on unusual military activities.
He conferred with the EC Presidency and his European colleagues and he
was in constant contact with Slovenia’s political leadership. Croatia asked
for a special session of the UN Security Council, however, Belgrade rejected
such a request. Austria stationed 6,500 troops at the Slovenian border. The
ten-day war in Slovenia ended with the Brioni Agreement brokered by
the EC. The civil war continued in Croatia for many months and claimed
many casualties, particularly also among the civilian population. On 25
September 1991, Austria demanded a special session of the UN Security
Council to deal with the Yugoslav conflict. On this occasion, Mock warned
that the conflict could spread to Bosnia and Herzegovina.

In the following months, the domestic policy debate in Austria heated
up over the question of diplomatic recognition of Slovenia and Croatia.
While Mock and the OVP, but also the FPO and the Greens strongly
supported such a move, the SPO opposed it vehemently. A report to the
Council of Ministers on the recognition of the two countries filed by Mock
was rejected by Chancellor Vranitzky on 3 September 1991. Vranitzky
declared on that occasion that “the efforts of the international community
of states for a termination of the military conflict in Yugoslavia have to
be carried on ... the instrument of recognition would not constitute a
guarantee that peace and order would prevail in Yugoslavia.”®

Mock insisted that the conflict between the peoples of Yugoslavia could
no longer be regarded as an internal affair. According to Mock, a recognition
of the two republics would allow to invoke the Security Council of the
United Nations, a step which had always been opposed by the Yugoslav
Central Government as an interference in internal affairs of Yugoslavia.*!

29. Austria Press Agency, no. 351,21 June 1991.
30. Austria Press Agency, no. 108, 3 September 1991.
31. See Eichtinger/Wohnout, Mock, 218.
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Mock kept pushing for diplomatic recognition of Slovenia and Croatia all
throughout the end of 1991, but he failed to convince his coalition partner.

Austria eventually officially recognized Slovenia and Croatia as
independent states on 15 January 1992, at the same time as the European
Community member states agreed on such a decision. On 18 January
1992, Mock paid an official visit to independent Slovenia and Croatia; it
was the first official visit of a foreign minister. Some European politicians
and American media argued that the recognition happened prematurely
and that it triggered the conflict in Yugoslavia. Mock always pointed to
the report of the international Badinter Commission which confirmed in
December 1991 that, indeed, the dissolution of the Yugoslavia Federation
in its constituent parts was taking place. That the conflict turned bloody
was due to the decision of the Serb leadership to use the Yugoslav People’s
Army to achieve its objectvies.®? “It was not the war which followed a hasty
recognition, but the long-delayed recognition followed a war in full swing.”?

Mock stayed diplomatically active in the continuing conflicts in the
Balkans. Already at the end of 1991, he suggested dispatching UN troops
to Bosnia and Herzegovina. UNPROFOR was deployed, however, initially
only in Croatia. After diplomatic recognition of Bosnia and Herzegovina
by the international Community occurred in April 1992, a civil war erupted
there as well. In many meetings and with many demarches, Mock tried
to reach a decision on the establishment of security zones (safe havens)
for the civilian population in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Mock took similar
zones for the Kurds in Northern Iraq during the Second Gulf War as a
model). Such zones were established by a Security Council resolution in
May 1993. However, due to a lack of troops and equipment, the security
of the civilians could not be adequately protected, nor could these zones
prevent the massacre of Bosniaks in Srebrenica in 1995.

In December 1992, Mock organized a visit by four foreign ministers
of the Central European Initiative to the White House in Washington.
The outgoing US President George H.W. Bush listened to the plea of
the ministers to lift the arms embargo in Bosnia and Herzegovina for the
Bosniaks who were severely disadvantaged in the armed conflict. Bush’s
successor, Bill Clinton, made good on his promise in his election campaign
and involved the United States in the efforts to stop the killing in the
Balkans. It was only in November 1995 that the Dayton Peace Accord

32. Albert Rohan, “The Conflict in Former Yugoslavia,” in EDU Yearbook 1993 (Vienna:
n.p., 1994), 271-82.

33. Peter Michael Lingens, “Das Mirchen von der Mitschuld Mocks,” Der Standard, 16
Aug. 1995.
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ended the civil war in Bosnia. The conflict then moved further south to
the Kosovo region. During the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Austria
welcomed more than 80,000 refugees and organized a widely acclaimed
and successful humanitarian aid program “Neighbor in Need” for which
Austria was commended by President Bill Clinton.

Alois Mock’s active involvement in the Yugoslav conflict was often
criticized. His political opponents accused him of having contributed to the
outbreak of the conflict and later criticized him for not having been able to
avoid the dreadful bloodshed. Mock justified his action by pointing to the
fact that as a responsible politician, he could not close his eyes before severe
infringements of human rights in Europe and in Austria’s neighborhood
without resorting to action. The warnings which he issued long before
anyone else were unfortunately disregarded by the international community
(Mock always speaks of the international reaction as “too little and too
late”). While involving himself in the search for a peaceful solution to the
crisis, Mock stayed within the framework of international law and used
all diplomatic means which were at his disposal. In Croatia and Slovenia,
Mock has entered the history books as a decisive supporter of the countries’
independence.

Austria’s Negotiations and Successful Conclusion
of the Negotiations for Accession to the EC/EU

In the years 1993-1994, Alois Mock’s agenda was to a large extent filled
with the negotiations for Austria’s accession to the European Union. The
Commission had decided to start negotiations only after the date of the
official entering into force of the internal market (1 January 1993) and once
a group of candidate countries had gathered. This was the case, as Finland,
Norway and Sweden had officially filed their membership applications.
Among these countries, of which all except Norway wanted to join the EU
as neutral states, Austria was the only one which had applied already before
the demise of communism.

The crucial question of the compatibility of Austria’s neutrality with
the future development of the EU was solved in the fall of 1993. Austria’s
neutrality was defined in its core elements: no participation in wars, no
membership in military alliances and no foreign military installations on
Austrian territory. This interpretation of Austria’s neutrality was confirmed
by a decision of the Council of Ministers and complemented by a declaration
that “Austria would actively participate in the development of security
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policy structures as envisaged by the Treaty of the European Union.”*

Austrian journalists noted that Alois Mock had reached a new quality
in his position in domestic politics: “Alois Mock is no longer the unlucky
Chairman of the OVP.... He has moved above daily politics.... As he
had to deal for quite some time primarily with issues, such as European
integration and the conflict in former Yugoslavia, Austria’s Foreign Minister
Alois Mock inevitably had to mutate to some sort of an superior authority
in political philosophy and morale, i.e. to a living myth.”

Without going into the details of the negotiations which would exceed
the limits of this article, it should be stated that their success was by no
means granted. The European Commission judged Sweden and Finland as
easy cases and calculated that Austria would be a tough problem to solve.
Key issues in the negotiations were the question of second residences by
EU citizens in Austria, the support for Austria’s agriculture taking into
account its unique challenges (mountainous land, small family structures),
and the question of limitations for the transit traffic, in particular in Tyrol.

It the evening hours of 1 March 1994, Alois Mock, who headed the
Austrian delegation, was able to announce the successful conclusion of the
negotiations. Alluding to the famous words by Austrian Foreign Minister
Leopold Figl at the signing of Austria’s State Treaty in 1995 (“Austria is
free”), Alois Mock declared: “The road for Austria to the EU is free.”*
The success of the negotiations added to MocK’s reputation as Austria’s
“Mr. Europe.” The ensuing nationwide campaign for a “yes” vote in the
referendum on the accession was supported by all major political forces in
Austria. The referendum brought an overwhelming support for Austria’s
EU membership: 66.58% of the votes were cast in favor.

Only in February 1995, Mock informed the public that he was suffering
from Parkinson’s disease thus ending long-lasting speculations about his
state of health. On 4 May 1995, Alois Mock handed over the Foreign
Ministry to his successor, Wolfgang Schiissel, and to State Secretary
Benita Ferrero-Waldner. An era in Austrian foreign policy had ended.
MocK’s disease prevented him from assuming an international position for
which he would have been highly qualified. Mock has rightfully earned a
prominent place in Austrian history. While he could not reach his ultimate
domestic policy goal to become Austrian Federal Chancellor, he was highly
successful in shaping Austria’s foreign policy. His tenure was characterized

34. Manfred Scheich, Tabubruch: Osterreichs Entscheidung fiir die Europdische Union (Vienna:
Bohlau, 2005), 70.

35. Michael Fleischhacker, Kleine Zeitung, 28 Nov. 1993.

36. Franz Vranitzky, Politische Erinnerungen (Vienna: P. Zsolnay, 2004), 317.
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by a historic change in Europe, the Fall of the Iron Curtain and the demise
of Communism, and by a war in Austria’s immediate neighborhood. While
the Balkans stayed a crisis region for long after his mandate, Austria has
secured her role in the European Union as a reliable partner in the process
of European integration.

Alois MocK’s great strengths lay in his integrity as a politician, in his
clear principles and visions for Austria and Europe. Andreas Unterberger, a
prominent Austrian journalist and expert in international affairs said about
Mock: “With all his excellent education, Alois Mock was never a brilliant
intellectual or an eloquent speaker. However, to the end of his political career
he had a healthier political instinct and a clearer vision than many others.””
Heinz Fischer, Austrian Federal President and a political opponent,
conceded Mock great diligence and engagement: “[He is] a convinced
parliamentarian and a politician with clear positions. That he proved as
foreign minister and in the preparation of Austria’s EU accession.”®

Mock received international recognition and praise for his lifetime
achievements. He was awarded high and highest decorations and holds
several honorary doctor’s degrees. As of late, his disease does not allow him
to be often where he has always felt best: among ordinary people. Wherever
he goes, he is met by a wave of sympathy and admiration.

37. Die Presse (Andreas Unterberger), 24 April 1995.
38. Heinz Fischer, Uberzeugungen, (Vienna: Styria, 2006), 307.
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“Genia” Schwarzwald and Her Viennese “Salon”

Deborah Holmes

The basic facts of Eugenie Schwarzwald’s biography can be summed
up in a few lines. Born Eugenie Nussbaum to Jewish parents on 4 July
1872, she spent her early childhood in Eastern Galicia. The family moved
to Czernowitz in the Bukowina sometime during her teenage years. In
1895, she left home to go to Zurich University, graduating in July 1900. In
December of the same year, she married the aspiring civil servant Hermann
Schwarzwald and settled in Vienna, where she lived and worked until the
Anschluss. Schwarzwald was active in the education reform movement,
founding pioneering girls’ and primary schools. She kept an open house,
now generally referred to as her “salon,” through which she maintained
close links to major Modernists—Adolf Loos, Oskar Kokoschka and Egon
Wellesz in particular, but also Peter Altenberg, Arnold Schénberg and
others. During World War I and the interwar period, she founded and ran
a series of co-operative restaurants and children’s holiday camps. She is also
remembered for Pension Seeblick, the “Ferienheim fiir geistige Arbeiter” she
founded in 1920 in Grundlsee in the Styrian Salzkammergut. Schwarzwald
died in exile in Zurich on 7 August 1940.

'The basic contours of herlife story follow instantly recognizable historical
patterns—movement from East to West, from lower to upper middle
class, from nineteenth-century Liberalism to Modernist reform. Given
the culturally prestigious company she kept, her individual contribution
to these patterns of progress also seems relatively easy to classify on first
sight. Although she herself may not be the best-known of Vienna’s fin-de-
siecle figures, the period of her greatest achievements is extremely well-
documented. Using what we know about her contemporaries and milieu
as a guide, we might feel as though we can extrapolate her own aspirations
and motivations with a reasonable degree of accuracy. As she supported a
number of artists and writers who came to define the Viennese fin de siécle,
she often features in footnotes to their works and the standard secondary
literature.! However, these brief descriptions can do little more than generalize

1. For example, in the footnotes to Hermann Broch, Briefe: Dokumente und Kommentare
zu Leben und Werk. 1. 1913 — 1938 (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1981), 218-19 and 506,
or in the explanatory notes to Thomas Mann, Tugebiicher 1935-36 (Frankfurt am Main:
Fischer, 1978), 607-8; Tugebiicher 1937-39 (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1980), 549-50
and Tagebiicher 1940-43 (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1982), 685. See also the aside on
Schwarzwald in Karl Corino, Robert Musil: Leben und Werk in Bildern und Texten (Reinbek:
Rowohlt, 1988), 268.
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Eugenie Schwarzwald, mid-1920s, wearing her trademark Reformkleid.
© Austrian National Library
and the very fact that they are subsidiary in character perpetuates an
impression of her as an essentially minor figure, a kind of handmaiden of
greatness. A further familiar cast given to Schwarzwald’s biography is that
of the exceptional female figure who was ahead of her times and broke
down social conventions. In this biographical model, uniqueness itself
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paradoxically becomes a category that irons out difference by encouraging
superlatives and generalizations. Rather than perpetuating either of these
interpretative paradigms, the present article seeks to investigate some of the
pitfalls of “biography of the gaps,” of biographical naming conventions and
gender assumptions, using Schwarzwald as a case study.

Naming conventions

Eugenie Schwarzwald—Frau Dr. Schwarzwald, Frau Doktor, Genia,
Genka—went under several names. She was Genia, a female “genius”, to
her intimates and contemporaries; Genka, in the Slavic diminutive, to the
husband who knew her from her youth in the Eastern Habsburg provinces;
Frau Doktor, or simply Fr. Dr., to several generations of pupils and protégés
in Vienna. The first portrayals of her penned after her death in 1940 tended
to be written by close friends, who inevitably still referred to her as “Frau
Doktor” or “Genia.” Many professional historians who have worked on
her since have however continued to use these nicknames, creating an
immediate and yet deceptive sense of familiarity.? Anyone writing biography
must of course accept that they will add to the meanings associated with
the name of their subject. As Jean-Francois Lyotard points out, a name is
never saturated: its past associations influence its future significance and
vice versa.® For this very reason, proper names and their variations should
be used with due care: historical empathy, even when coupled with the
most meticulous study of the sources available, should not encourage the
biographer to write as if it were possible to know the person behind the
names.

Such an approach is particularly common when it is a woman’s life that
is being studied. First names are far more likely to be used in biographies
of female subjects than those of men, as though women, even after death,
automatically retain greater (emotional?) accessibility. “Virginia,” “Marie
Antoinette” or “Cleopatra” would surely hardly have approved of the
informality that often results. In some cases of course, using a first name
or nickname is quite simply a way of avoiding confusion. Historically

2. See Beatrix Schiferer, “Fraudoktor’ Eugenie Schwarzwald,” in Robert Streibel, ed.,
Eugenie Schwarzwald und ihr Kreis (Vienna: Picus, 1996), 13-18; Beatrix Schiferer, Vorbilder:
Kreative Frauen in Wien 1750-1950 (Vienna: Verband Wiener Volksbildung), 81-92; René
Freund, Land der Triumer: Zwischen Grifle und Griflenwahn — verkannte Osterreicher und
ibre Utopien (Vienna: Picus, 2000), 101-115; Heike Herrberg and Heidi Wagner, Wiener
Melange: Frauen zwischen Salon und Kaffeehaus (Berlin: edition ebersbach, 2002).

3. Jean-Frangois Lyotard, “Le nom et " exception,” in 7vd des Subjekts?, ed. Herta Nagl-
Docekal and Helmuth Vetter (Vienna: Oldenbourg, 1987), 43-53, here 52.
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speaking, women’s names have been particularly liable to change through
marriage or the adoption of a pseudonym: “Woolf”will not do for “Virginia”
in the period when she was still Virginia Stephen, for example. A woman
may have had a succession of names—Schwarzwald’s contemporary Alma
Schindler-Mahler-Gropius-Werfel immediately comes to mind—or else
become known in public by a name that had little to do with her private
or legal identity.* Viennese fin-de-si¢cle feminist Rosa Mayreder, for
instance, much admired by Schwarzwald for her work with the Allgemeiner
Osterreichischer Frauenverein, nevertheless found it expedient to publish her
art criticism in the press under the male pseudonym Franz Arnold. Lyotard
claims that “toute crise d’identité [...] est une crise de nomination”;’ if
the inverse is also true, then naming conventions have routinely subjected
women to identity crises for centuries.

Eugenie Schwarzwald’s case seems simple by comparison. However,
having quitted her maiden name in the conventional manner upon marriage,
she made consistent and effective use of her new name, making it into
something approaching a trademark or institution in her adopted home
city of Vienna. Her appearances in the public sphere, whether in person
or in print, were invariably heralded by the full appellation Frau Dr. Phil.
Eugenie Schwarzwald. Despite the official sounding ring, this name posed
a double challenge to the status quo. Not only was it still virtually unheard
of for a woman to have graduated from university, but Schwarzwald also
refused to go through the rigmarole of having her Swiss degree recognized
by the Habsburg authorities.® She was therefore using her academic title
illegally, as the Ministerium fiir Kultus und Unterricht vainly pointed out
to her on numerous occasions. Flaunting it in public was an act of overt
defiance in the more or less open conflict that rumbled on for years between
Schwarzwald, the Ministry and the Landesschulrat fiir Niederésterreich. The
series of girls’and coeducational schools she began to found in 1901 were
known as the Schwarzwald’sche Schulanstalten, and bore her contested
title in full on the front page of their annual reports; her charity and self-

4. Further examples include Caroline Schlegel-Schelling, Hester Lynch and Thrale Piozzi,
see Stephanie Bird, Recasting historical women: Female identity in German biographical fiction
(Oxford: Berg, 1998), also Franziska Meyer, “Die Konkurrenz der Biographen: Der Fall
Caroline Michaelis-Bohmer-Schlegel-Schelling,” Querelles. Jabrbuch fiir Frauenforschung 6
(2001): 85-102.

5. Lyotard, “Le nom et I’ exception,” 49.

6. “Nostrifizierung” involved renewed examination, long waits, and expensive official
stamps. The 1896 law detailing this process was moreover openly sexist: women candidates
were expected not only to produce academic “Zeugnisse” but also “den Nachweis eines
einwandfreien Vorlebens.” See Renate Gollner, Kein Puppenheim: Genia Schwarzwald und

die Emanzipation (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1999): 122-23.
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help initiatives were bound together under the organizational umbrella
of the Schwarzwald’sches Woblfahrtswerk; the co-operative restaurants she
founded and ran from 1917 throughout the 1920s were known simply as
the Schwarzwaldkiichen. In this way, she built up a corporate identity for her
enterprises at a time when it was still very unusual for women to make such a
name for themselves at all. The pursuits that she chose—education, welfare,
supporting the arts—were deemed acceptable occupations for a female, but
only within limits. Her projects were unique in fin de siécle Vienna in their
ambition and in the amount of self-publicity that they involved. According
to one of her admirers, Jakob Wassermann, the mere mention of Eugenie
Schwarzwald was enough to alarm the public; it was, he claimed, a name
that constantly kept tongues wagging.’

Visible woman...?

Schwarzwald was, therefore, not an “invisible” woman of the type
whose lives were led in the shadow of their menfolk, or carefully kept out of
the public eye only to be uncovered in retrospect by painstaking detective
work on the part of their biographers.® Not for her the helpmeet role, nor
that of the mysterious muse: for nearly forty years, she was prominent in
her own right in the social and cultural life of her adopted city. Her articles
became fixtures in Vienna’s big liberal dailies, and three generations of its
intelligentsia sent their children to her to be educated, entertained and given
a social conscience. The money for her initiatives came partly from sizeable
loans and partly from Hermann Schwarzwald’s income as a senior civil
servant, but she also financed them herself with her writing, fundraising
and business ventures, such as a taxi company, a market garden and a beauty
parlor.’ She was impresario, entrepreneur, director, manager—all epithets
that, if used at all in Schwarzwald’s Vienna, were applied exclusively to

7. Jakob Wassermann, ,Eugenie Schwarzwald,“ Neue Freie Presse 21 June 1925, 1-3, here 1.
8. For an example of this type of biography see Claire Tomalin, 7he Invisible Woman: The
Story of Nelly Ternan and Charles Dickens (London: Penguin Books,1991). Jean Strouse coined
the term “semiprivate” to describe the biographies of women led in subservience to famous
husbands or fathers and their careers, see “Semiprivate Lives,” in Studies in Biography, ed.
Daniel Aaron (Cambridge, 1978),113-29 and recent discussion of the term by Caitriona Ni
Dhuill, “Biographie von ,er* bis ,sie: Moglichkeiten und Grenzen relationaler Biographik,”
in Die Biographie: Zur Grundlegung ibrer Theorie, ed. Bernhard Fetz (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2009), 199-226, here 214.

9. Hans Deichmann, Leben mit provisorischer Genebhmigung: Leben, Werk und Exil von
Dr. Eugenie Schwarzwald (Vienna: Guthmann-Peterson,1988), 143. Lisa Fischer, “Die
Kunst des Lebens oder die Meisterin sozialer Kreativitit: Eugenie Schwarzwalds fliichtige
Kreationen,” in Streibel, Eugenie Schwarzwald und ihr Kreis, 19-28, here 25.
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men. Those of her male friends and acquaintances who are now considered
central to the canon of Viennese Modernism—and one could add Robert
Musil, Sigmund Freud, Hermann Broch and Karl Kraus to those already
mentioned above—are never referred to by their first names in secondary
literature, let alone by diminutive forms thereof.

Once Schwarzwald had moved to Vienna and embarked on her public
career, she began to leave a substantial paper trail of official documentation
in her wake, from files on her schools at the Ministry of Education,
including her own often impassioned petitions, to planning permission
for the icehouse Adolf Loos designed for the first Schwarzwaldkiiche, the
Akazienhof in Vienna’s ninth district. Satirized by Alfred Polgar and Egon
Friedell, photographed by Madame D’Ora, dressed by Klimt’s protégées
the Floge sisters, published by the liberal Newe Freie Presse and attacked
by both the left-wing Arbeiter-Zeitung and the right-wing Reichspost, the
public Schwarzwald can be made to epitomize many of the cultural and
social paradigms of her times. From the early 1930s, the familiarity that
characterizes the contours of her biography takes on a sickening turn.
Financial hardship and political extremism gradually put paid to her schools
and welfare organizations; exile came suddenly if not entirely unexpectedly.®
Schwarzwald left Vienna for a lecture tour of Denmark at the beginning
of March 1938 and was urged not to return by her family and friends. She
never saw Austria again, succumbing to breast cancer in Zurich in August
1940. As she faced her final illness, it seemed increasingly likely that Hitler
would stage a successful invasion of Switzerland: having championed
tolerance and civil society all her life, Schwarzwald died thinking that both
would soon be impossible throughout continental Europe. Research on her
biography therefore opens a series of intriguing perspectives on some of the
most turbulent years of Central Europe’s history. She not only experienced
but influenced and commented on events within her many spheres of
activity, as a pedagogue, a woman and an acculturated Jew.

However, the fact that Schwarzwald fits into a number of categories
that have become reasons in themselves for researching a biography—
female, Jewish, a victim of Nazism—has paradoxically resulted in a lack
of clarity as to some of the central details of her life story. Over the past
two decades in particular, a proliferation of derivative mini-biographies

10. On 11 April 1938, Schwarzwald wrote to Alice Herdan-Zuckmayer from the first
stage of her exile in Copenhagen “Alles, was geschehen ist — ich bin grossartig informiert —
habe ich schon in Dezember gewusst, und immer wieder versucht, H.[ermann] und M.[arie
Stiasny] zur Liquidierung unserer dortigen [i.e. in Vienna] Existenz zu bewegen. Seit dem
12. ii [Berchtesgadener Abkommen] habe ich fiir diese keinen Heller mehr gegeben.” DLA
Marbach, A: Zuckmayer, 56.6.2651/9.
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has sprung up, often following predetermined agendas and propagating
inaccuracies or generalizations that border on the inaccurate.! Contrary to
what has sometimes been claimed, Schwarzwald was not the first Austrian
woman to attend university; she did not open the first ever school in
Austria to prepare girls for the Matura, nor was her teaching staff made
up of Modernist iconoclasts.'? She was neither fabulously wealthy, nor
desperately poor;”® she invented neither the “Gemeinschaftskiiche” nor
the “Ferienkolonie” and none of her initiatives were open to all comers.'*
She was however the first Austrian woman to attain a doctorate—summa
cum laude—in German Language and Literature. She also founded the
first girls’ Realgymnasium and the first co-educative primary school in
what was then the Austrian half of the Habsburg Empire. Her model for
welfare during the First World War was one of middle-class self-help, not
charity. As for Modernist iconoclasts, they certainly feature in her story,
but in more diffuse and complex ways than has previously been suggested.
Schwarzwald’s relationship to her Jewishness has also often been subjected
to polemical simplification.' Taking anyone as a representative figure—of
their times, ethnicity or sex—is a fraught enterprise per se, but can become
dangerously misleading if the biographical details used are unreliable.
Contrary to the conventions of traditional biography—in particular
commercial biography—social, political or cultural developments can
seldom be linked in a straightforward manner to any one individual.
Conversely, biographical research, by its very definition, should subvert and
exceed the categories of social, political or cultural history. The designations
available to us for Schwarzwald—headmistress, welfare pioneer, friend of

11. See for example the presentation of Schwarzwald’s biography as a “typical” lesbian
trajectory in Ines Rieder, Wer mit wem? Beriihmte Frauen und ibre Liebhaberinnen (Munich:
DTV, 1997).

12. Steven Beller, Vienna and the Jews 1867-1938: A Cultural History (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), 40-41 and 209.

13. Philipp Blom, Tbe Vertigo Years: Change and Culture in the West 1900-1914 (London:
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 2008), 240. Peter Drucker, Adventures of a Bystander (New York:
Harper Collins, 1978), 46-60.

14. Alison Rose, “The Jewish Salons of Vienna,” in Gender and Modernity in Central Europe,
ed. Agatha Schwartz (Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press, 2010), 119-32, here 126.

15. Manes Sperber, who took part in some of Schwarzwald’s summer colonies, claimed in
his autobiography “...von ihr wuf3te man alles — sogar das einzige Detail, das sie unbedingt
verheimlichen wollte: nimlich, daf} sie eine Jidin aus dem sudostlichen Randgebiet der
Monarchie war.” Die vergebliche Warnung: All das Vergangene ... II, (Vienna: Europaverlag,
1975), 118. Taking their cue from him, later commentators assumed that she must have
repudiated her origins, and to have been baptized, which was not the case. Still others
have implied that she consciously represented a Jewish element in Viennese society, see for

example Rose, “The Jewish Salons,” 130.
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the arts, businesswoman, social reformer, teetotaller, Ostjiidin, even simply
that of Austrian—all come with reservations and limitations attached. As
applied within the diverse academic disciplines that have shown interest in
Schwarzwald’s activities, these labels also tend to separate out her activities,
to cordon them off from each other in a way that threatens to diminish
them. Schwarzwald is not considered enough of a writer to merit attention
in her own right by literary scholars, neither did she set down enough of
a recognizably new pedagogical theory to merit attention by mainstream
historians of education.'® Her welfare work has often passed under the
radar of social history, presumably due to its often personal and localized
nature.'” What falls through the gaps between these categories is however
crucial to biography. And this is before we have even begun to consider
what Lyotard refers to as “I'inflation des significations” attached to names,
not just by the language of academic research and cognition, but by the
nebulous, heterogeneous speech acts of everyday usage.'®

...or invisible woman?

Despite the difficulties of fitting Schwarzwald and her names into a
disciplinary box and the perils of biographical generalization, it is however—
thankfully—no longer necessary, as it was in the 1990s, to preface comments
on her life with a reference to her shameful neglect.’” A number of projects
over the past two decades, in particular those of the historian Robert Streibel
and the education specialist Renate Géllner, have made more information
available on Schwarzwald’s life and works than ever before.”® In the early

16. Renate Gollner stresses that she was a practical, not a theoretical pedagogue, and
belittles her written oeuvre, Kein Puppenheim, 67. She nevertheless criticizes Helmut
Engelbrecht’s five volume Geschichte des dsterreichischen Bildungswesens for failing to even
mention Schwarzwald, ibid., 12.

17. She is for example nowhere to be found in Maureen Healy’s accounts of self-help and
war welfare in Vienna and the Fall of the Habsburg Empire: Total War and Everyday Life in
World War I (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

18. Lyotard, “Le nom est l'exception,” 48.

19. See Wilhelm Rochester, “Dr. Eugenie Schwarzwald,” in West-éstlicher Divan zum
utopischen Kakanien: Hommage a Marie-Louise Roth, eds. Annette Daigger, Renate Schroder-
Werle and Jurgen Thoming (Bern: Lang, 1999), 333-49, also Erik Adam, “Eugenie
Schwarzwald und die Reformpidagogik: eine Skizze tiber eine bislang ibergangene
Pionierleistung in der Geschichte des osterreichischen Bildungswesens,” in Eugenie
Schwarzwald und ibhr Kreis, ed. Streibel, 47-53.

20. See Streibel, Eugenie Schwarzwald undibr Kreis. Streibel also runs a permanent exhibition
on Schwarzwald at the Volkshochschule Hietzing in Vienna, which opened in 2001. In the
1990s, he set up regular meetings between former pupils of the Schwarzwald Schools and
recorded numerous interviews with them. Renate Gollner wrote her doctoral dissertation
on Schwarzwald, “Midchenbildung um Neunzehnhundert: Eugenie Schwarzwald und ihre
Schulen,” PhD. diss., University of Vienna, 1986, followed by her 1999 biography, Kein
Puppenheim.
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stages of her research, Goéllner worked together with Hans Deichmann,
one of the younger generation of Schwarzwald’s closest friends, on the
creation of a Schwarzwald Archive. This invaluable collection consists of
copies from other archives, Deichmann’s personal papers, and memoirs
that he collated on Schwarzwald. It was donated it to the Wiener Stadt und
Landesarchiv in 1990 and 1995, and as Deichmann well knew, is the only
archive to offer anything approaching a comprehensive insight into both
Schwarzwald’s professional and private life. Due to the circumstances of
her exile, Schwarzwald left no actual Nachlass, and very little documentary
evidence remains of her obviously immense skills as a net worker. Despite
her comparative visibility during her lifetime, therefore, this aspect of her
biography does in fact fit her for a subsection of the category “invisible
women.” Her material and written legacy was abruptly wrested from her;
her traces on Austria’s archival landscape are a mere fraction of what she
would have left had she been able to live out her days at home. And of
course, not only was Schwarzwald herself affected, but countless aspects
and inhabitants of the world she knew and lived with fell victim to Nazi
violence.?!

Therefore, although Schwarzwald may have been well-known among
her contemporaries, anyone wishing to write her life story still needs to
carry out investigative research around and about the known sources.
Her ubiquity and notoriety in certain Viennese circles, followed by
the obliteration of so much that she experienced and worked for, has
encouraged a tendency to rely on assumptions about her personality and
motivations rather than to seek for further evidence. Biography is, of course,
always fragmentary: every biography has to select, and every biography
has unavoidable gaps. Nevertheless, a surprising number have been left to
stand in Schwarzwald’s case, in particular as regards her interaction with
renowned male contemporaries. These lacunae tend to be filled in one of
two unsatisfactory ways. Some of her chroniclers choose to give misplaced
weight to works of literature written during her lifetime that used her as
a model for fictional characters. Kraus’s Hofritin Schwarz-Gelber, Musil’s
Diotima, Bettauer’s Dr. Eugenia Harz, Weinheber’s Frau Doktor Mania or
Dérmann’s Selma Boskovits-Silbermann are illuminating illustrations of
how Modernist Vienna portrayed socially and culturally active females, but
are not reliable sources of information on the historical Schwarzwald’s life,

21. As well as Jewish associates, close friends such as Hans Deichmann’s brother-in-law
Count Helmuth James von Moltke, who took part in the resistance, died at the hands of
Hitler’s henchmen.
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private or otherwise.?? The other solution is to stop the gaps in her biography
with preconceived notions of how men and women related to one another
during the period. Clichés such as “schillernde Figur” or “charismatische
Personlichkeit” have become a substitute for trying to determine how her
initiatives may actually have worked, in particular her “salon.”” There are
many accounts listing the well-known artistic and intellectual figures who
frequented Schwarzwald, but very few that pay any attention to chronology
or to the ways in which she and her guests influenced each other beyond the
mere fact of their being there together.

The works of these famous, mostly male friends are of course more
immediately recognizable as belonging to an accepted canon of individual
creativity. Much of what Schwarzwald did—educating, comforting,
motivating, challenging, feeding, clothing—belongs to the so-called
reproductive rather than the productive sphere, considered intrinsically
inferior by many artists and writers of the period.** The terms used by
Schwarzwald’s contemporaries to describe her activities implicate her in the
debates on genius and the nature of the artist that so preoccupied fin-de-
siecle Vienna.” Attitudes to her were inevitably colored by Weiningerian
misogyny and the burgeoning Schopenhauer reception of the day,
influential currents of thought that rejected any notion of female creativity
out of hand.?® However, fin-de-si¢cle Vienna also offered an alternative

22. For example, however carefully the literary scholar Arno Ruflegger tries not to identify
Musil’s figure of Diotima in Der Mann ohne Eigenschaften with Schwarzwald on a one-to-
one basis, his attempt eventually breaks down when he compares Diotima’s relationship
with her husband, “Giovanni” Tuzzi, to the Schwarzwalds’ marriage, see Arno Ruflegger,
“Der Zeus von Tarnopolis’ Eugenie Schwarzwald als Figur in Robert Musils ‘Der Mann
ohne Eigenschaften’,” in Streibel, Eugenie Schwarzwald, 29-40, here 37-40. For a more
differentiated discussion of the same material, see Karl Corino, “Musils Diotima: Modelle
einer Figur,”in Literatur und Kritik 149/159 (1980): 588-98.

23. For example, Edith Friedl, Nie erlag ich seiner Personlichkeit: Margarete Libotzky und
Adolf Loos; Ein sozial- und kulturgeschichtlicher Vergleich (Vienna: Milena, 2005), 52.

24. Referring to these activities in an unpublished letter, Herdan-Zuckmayer remarks
that figures such as Loos, Kokoschka and Schénberg “litten an einem bedeutenden Geld
und Anerkennungsmangel. Sie wurden in jeder Weise genihrt im Hause Schwarzwald.”
Herdan-Zuckmayer to Hilde Frankenstein, 1969, DLA Marbach, A: Zuckmayer.

25. For instance, see Paul Stefan’s somewhat defensive description of her: “Ihr Helfen
und Retten ist nicht minder Kunst, nicht minder Genietat als Dichtung, Musik, Bildnerei,
wenn das Verschiedene auch nicht wahrhaben wollen,” Frau Doktor: Ein Bildnis aus dem
unbekannten Wien (Munich: Drei Masken, 1922), 27. Wassermann also referred to her
directly as “ein unbequemes Genie der Hilfeleistung,” “Eugenie Schwarzwald”, 2.

26. Weininger believed women to be the absolute opposite of genius, see David S. Luft,
Eros and Inwardness in Vienna: Weininger, Musil, Doderer (Chicago: Chicago University
Press, 2003), 69-74. Descriptions of Schwarzwald as an unintelligent, irritating gossip by
young Modernists such as Elias Canetti owe much to these ideas: Canetti, Das Augenspiel
(Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1988), 178.



200 Holmes: Eugenie Schwarzwald

model of genius that was better suited to her methods and achievements.
At the opening lecture of Vienna’s first Frauenclub in November 1900, Rosa
Mayreder referred to ,eine [...] spezifisch weibliche Genialitit [...] die
Genialitit des geselligen Verkehrs, die Gabe, die eigene Personlichkeit durch
die Umgangsformen zum Ausdruck zu bringen.“”” Eugenie Nussbaum,
soon to become Schwarzwald, had arrived in the capital a few months
previously; by February 1901, she herself would be holding a lecture on one
of her favorite authors, Gottfried Keller, at the Frauenciub. However, this
proved to be a short-lived forum that folded in 1902 for financial reasons.
Female “geniuses” such as Schwarzwald were therefore thrown back once
again onto a more traditional platform for female intellectual and social
brilliance: the salon.

The Viennese salon in the fin de siécle

Opinions are divided in the secondary literature as regards the state
of the Viennese salon when Schwarzwald arrived in the capital in 1900.
Some believe its heyday to have ended with the death of Josephine von
Wertheimstein in 1894; they argue that it had been rendered obsolete by
the rise of the coffee house, the solipsistic nature of Modernist discourse
and an increasing tendency to see cultural activities as potential business
ventures.”® Others claim that the fin de si¢cle witnessed a new blossoming
of the salon, and interwar Vienna its unique, final flowering.” The social
institution of the aristocratic salon may have perished along with the
Habsburg Empire, these commentators note, but the salon as a cultural
and intellectual meeting place was able to modernize and diversify. Women
finally had the vote, access to higher education and more professional
freedom. As a result, Vienna’s surviving salons were able to exercise far
more direct influence on public life than had previously been the case,
and their hostesses were more often identified with concrete cultural and
social aims.*” The central characteristics of the salon are considered to have

27. Rosa Mayreder, “Das Weib als Dame,” in Zur Kritik der Weiblichkeit: Essays
(Mandelbaum: Vienna 1998), 126.

28. Karl-Heinz Rossbacher, Literatur und Biirgertum. Fiinf Wiener Jiidische Familien von der
Liberalen Ara zum Fin de Siécle (Vienna: Bohlau 2003) 113; Michael Pollak, Wien 1900: Eine
verletzte Identitat (Constance: Universititsverlag, 1997), 163.

29. By contrast, Barbara Hahn points out that, post-World War I, there were no more
Jewish salon hostesses in Berlin, “Encounters at the margins: Jewish salons around 1900,” in
Berlin Metropolis: Jews and the New Culture 1890-1918, ed. Emily Bilski (New York: Jewish
Museum, 2000), 188-203, here 202.

30. Isabella Ackerl, “Wiener Salonkultur um die Jahrhundertwende: Ein Versuch,” in Die
Wiener Jahrhundertwende: Einfliisse, Umwelt, Wirkungen, ed. Jirgen Nautz (Vienna: Bshlau
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remained the same, however: a strong, female personality as focal point
and a private house as main venue. Three names are habitually mentioned
in this context: Alma Mahler (-Werfel), Berta Zuckerkandl and Eugenie
Schwarzwald, presented as a new, if somewhat staggered, generation of
Viennese saloniéres who rose to prominence during the fin de siécle and
continued to be influential throughout the period 1918-1938.%"

Alma Mahler (1879-1864) is best known to posterity as a somewhat
unscrupulous femme fatale who used her charms to attract a circle of
important artists to her home. It was however not only the renown of her
first husband, Gustav Mahler, that attracted leading lights of the avant
garde to her side, but also her own musical talent and training. Arrested
in her development as a composer by Mahler’s insistence that his music
come first, she remained an accomplished performer and discerning critic.
By contrast, Alma Mahler’s older friend, Berta Zuckerkandl (1864-1945)
did not give up her intellectual pursuits upon marriage, neither would her
husband, Emil Zuckerkandl—anatomy professor and champion of women’s
education—have expected her to. Since her earliest youth, Zuckerkandl had
played a role in the newspaper empire of her father Moriz Szeps. Following
a successful career on the Wiener Presse and Wiener Morgenpost, Szeps
tounded the influential Neues Wiener Tagblatt in 1867, a newspaper aimed
at the liberal (upper) middle classes. His daughters were educated at home,
as was the young Alma Schindler. Unlike the Schindlers, however, the Szeps
family spared no expense and no subjects were favored or neglected. Berta
was therefore well prepared to perform secretarial duties for her father.
She also later claimed to have acted as a secret go-between, facilitating the
publication of anonymous articles by the progressive heir to the throne,
Crown Prince Rudolph.®? Zuckerkandl married in 1889, and began to open
her home to prominent cultural, literary and political figures. Her salon is
now celebrated as one of the birthplaces of the Viennese Secession and
the Wiener Werkstatte, as a forum where Hermann Bahr, Arthur Schnitzler
and Hugo von Hofmannsthal met with Gustav Klimt, Otto Wagner, Josef
Hofmann and the artists of the Notscher Circle. Zuckerkandl was not only
a talented hostess and networker, but also became an influential cultural
critic with an appetite for controversy. As art and culture columnist, first for
the Wiener Allgemeine Zeitung, then the Neues Wiener Journal, she worked as

1993) 694-709, here 707.

31. Rose, “The Jewish Salons,” 204.

32. Olaf Herling, “Berta Zuckerkand! oder die Kunst weiblicher Diplomatie,” in Das alles
war ich: Politikerinnen, Kiinstlerinnen, Exzentrikerinnen der Wiener Moderne, ed. Frauke
Severit (Vienna: Bohlau, 1998), 53-74, also Michael Schulte, Berta Zuckerkandl: Saloniere,
Journalistin, Gebeimdiplomatin (Zurich: Atrium, 2006), 28-40.
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a professional journalist at a time when women’s names were seldom if ever
to be found under serious newspaper articles.

By comparison to both Zuckerkandl and Mahler-Werfel, Eugenie
Schwarzwald was an exception as a salon hostess even during this period of
general transformation. Zuckerkandl was undeniably a woman of great wit
and taste; nevertheless, she owed her social status and press contacts to her
family, in particular to her newspaper mogul of a father.*® She grew up in a
Palais that had been built especially for the Szeps in the ninth district, and
had been accustomed to mixing with Vienna’s cultural and political elite
from childhood. The frequent assumption of much secondary literature on
the salon, that hostesses must have been creatures of luxury, “schon vom
Elternhaus her ziemlich beglitert bis sehr reich,” is certainly true in her
case, as is the claim that they were brought up to take on “die Fihrung
eines mehr oder weniger groflen Haushaltes—natiirlich an einer eleganten
Wohnadresse.”* Alma Mahler was born into less luxurious circumstances,
but her father belonged to a well-established Viennese dynasty of artists,and
her first husband left her both fame and fortune. In contrast, Schwarzwald’s
biography is very much that of a self-made woman.

Schwarzwald—an unusual saloniére

No direct documentation has survived of Eugenie Nussbaum’s
childhood or youth: apart from her own memoirs, the only clues to
be gleaned come from sources on the male members of her family: her
brothers’ school reports and adverts for her father’s business. It seems that
the Nussbaum family moved around continually during her early youth,
and eventually settled in Czernowitz in the Bukowina in the mid- to late
1880s. Eugenie’s father Leon gave his profession as “Gutsverwalter” or
“Okonom” on his son’s school records in the 1870s, whereas Czernowitz
address books for the 1890s list him as the owner of a “Vermittlungs- und
Plakatirungsbiiro”* Schwarzwald herself later claimed to have attended
the state “Lehrerinnenbildungsanstalt” in Czernowitz, but as she never

33. Bettina Spoerri, “Auf meinem Diwan wird Osterreich lebendig’ Die jtidische
Journalistin Berta Zuckerkandl-Szeps und ihr Wiener Salon,” in “Not an Essence but a
Positioning.” German-Jewish Women Writers (1900-1938), eds. Andrea Hammel and Godela
Weiss-Sussex (Munich: Martin Meidenbauer, 2009), 163-80.

34, Ackerl, “Wiener Salonkultur,” 707.

35. Isidor Nussbaum’s school reports are to be found in the records of the Czernowitz
Gymnasium in the city archives, holding 228, box 3, files 30-35. The address and adverts for
Leo Nussbaum’s business are to be found in Dr. Nussbaum’s Allgemeiner Wobnungs-Anzeiger
nebst Handels- und Gewerbe-Adressbuch fiir die Landeshauptstadt Czernowitz und Vorstidte.
Erster Jahrgang (Czernowitz, Selbstverlag, 1895), 124 and 178.
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graduated, her name is not to be found in the school’s annual reports.* The
first reliable information on her individual biography dates from 1895, when
she departed from the female norm to register at the Philosophy Faculty
of Zurich University.’” We can only speculate as to why and how exactly
she studied for university entrance. Her uncle Joachim Nussbaum was a
Gymmnasiallehrer in Suczawa and Czernowitz, and both of her (surviving?)
brothers graduated in law from Czernowitz University; they may have
helped her prepare. Who financed her studies is also unclear: in articles she
later published on the subject, Schwarzwald looked back to her student days
as a time of happy privation, remembering badly paid translation work and
private lessons as her main source of income.*® It is certainly true that she
selected the cheapest courses available to complete her degree.*® None of
the evidence available suggests that this future sa/oniére grew up a creature
of luxury.

Eugenie’s husband Hermann Schwarzwald was also Jewish, a native of
Czernowitz. After having married and settled in Vienna, the couple threw
themselves into making careers and earning a living—no signs of inherited
ease here either. Hermann, whose degree was in law and economics, offered
his services as private consultant on the side while climbing the ladder of
the Habsburg civil service. Eugenie continued to give private lessons to
begin with, and also taught for a session at the newly founded Volksheim
in Ottakring.* In 1901, she took over Eleonore Jeiteles’ Midchenlyzeum
in Franziskanerplatz in Viennas first district. At that time in Austria-
Hungary, secondary schools for girls had to be private institutions; with
the exception of a handful of teaching training colleges, there was no state
provision for educating females beyond the age of fourteen.*' Schwarzwald’s

36. Compare the “Vita” at the end of Schwarzwald’s published dissertation, Eugenie
Nussbaum, Mezapher und Gleichnis bei Berthold won Regensburg (Vienna: Rieper, 1902)
with the Bericht der k.k. Lebrer- und Lebrerinnenbildungsanstalt in Czernowitz (Czernowitz:
Selbstverlag, 1896).

37. Matrikeledition der Universitit Zurich (http://www.matrikel.uzh.ch/pages/0.htm , last
accessed 29 Feb. 2012), Eintrag 10993 phil. WS 1895, Nussbaum, Eugenie.

38. Eugenie Schwarzwald, “Ziircher Studentenleben um 1900,” Neue Freie Presse, 13 July
1931, 1-2.

39. The courses that Eugenie Nussbaum took, or at least paid for, can be deduced from the
“Kollegiengeldkarten” of Zurich University for the years 1895-1900, Staatsarchiv Ziirich,
Universititsarchiv UU 25. T analyze these in depth in chapter three of my forthcoming
biography of Schwarzwald, Langeweile ist Gift: Das Leben der Eugenie Schwarzwald (St
Polten: Residenz, 2012).

40. Jahresbericht des Vereins Volksheims in Wien 2 nos 6/7 (April 1901- April 1902), 6.

41. Helmut Engelbrecht, Geschichte des isterreichischen Bildungswesens: Erziehung und
Unterricht auf dem Boden Osterreichs, vol 4: Von 1848 bis zum Ende der Monarchie (Vienna:
Osterreichischer Bundesverlag, 1986), 286-89.
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school, therefore, was not only an expression of what she saw as a cultural
mission, but—unavoidably—a business venture. While Berta Zuckerkandl
fought in the press on behalf of the Viennese Secession, Schwarzwald
struggled with the Ministry and the School Board for permission to vary
the official syllabus, pushing back the frontiers of women’s education. The
number of pupils at her schools grew rapidly over her first decade in Vienna
from around 200 in 1901 to over a thousand during World War 1.** From
the very beginning, she provided extra-curricular courses to prepare her
pupils for the Matura; from 1909, she advertised a section of the school as a
Realgymnasium.’This type of school was revolutionary per se for either sex, its
curriculum of modern languages and science subjects representing a break
with the traditions of classical education. Schwarzwald not only opened
one of the first of such institutions, but hers was for girls, an innovation that
threw Ministry and School Board into a positive panic.*®

1909 was also the year in which the Schwarzwalds were able to
afford to begin renting a miniature, two-story Baroque Palais, hemmed
in by new apartment buildings at Josefstidterstrafle 68 in the eighth
district. This became the venue for their “at homes,” held on a Sunday
evening like those of both Mahler-Werfel and Zuckerkandl. Rivalry was
thus pre-programmed, not so much between Zuckerkandl and Alma
Mahler-Werfel as between Zuckerkandl and the arriviste Schwarzwald.
Zuckerkandl was fifteen years older than Mahler-Werfel and had helped
launch her into Viennese artistic society as a precocious teenager. The age
gap between Zuckerkandl and Schwarzwald was much smaller, and the
latter had come to town as an ambitious, opinionated twenty-eight-year-
old, highly educated, yet a no-name in Viennese society. Adolf Drucker also
later suggested that Schwarzwald was automatically at a disadvantage—
according to the prevailing views of the time—due to the “Schlacken ihrer
Herkunft” as an Eastern Jew.* And indeed, although there were overlaps
between some of the main protagonists of Mahler-Werfel, Zuckerkandl
and Schwarzwald’s salons, there were also definite differences, amounting
sometimes and in some cases to opposing camps. The writers who had been

42. Approximate numbers can be deduced from the Jahresberichte the school published
1902-1913, although not every issue contains a list of all the pupils. Available online: http://
www.literature.at/default.alo, last accessed 29 Feb. 2012

43. Amalia Mayer and Hildegard Meissner, eds., Geschichte der dsterreichischen
Madchenmittelschule (Vienna, Osterreichischer Bundesverlag, 1952), vol 1, 59. Hans
Deichmann publishes part of the letter exchanges between Schwarzwald, Ministry and
Schools Board in Leben mit provisorischer Genehmigung, 70-72.

44. Adolf Drucker and Trude Fleischmann, 9. August 1964. Excerpts are quoted by
Deichmann, Leben mit provisorischer Genehmigung, 19; a photocopy of the whole letter can
be found in the Wiener Stadt und Landesarchiv: Schwarzwaldarchiv 2.8.
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known as “Jung Wien” did not frequent the Schwarzwalds, for example.
Schnitzler, although a minute chronicler of fin de si¢cle society, seldom
mentions her in his letters or diaries, and when he does, his comments
are disparaging.®® There are no records of contact between Hofmannsthal
and Schwarzwald, but Hofmannsthal’s daughter Christiane later described
working for Schwarzwald’s welfare organizations after World War I as a
welcome opportunity to break out of the milieu in which she had been
raised.*®

While one section of Viennese Modernism kept its distance from
Schwarzwald, however, others maintained intimate links to her. The
architect and cultural theoretician Adolf Loos was one of her closest
friends. He not only attended her salon, but lived at her house and holiday
homes for extended periods. They also worked together: he designed
interiors for the building her schools moved into in 1913 and for the
Schwarzwaldkiichen. Loos’s second wife, the dancer Elsie Altmann, was
a pupil at Schwarzwald’s Lyzeum; they first met at a Schwarzwald “at
home.” Oskar Kokoschka came to Schwarzwald through Loos, but
was also welcome chez Zuckerkandl, not least because of his links to the
Secession. He disappeared from Schwarzwald’s salon for the duration of
his notorious affair with Alma Mabhler, only to reappear again after Alma
rejected him. Schwarzwald’s guests also included the composer Egon
Wellesz, whose wife, the art historian Emmy Stross, had been one of her
first pupils.*® Other regulars were the actress Ida Roland, the soprano
Emmy Heim and the dancers Grete, Berta and Elsa Wiesenthal, although

L«

records of the Wiesenthal sisters attending Schwarzwald’s “at homes” are

45. Indeed, no mention of Schwarzwald is to be found in Schnitzler’s diaries until after the
First World War. In 1922, he considered working together with her on a fundraising tour
to Sweden, but the idea came to nothing and the experience was obviously unsatisfactory
for both, see Arthur Schnitzler Tagebuch 1920-22 (Vienna: Osterreichische Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 1993), 282-3 and 286.

46. This account by Christiane Zimmer (née von Hofmannsthal) is to be found in the
unpublished typoscript of an early biography on Schwarzwald now preserved in the papers
of Alice Herdan-Zuckmayer. Trude Fleischmann, Magische Blitter: Ein Erinnerungsbiichlein
an Frau Doktor Genia Schwarzwald, 78 in DLA Marbach, A: Zuckmayer.

47. Some of these details emerge from the standard secondary literature on Loos, for
example Burkhard Rukschscio and Roland Schachel, Adoff Loos: Leben und Werk (Salzburg:
Residenz, 1982), 154, 165, 178. The extent of Loos’s private contact to the Schwarzwalds
only becomes apparent in unpublished correspondence between members of Schwarzwalds’
inner circle. See for instance a letter from Hermann Schwarzwald to the singer Emmy
Heim, 18 July 1911, detailing Loos’s physical afflictions and the way he has taken refuge
in the Josefstadterstrafle. Karin Michaelis Archive, 35. Royal Danish Library, Copenhagen.
48. Egon Wellesz, Egon Wellesz: Leben und Werk (Vienna: Zsolnay, 1981), 48, 68-69. See
also Emmy Wellesz’s memories of her school days, as described in a private letter to Alice
Herdan-Zuckmayer, 30 December 1979, DLA Marbach, A: Zuckmayer, 56.6.2172/16, also
in Deichmann, Leben mit provisorischer Genehmigung, 101,131.
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no longer to be found during the interwar period.*’ The actor, cabaret artist
and writer Egon Friedell frequented both Zuckerkandl and Schwarzwald,
but disagreements over money in the 1930s led to a break with the latter
and an ostentatious turn to the former.®® Other influential Modernists
such as Arnold Schonberg, Peter Altenberg and Karl Kraus were linked to
Schwarzwald as much via Loos as on their own behalf, but all three made
use of the infrastructure and connections she had at her disposal. Kraus
is believed by some to have satirized Schwarzwald in encrypted form in
the figure of Hofritin Schwarz-Gelber in Die letzten Tage der Menschheit,
although opinions in the secondary literature vary.”' There is certainly no
evidence for a lasting break or animosity between Kraus and Schwarzwald
following the play’s publication—quite the opposite, in fact: during the
interwar period, Kraus practiced his Offenbach performances in the main
hall of her schools, and she continued to send him fan mail.* By way of
comparison, there can be no doubt as to Kraus’s dim view of Zuckerkandl:
his slighting comments on her activities were always made very much ad
personam.>

Schwarzwald’s schools fed into her “salon” and vice versa: she put
especial emphasis on literature, art, theatre and music both during lessons
and in the extra-curricular activities on offer. She encouraged artist friends
to give courses without official permission or teaching qualifications. She
was however careful in the final instance not to jeopardize either her

49. For lists of artist regulars, see Johann Dvotik, “Intellektuelle Avantgarde in
Wien und das Schulreformwerk von Eugenie Schwarzwald,” in Das Kind ist entdeckt:
Erziehungsexperimente in Wien der Zwischenkriegszeit, eds. Charlotte Zwiauer and Harald
Eichelberger (Vienna: Picus, 2001), 291-314.

50. Once again, clues have to be ferreted out of unpublished correspondence, sometimes
between third parties. See for example Egon Friedell to Maria Lazar, undated letter, Karin
Michaelis Archive, 35. Royal Danish Library, Copenhagen.

51. Those who hold the Schwarz-Gelbers to be a parody of the Schwarzwalds include
Renate Gollner, Kein Puppenbeim,12 and Rene Freund, Land der Triumer,109-110. Edward
Timms believes the lawyer and politician Rudolf Schwarz-Hiller von Jiskor and his wife
Erna to be more likely candidates, see Kar! Kraus: Apocalyptic Satirist (New Haven, Conn.:
Yale University Press, 1986), vol. 1, 429.

52. The Offenbach rehearsals were documented by Kraus’s accompanist, Georg Knepler,
who was also invited to Schwarzwald’s at homes, see Georg Knepler Archive 427, Akademie
der Kiinste, Berlin. See also letters from Hans Deichmann to Knepler, 16 April 1985 and
Knepler’s reply, 10 June 1985, Wiener Stadt und Landesarchiv: Schwarzwaldarchiv 6.22. for
an example of a fan letter, see Eugenie Schwarzwald to Karl Kraus, 27 November 1931: “als
ich heute Abend Thre Stimme horte, begriff ich zum ersten Mal den Wert der Erfindung des
Radio.” Wien Bibliothek, Handschriftenabteilung, I.N.138.770.

53. Contrary to Philipp Blom’s claim that Kraus “mercilessly” and “obsessively” poked fun
at Schwarzwald in Die Fackel, she is in fact never mentioned there, at least by name, whereas
Zuckerkandl frequently is. Early examples include criticism of Zuckerkandl’s support for
the Secession in Die Fackel 43 (1900), 26, persiflage of her art reviews in Die Fackel 87 (1901)
28, an accusation of nepotism in Die Facke! 149 (1903), 27.
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standing with her pupils’ parents or her schools” official recognition as
“offentlich rechtlich”—a powerful marketing tool. The courses her “salon”
guests gave were mostly an addition to the official curriculum—such as
the series of lectures Loos offered on architecture and modern living in
1911/2, or Schonberg’s composition seminars, held in 1903/4 and again
from 1918 into the early 1920s.* Kokoschka was one of the few to have
been engaged as a “regular” teacher, for drawing classes given to the lower
grades of the Lyzeum in late 1911 and early 1912. His employment at the
school caused controversy among parents and at the Ministry, and was of
very short duration. Nevertheless, general osmosis between Schwarzwald’s
“salon” and schools was on-going. Regular guests were not only active at
the schools, but selected pupils were invited to the “at homes.” And thanks
to Hermann Schwarzwald’s steady career progression, both the “salon” and
the schools had close links to men who went on to make up the upper
echelons of the civil service.”® Hermann worked alongside figures such as
Adolf Drucker (father of the American management guru Peter Drucker),
Robert Scheu and Hans Kelsen, who were not only civil servants, but also
academics, writers and social reformers. Drucker and the legal scholar
Kelsen both married Schwarzwald pupils.® Chez Schwarzwald, radical
Modernism met the cream of the Habsburg bureaucracy met precocious,
day-dreaming schoolgirls. This heady mix made up the unique character of
Eugenie Schwarzwald’s open house.

When is a salon not a salon?

In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, the salon functioned
as an ersatz university for women wishing to further their education. The
conversations that they were able to conduct with scholars, writers and
artists in this private, if not entirely domesticated atmosphere, were the
equivalent of the tutorials (Privatissimen) that male students were offered by
their professors. During one of the many clashes between Schwarzwald and

54. For Loos’s participation in the Fortbildungskurse, see Jahresbericht der Schulanstalten der
Frau Dr. phil. Eugenie Schwarzwald in Wien (Vienna: Selbstverlag, 1912), 101. Loos also
used rooms in the Schwarzwald schools over several years to hold lectures for his Bauschule,
see Rukschcio and Schachel, 4doif Loos, 170. For details on Schénberg’s compositions
seminars, see Wellesz, Leben und Werk 48-9, also Hans Heinz Stuckenschmidt, Schonberg.
Leben. Umwelt. Werk (Zurich: Atlantis, 1974), 75 and 224 and Deichmann, Leben mit
provisorischer Genehmigung, 110-117.

55. For details of Hermann’s career, see Deichmann, Leben mit provisorischer Genehmigung,
205-213.

56. Deborah Holmes, “Die Schwarzwaldschule und Hans Kelsen,” in Hans Kelsen.: Leben
— Werk — Wirksamkeit, eds. Robert Walter, Werner Ogris and Thomas Olechowski (Vienna:
Manz, 2009), 97-109.
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the Ministry during the early years of her schools, an inspector remarked
sardonically that her aim seemed to be “aus ihrem Lyzeum [...] eine
Universitit fiir Midchen [zu] machen.”” Schwarzwald would no doubt
have taken this as a compliment. The close links and overlaps between her
business—her schools—and her private, but open, house were in the best
traditions of higher education. The first Viennese sa/oniére with an academic
degree and her own girls’ Realgymnasium saw absolutely no contradiction in
this combination. She did however have her problems with the term “salon”
itself. Although this has become the accepted way of referring to gatherings
at the Josefstidterstrafle 68, Schwarzwald never used it, nor did she ever
refer to herself as a “Salondame.” In this respect, she took her lead at least
in part from Vienna’s fin de si¢cle feminists. In her opening lecture to the
Frauenclub in 1900, Rosa Mayreder had been adamant about the limitations
of the salon:

In demselben Maf}, wie der Abstand zwischen der minnlichen
und der weiblichen Bildung zunimmt, verengert sich die
Sphire, die der Dame eingerdumt ist. Alle groflen und ernsten
Probleme des Lebens sind daraus verbannt; der Salon, in dem
die Dame herrscht, ist nicht viel mehr als ein modernisiertes
Gynaeceum, bewohnt von eleganten Puppen, deren oberste
Aufgabe ist, sich zu schmicken, um zu gefallen.®

By 1900, the traditional advantage or attraction of the salon for
women—its private, informal nature—was seen as a potential disadvantage
in some quarters, as attitudes to women’s emancipation and professional
lives underwent fundamental change. At a time when the borders between
the private and the public were shifting, any would-be saloniére had a
difficult balance to maintain. Some persisted in presenting dilettantism and
informality as a liberating force—Zuckerkand]l, for example. Born into a
milieu in which (high) culture formed an unquestioned part of everyday
life, she considered a girl’s formal schooling to be far less important than
her upbringing within the family circle. In her view, “mangelhafte Bildung”
did not automatically preclude “Verstindnis fir Culturerscheinungen’—
quite the opposite, so long as young ladies were trained from childhood
“zur Aufnahme allgemeiner, unpersonlicher Fragen.” She admitted that the
private nature of this type of education ran the risk of formlessness: mothers
in particular were advised by Zuckerkandl to ban “das 6de Salongeschwiitz”

57. Report of School Inspector Vrba, submitted to Ministry on 30 April 1908 (Z:20226).
AVA Staatsarchiv, U2 2562 Wien 1. Bezirk M.Sch. Schwarzwald bis 1927.
58. Mayreder, Kritik der Weiblichkeit, 132.
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from their houses and dining tables.** The principle problem that she saw in
this negative version of “Salongeselligkeit” was “[d]er Personlichkeitscultus,
welcher in den Wienern steckt [...]. Beinahe immer fillt dem sogenannten
Tratsch der Lowenantheil der Unterhaltung zu. Wenige nur kennen
den kostlichen Werth einer die geistigen Vibrationen der Gegenwart
streifenden Discussion.“®® However, only a few lines later in the same
article, Zuckerkandl praises the salon as one of the birthplaces of the
Enlightenment and women as mediators of this new Weltanschauung,
not because of any newly acquired academic or philosophical training, but
rather because they were free of such formal education:

Der philosophisch-ethische Dilettantismus der Frau des
achtzehnten Jahrhunderts war fur den Durchbruch der
grossen socialen Umwilzung von weittragender Bedeutung.
Ihr Bildungsgrad reichte oft kaum bis zur Orthographie.
Trotzdem war ihr Gedankenflug hoch und eigen, Freiheit
und Sinnesfeinheit erfiillte ihre Seele. Von ihrer Kaminecke,
aus ihrem Salon stromte die befreiende Lehre eines Rousseau,
eines Voltaire und Diderot. So wie damals die Lehren einer
neuen Weltordnung durch die enthusiastische Intuition
der Frauen bis in das feinste Gedder der Volksseele geleitet
wurde, sollte jetzt die culturell sociale Umwandlung — in
welche die Emancipation des weiblichen Geschlechtes eine
so grosse Rolle spielt — durch geistig mitstrebende, congenial
empfindende Frauen propagirt werden.!

Dr. Phil. Eugenie Schwarzwald, educational pioneer and founder of schools,
naturally saw the matter differently. The formal education of women was
both her mission in life and her main source of income. Zuckerkandl
considered “der geistige Genuss” as a refined and worthy leisure-time
activity, almost as a moral duty for well-situated women: by exercising their
intellect in this manner, they were helping their less fortunate sisters to
an at least theoretical recognition of women’s equal rights to the kingdom
of the mind. Schwarzwald, by contrast, had only been able to secure her
place in the (upper) middle class by means of formal education. To her,
“Cultureller Dilettantismus”™—for such is the self-confident title of the
article by Zuckerkandl quoted above—was a specter to be exorcised, a

59. Berta Zuckerkandl, “Cultureller Dilenttantismus,” Documente der Frauen 1, no. 9 (July
1899), 231-33, here 231.

60. Ibid.,232.

61. Ibid., 233.
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potential reproach to all educated women that had to be firmly repudiated.
From 1902 onward, she offered “Wissenschaftliche Fortbildungskurse”
at her school to fill in the gap between the final year of the Lyzeum and
university entry: courses in literary and art history, the sciences, economy,
law and philosophy. The description published in the Jahresbericht of her
schools goes to great pains to stress their legitimacy as intellectual training:

Die Kurse sind durchweg besonders qualifizierten Dozenten
anvertraut. Sie konnen auch einzeln belegt werden; doch
verpflichtet die Einschreibung zu regelmifiger Frequentation
und aktiver Teilnahme an den seminaristisch gehaltenen
Vortrigen, um jeglichen Dilettantismus zu vermeiden.
Die Vortrige sind nach einem wohliberlegten Plane
zusammengestellt und behandeln in dreijahrigem Turnus
die wesentlichen Bestandteile moderner Bildung. Sie sollen
den jungen Midchen nicht duflerlich Gedichtnisstoft bieten,
sondern vornehmlich zu selbststindigem Denken, Arbeiten
und Lesen anregen.®

)«

Memoirs of Schwarzwald’s “at homes” suggest that they were in fact often
much more informal and unorthodox in nature than those organized by
either Zuckerkandl or Alma Mahler; nevertheless, it is clear why she should
shun the particular associations of informality and dilettantism that still
clung to the term salon.

Despite their differences, Zuckerkandl and Schwarzwald were
nevertheless united in opposing the willful abandonment of all the
traditional characteristics and prerogatives of womanhood. That meant
“alles [...] lernen, was die Minner wufSten, und dabei lieb, bescheiden,
midchenhaft und hausfraulich bleiben”® in Schwarzwald’s case, and in
Zuckerkandl’s, claiming partisanship as a feminine virtue, not only as
regards personal friendships but also in cultural criticism. Zuckerkandl
wrote of her own journalism: ,Als Frau bin ich mit Leidenschaft subjektiv;
mit Begeisterung einseitig.“** Research on Schwarzwald’s biography is still
caught up in the tensions created by these constant negotiations between
public and private, intellectual and emotional, traditional gender roles
and models of emancipation. In many ways, saloniére seems to be one of

62. Jabresbericht des Midchen-Lyzeums am Kohlmarkt (Vienna: Selbstverlag, 1905), 51.

63. As quoted by Hilde Spiel, Die hellen und die finsteren Zeiten: Erinnerungen 1911-1946
(Munich: List, 1989), 56.

64. As quoted by Andrea Winklbauer, “Wien muss der Kunst erobert werden: Berta
Zuckerkandl als Kunstkritikerin um 1900,” in Beste aller Frauen: Weibliche Dimensionen im
Judentum, ed. Gabriele Kohlbauer-Fritz (Vienna: Jewish Museum, 2007), 120-26, here 122.
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the few designations that comes close to encompassing the variety of her
activities and the nature of her influence. However, it still requires careful,
comparative consideration and tailoring; otherwise it sits as loosely over her
life story as the Reformkleid that she favored, obscuring her idiosyncracies
and individual achievements.



Where Hitler’s Name is Never Spoken:
Glinther Anders in 1950s Vienna

Jason Dawsey*

Introduction

Although he lived in Vienna for the last four decades of his very long
life (1902-1992) and did his most important theoretical and political work
there, the technology critic and anti-nuclear militant Giinther Anders has
rarely been included in treatments of the intellectual and cultural history
of modern Austria. The growth of a rich secondary literature on Anders
has occurred primarily in the fields of philosophy and Germanistik.?
Historians of contemporary Austria and Germany have recently begun to
discover Anders’ astonishing philosophical writings. Understandably, these
historians have mainly focused on his trenchant analyses of the nuclear
threat.?

1. My thanks to Ke-chin Hsia, Andrew Sloin, and Jim Walsh for their feedback.

2. Sustained scholarly interest in Anders only began in the late 1980s. For the most
important general studies on Anders in German, see Micha Brumlik, “Gunther Anders:
Zur Existenzialontologie der Emigration,” in Zivilisationsbruch: Denken nach Auschwitz, ed.
Dan Diner (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1988); Jirgen Langenbach, Grinther Anders: Eine
Monographie (Munich: Raben, 1988); Gabriele Althaus, Leben zwischen Sein und Nichts: Drei
Studien zu Giinther Anders (Berlin: Metropol, 1989); Eckhard Wittulski, Kein Ort, Nirgends:
Zur Gesellschaftskritik Giinther Anders’ (Frankfurt am Main: Herchen, 1989); Werner
Reimann, Verweigerte Verschnung: Zur Philosophie von Giinther Anders (Vienna: Passagen,
1990); Elke Schubert, Ginther Anders: Mit Selbstzeugnissen und Bilddokumenten (Reinbek
bei Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1992); Ludger Litkehaus, Philosophieren nach Hiroshima: Uber
Giinther Anders (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1992); Konrad Paul Liessmann, ed., Ginther
Anders kontrovers (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1992); Margret Lohmann, Philosophieren
in der Endzeit: Zur Gegenwartsanalyse von Giinther Anders (Munich: Fink, 1996); Konrad
Paul Liessmann, Ginther Anders: Philosophieren im Zeitalter der technologischen Revolutionen
(Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 2002); Christian Dries, Guinther Anders (Paderborn: Wilhelm
Fink, 2009); Raimund Bahr, Ginther Anders: Leben und Denken im Wort (Vienna: Edition
Art & Science, 2010). The only monograph on Anders in English is Paul van Dijk,
Anthropology in the Age of Technology: The Philosophical Contribution of Giinther Anders, trans.
Frans Kooymans (Atlanta: Rodopi, 2000).

3. For some prominent examples, see Holger Nehring, “Cold War, Apocalypse and
Peaceful Atoms: Interpretations of Nuclear Energy in the British and West German Anti-
Nuclear Weapons Movements, 1955-1964,” Historical Social Research 29, no. 3 (2004):
150-70; Benjamin Ziemann, Introduction, in Ziemann, ed., Peace Movements in Western
Europe, Japan and the USA during the Cold War (Essen: Klartext, 2007); idem, “The Code of
Protest: Images of Peace in the West German Peace Movements, 1945-1990,” Contemporary
European History 17, no. 2 (2008): 237-61.
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Giinther Anders, New York, 1945. © Literary Archives of the
Austrian National Library
In this essay, I argue that Gunther Anders should be considered as
a key figure in post-1945 Austrian intellectual history. This argument is
supported through extensive use of his “philosophical journals” from 1950-
1951.#'These texts, which have received minimal attention in the secondary
literature on Anders, are among the most salient of the numerous works he

4. The central text I analyze is: “Wiedersehen und Vergessen,” first published in its entirety
in Die Schrift an der Wand: Tagebiicher 1941 bis 1966 (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1967),
and also available in Tugebiicher und Gedichte (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1985), hereafter
TG. In this piece, I have used the latter and supplemented it with materials from Anders’
Nachlass.
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wrote before the 1956 publication of the first volume of his magnum opus
on modern technology’s increasing independence from human control, 75e
Obsolescence of the Human Being.® These journals contribute significantly to
a symptomology of what I call post-fascism. The concept of post-fascism
is a crucial, if undeclared, category of Anders’ philosophical writings
from 1950 on. In Anders’ case, “post-fascism” refers to a host of noxious
socio-psychological and ideological strategies for repressing, distorting or
minimizing the horror from the fascist era.® What Anders himself labeled,
much later, fascism’s “afterlife,” covered the tendencies to elevate Austrians
(or Germans) to an equal status of victimhood with Jews, if the latter’s
claims were recognized at all, to restore former Nazis to places of authority,
and to seek comfort in memories of a pre-Anschluss past.

The texts examined in this article evince Anders contending with the
“after” to Hitler and the Holocaust in its quotidian aspects in Vienna. Left-
wing intellectuals, like himself, had to face a most reactionary “normalization”
in Austrian Second Republic (and the new Federal Republic of Germany)
in the wake of catastrophic war and genocide. Anders witnessed and
challenged the consolidation of the victim myth.” He became a most
prescient critic of the form of post-fascist national identity which solidified
in Austria in the early Cold War and his “philosophical journals” merit
careful attention from scholars exploring the history of Austrian memory.

5. Die Antiquiertheit des Menschen, Volume 1: Uber die Seele im Zeitalter der zweiten
industriellen Revolution (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1956). The second volume was not
published until almost a quarter-century later: Die Antiquiertheit des Menschen, Volume
2: Uber die Zerstorung des Lebens im Zeitalter der dritten industriellen Revolution (Munich:
Verlag C.H. Beck, 1980).

6. My own conception of post-fascism owes a great deal to the work of Theodor W.
Adorno, especially his “The Meaning of Working Through the Past”(1959), and “Education
After Auschwitz” (1965), both in Critical Models: Interventions and Catchwords, trans.
Henry Pickford (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998). The full import of these
two extraordinary pieces has not yet been absorbed by European historians. Also helpful
for the framing of this chapter were the two excellent essays by Roger Griffin, “Europe for
the Europeans: Fascist Myths of the European New Order 1922-1992” and “Fascism’s New
Faces (and New Facelessness) in the ‘Post-Fascist’ Epoch” in his 4 Fuscist Century: Essays by
Roger Griffin, ed. Matthew Feldman (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008).

7. For some works addressing the victim myth, see Glinter Bischof, “Victims? Perpetrators?
Punching Bags of European Historical Memory? The Austrians and Their World War
IT Legacies,” German Studies Review 27, no. 1 (February 2004): 17-32; Peter Utgaard,
Remembering and Forgetting Nazism: Education, National 1dentity and the Victim Myth in
Postwar Austria (New York: Berghahn, 2003); Hella Pick, Guilty Victim: Austria from the
Holocaust to Haider (London: 1.B. Tauris Publishers, 2000); Meinrad Ziegler and Waltraud
Kannonier-Finster, Osterreichs Gedichtnis: Uber Erinnern und Vergessen der NS-Vergangenheit
(Vienna: Bohlau Verlag, 1993); Giinther Bischof, “Die Instrumentalisierung der Moskauer
Erklirung nach dem 2. Weltkrieg,” Zeizgeschichte 20, no. 11/12 (1993): 345-66.
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“Homecoming”

With a life that encompassed almost the entire twentieth century,
Anders lived through or witnessed from afar most of its crucial moments.
Frequently, he declared his philosophical writings to be efforts to catch
up, at the level of thought, to the century’s events. His friendships and
relationships tied him to many of that century’s most significant intellectuals
and artists. Born Giinther Stern (Anders was a pseudonym he first began
to use in the early 1930s) in Breslau in July 1902, he was the son of the
eminent psychologists, William and Clara Stern. Walter Benjamin was
a distant cousin. In the 1920s, Anders studied with the most important
philosophers in Weimar Germany: Ernst Cassirer, Edmund Husserl,
Martin Heidegger, and Max Scheler. He was also Hannah Arendt’s first
husband (they were married from 1929-1937), a participant in Weimar
leftist circles that include Bertolt Brecht and George Grosz, and an
acquaintance of the members of the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory.
Anders, too, must be counted as part of the exodus of artists, scientists, and
writers who fled Nazi Germany for the United States after January 1933.
Spending the first three years after Hitler’s assumption of power in Paris,
he emigrated to the U.S. in 1936. Anders lived in New York and southern
California for fourteen difficult years and did a variety of “odd jobs” (factory
work, screenplay writing, dishwashing) to make ends meet. The final years
of the Second World War changed Anders’ thinking forever. He first heard
reports of mass killings of Jews in 1943, reports confirmed the following
year. When he heard of the obliteration of Hiroshima over the radio in
New York City in August 1945, he claimed that the news left him totally
speechless.® These events forced a turn to a more explicitly historical form
of theorizing. For the remainder of his life, he would develop and elaborate
a philosophy capable of grasping the Shoah and the nuclear threat within
the framework of a critique of contemporary technology.

Throughout his time of exile, Anders long imagined his return to Europe.
In 1950, he finally departed the United States and relocated to Austria. The
pressures behind this move were both personal and political. Anders’second
wife, Elisabeth Freundlich, sorely wanted to go back to her Heimatstadt,
Vienna, after twelve years in exile. By her own account, she had nursed such
wishes since the war’s end, but delayed in order to hold American citizenship

8. The most detailed biographical treatment of Anders is Bahr, Giinther Anders. See also
Liessmann, Giinther Anders, 14-29, as well as Paul Van Dijk, Anthropology in the Age of
Technology, Ch. 2.
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for the one year required to leave the country.’ There were crucial political
issues which informed their decision as well. She and Anders shared a very
bleak assessment of the situation in their adopted country. The activities
of the House Un-American Activities Committee, which had investigated
many of their friends, including Brecht and Hanns Eisler, would soon be
overshadowed by the even more paranoid anti-communism of Wisconsin
Senator Joseph McCarthy. With the onset of the Korean War in June 1950,
the already existing climate of surveillance, denunciation, and persecution
for leftists of all stripes and national backgrounds worsened.

For Anders and Freundlich, this course of events bespoke an indigenous
American fascistization.'” One experience with an extreme turn to the right
was enough for both of them. Freundlich persuaded Anders to give up
his position as lecturer at the New School for Social Research and leave
America behind for good."! Her parents, despite their own deep attachments
to New York City, followed them. They departed New York on the Queen
Mary in April 1950. Following stops in Paris and Ziirich, the former being
especially poignant for Anders, they reached Vienna in May.”? His first
journal entries on arriving measured his immediate emotional reactions
against the expectations he had harbored. Setting foot on Austrian soil
was not exactly the homecoming he had envisioned for 17 years. Anders,
retaining though a sense of humor, observed laconically of his “return,” how
“incapable of separating myself right away from the familiarity of being
foreign (Fremdseins),from the habit of the years-long exile life,”having ‘come
back to a country in which I have never lived before.” If he had desperately
wanted to write in German and for a Germanophone readership, he now
contended each day with an unfamiliar Viennese dialect.* His journey back
to the Old World would indeed be one of perpetual and, at least in its early
stages, usually unpleasant, discovery.

9. Elisabeth Freundlich, The Traveling Years, trans. Elizabeth Pennebaker (Riverside,
California: Ariadne Press, 1999), 97.

10. Seeibid., 98.

11. Elisabeth Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt: For Love of the World, 2" Edition (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 2004), 250. A sign of Anders’ continuing good relations with Hannah
Arendt, the lectureship was taken over by Arendt’s second husband, Heinrich Bliicher.

12. TG,95-106. Among the many sights that moved Anders so much upon his trip to Paris
was a stop at the shop where he had last spoken to Walter Benjamin in 1936. For this, see
ibid., 100. Freundlich indicated that their journey to Vienna also included stops in Frankfurt
and Munich. Freundlich’s parents did not return to Vienna, however. Instead, they took up
in residence in Zurich. Freundlich, Traveling Years, 98.

13. TG,107.

14. Ibid., 108.
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In their first few years in Vienna, Anders and Freundlich tried a number
of locations before establishing themselves in the city’s fourth district in
late 1952 or early 1953. He lived there for most of the decade, even after his
separation from Freundlich in 1955. During this phase of (re)settlement, first
with Freundlich, then with his third wife, the American-Jewish musician
Charlotte Zelka, Anders finally won recognition as an independent writer
and philosophical thinker. For much of his first decade in Vienna, Anders
continued to be, as Margret Lohmann has described him, a “boundary-
crosser (Grenzgdinger).” Until the late 1950s, Anders still pursued an
amazing diversity of interests—i.e. literary and film criticism, fiction
and poetry writing. Anders was quickly dismayed, however, by the paltry
number of publishing outlets available in the Austrian capital. He regularly
complained in his correspondence of the moribund state of cultural life in
Vienna. In one instance, he described it to Karl Léwith as a “city without
philosophy, publishing houses, and journals,” and “intellectually, everything
other than satisfying.”** Anders complained to Helmuth Plessner that “here
in Vienna”the “university leads a life of an oyster hermetically sealed against
the outside world, which can only be induced to open its shell through the
incantations of the political parties.”” Until at least 1957, Anders considered
moving again, even after he acquired Austrian citizenship in 1951.

Consequently, he found new fora for his voluminous writings in the
Federal Republic of Germany and inquired about teaching opportunities
there as well. With the release of his controversial Kafka—Pro und Contra
in 1951, he began a forty-year partnership with the Munich publisher
C.H. Beck.”® He contributed regularly, from 1952 on, to Merkur, the
new self-styled “German journal for European thought.” The publication
of The Obsolescence of the Human Being in 1956 earned him plaudits as a
major critical voice in debates about the impact of modern technology and
ushered in a remarkable period of involvement with European, American,
and Japanese peace politics. The success of these books lifted him out of
anonymity. Soon thereafter, the release of his correspondence with Claude
Eatherly, the American pilot who had given the “go-ahead” signal to the
Enola-Gay to drop the atom bomb on Hiroshima, reinforced his growing
reputation as a thinker who not only wrote but “acted” as well. After
declining in 1957 an offer for a teaching position at the Free University in

15. Margret Lohmann, Philosophieren in der Endzeit, 14.

16. Giinther Anders to Karl Lowith, January 26, 1952, Osterreichisches Literaturarchiv
der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, Vienna, Nachlass Giinther Anders 237/04,
hereafter OLA-ONB, NGA 237/04. The original German is far better—“in der Stadt der
Philosophie-, verlags- und Zeitschriftenlosigkeit.”

17. Giinther Anders to Helmut Plessner, April 16,1953, OLA-ONB, NGA 237/04. .

18. Kafka—~Pro und Contra: Die Prozess-Unterlagen (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1951).
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West Berlin, he fully embraced the subjectivity of the “committed” writer as
outsider, of, quite literally, being anders (“different”).?

Conditions in Austria both contributed to Anders’ identification
with the figure of the outsider and were the focus of one of his first post-
exile writing projects. For years, Austrians largely ignored Anders’ books.
Overwhelmingly, his new acclaim was a German (and later international)
phenomenon. As he described it to an interviewer in 1979, after thirty
years in the country, “I have not earned a single penny” in Austria and “my
existence here is totally unknown.”® As a result, Anders came to view his
new home in the city of Vienna merely as a base of operations for writing
and speaking engagements elsewhere not as a source of support and
inspiration.?! Keeping the apartment in Vienna was purely utilitarian for
him.In aresponse to Herbert Marcuse, he bluntly dubbed it “the local village
(das hiesige Dorf), which I use simply as ‘headquarters’ without making the
slightest use of the local ‘cultural life.”” Despite his unflaterring opinions
of Vienna, he never, despite entreaties, relocated. Gradually, he reached
a sort of modus vivendi with his anonymity there, a situation which has
since changed radically.? Undoubtedly, once Anders funneled his energies
into anti-nuclear praxis, the Second Republic’s official neutrality also made
the country more palatable. He also found political developments in the
Federal Republic of Germany, especially the threat of a neo-Nazism, far
more menacing than Austria’s brand of reaction.

Austria’s quite troubled relation toits Nazi past was one of the first subjects
that Anders analyzed upon his return to Europe. His deep disappointment
about how Nazism had been vanquished and his trepidation about what
would succeed it received frightening confirmation in the Austrian context.
Soon after his arrival in Vienna, Anders investigated whether Austrians had
moved forward out of the shadow of catastrophic warfare and genocide by
confronting their enthusiasm for Hitler, support for the National Socialist
regime’s criminal war, and their own anti-Semitism. Through a detailed set
of philosophical journals, Anders charted how Austrians were doing the
exact opposite.

19. Anders discusses his decision to refuse this offer in his 13 Oct. 1990 interview with
Konrad Paul Liessmann, contained in Liessmann, Giinther Anders zur Einfiibrung, 2™
Edition (Hamburg: Junius, 1993), 162.

20. See his 1979 interview with Mathias Greffrath, “Wenn ich verzweifelt bin, was geht’s
mich an?,”in Giinther Anders antwortet: Interviews & Erklirungen, ed. Elke Schubert (Berlin:
Edition Tiamat, 1987), 41.

21. 'The troubled relationship between Anders and Vienna was already thematized by
Ursula Pastwerk in her foreword to Liessmann, ed., Ginther Anders kontrovers, 13-14.

22. Giinther Anders to Herbert Marcuse, January 27, 1967, OLA-ONB, NGA 237/04.
23. In 1979, Anders was awarded the Austrian State Prize for Cultural Writing. Thanks
largely to the efforts of Konrad Paul Liessmann, Dirk Répcke, and Raimund Bahr, Vienna
has become, in the last two decades, the focal point for critical discussion, inside and outside
the academy, on Anders and his legacy.
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The Critical Ethnographer

Gunther Anders was an unacknowledged chronicler and interpreter
of the Austrian Fifties, especially the early years of the Cold War until the
1955 State Treaty. Upon his arrival in the country, he immediately joined
in a discursive struggle over the lessons to be drawn from the Third Reich.
Anders’extraordinary writings from this period have yet to be integrated into
scholarly accounts of the history of Austrian Vergangenheitsbewdltigung.®*
In this section, I attempt to at least partially correct this oversight through
a focus on Anders’ trenchant observations on the lived experience of
past persecution, guilt, and privation, and present dynamics of selective
remembrance and collective forgetting in the Second Republic.” Just half
a decade after the war’s end, he documented, as an outsider, exculpatory
forms of narrativization operating in Vienna.

Anders and Freundlich moved to a city whose inhabitants regarded
them and other rémigrés with suspicion. Still divided in 1950 between
American, British, French, and Soviet zones, Vienna had not yet recovered
from the bombing, streetfighting, and mass rape that marked the city’s
fall to the Red Army in April 1945. Surprisingly, Anders and Freundlich’s
status as outsiders did not prevent many Viennese from confiding in them
their anecdotes and opinions. He recorded his early impressions of Vienna
in his journals between May 1950 and July 1951, but only published them
in their entirety in 1967 and, then again, in 1985. Far more extensive and
philosophically ambitious than Freundlich’s memoir, they, too, reflected on
everyday encounters and conversations with an outsider’s perspective.?

24. A similar complaint was made recently by Raimund Bahr in his “Anniherungen an
die Biographie: Gunther Anders im Blick,” in Zuginge: Giinther Anders: Leben und Werk, ed.
Raimund Bahr (Vienna: Edition Art & Science, 2007), 81. Subsequently, Bahr analyzed this
period of Anders’life in his Grinther Anders, 231-51. Although my treatment of Anders here
goes into much greater detail about his journals than does Bahr, his approach is comparable.
He also provides a great deal of interesting biographical detail about Freundlich. For some
earlier attempts to integrate Anders’ writings on the topic, see Hans-Martin Lohmann,
Geisterfabrer: Blanqui, Marx, Adorno & Co.: 22 Portraits der europiischen Linken (Hamburg:
Sammlung Junius, 1989), 110-12; Schubert, Ginther Anders, 60-68.

25. Unfortunately, I can only deal briefly here with Freundlich’s memoir. I plan to write a
longer piece on her place in these Austrian debates in the future.

26. Her marriage to Anders disintegrated shortly thereafter. They separated and divorced in
1955. After their split, Freundlich continued to write fiction. She participated with Anders
in the Symposium on Research on Austrian Exile Literature in June 1975, an event which
earned them both long-overdue attention in Austria. They reconciled and Anders drew close
to her again when his third marriage ended that same year. He praised her “very important
book on the devastation of Stanislau,” a project on the eradication of a Jewish community
in Galicia. This book, Die Ermordung einer Stadt namens Stanislau: NS-Vernichtungspolitik in
Polen 1939-1945 (Vienna: Paul Zsolnay Verlag, 1986), prefigured the recent “regional turn”
in Holocaust studies.
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Anders’ journals supplied a critical impressionistic ethnography
of Viennese life in the first decade after Nazism. He acted as an
ethnographer—asking questions, gathering anecdotes, making notes, and
submitting his own philosophical and political commentaries. The crucial
collection of entries called “Returning and Forgetting (Wiedersehen und
Vergessen)” documents, from May 1950-July 1951, how a thinly veiled post-
fascist mentality endured in Vienna. In a most insightful letter to Thomas
Mann, he described his purpose in compiling these “philosophical journals.”
“After my return,” he wrote, “I recorded right away my daily conversations
with the local population, their stories and arguments, and attempted in
appended commentaries to depict the moral condition of the postwar
and post-Hitler soul and to more closely define the spiritual vacuum (as
a non-entity scarcely visible to the locals).”” These commentaries not only
recorded the still common word of praise for Nazism as well as strategies
for avoiding or confronting the Nazi past, but also attempted to account for
them historically and psychologically. Anders’ journals critically examined
subjectivities “on the ground” in Vienna as the victim myth solidified into
an official state ideology.

In these entries, Anders never named his conversation partners,
preferring to give only initials and brief biographical details. The exchanges
in “Returning and Forgetting” took place across and outside the city, though
several, interestingly, happened in the western area of Hietzing, known
for the Habsburg summer palace of Schonbrunn and its many luxurious
homes. Most of the entries involved him probing the opinions, anecdotes,
memories and mannerisms of others. More generally, they typified the mode
of philosophical-literary analysis he had adumbrated in the 1940s—the
fusion of phenomenological attention to quotidian comments, memories,
gestures, silences, objects, and spaces with sharp but terse critical analysis
of the bigger pathologies these micro-phenomena revealed. Philosophically
subtle, stylistically beautiful, and packed with haunting stories, “Returning
and Forgetting” was among the very best works Anders authored in his
long career. As an avowedly political collection, he designed the journals to
be an obstruction to the suppression of Austria’s place in the history of the
'Third Reich. “Every moment,” Anders wrote, “one is in danger of forgetting
it, and not even for an instant may one forget it (Jeden Augenblick ist man in
Gefabr, es zu vergessen, und keinen Augenblick lang darf man es vergessen).”zg
The “it”in this passage did not substitute for a specific event but, instead, for

27. Giinther Anders to Thomas Mann, 23 Sept. 1952, OLA-ONB, NGA 237/04.
28. TG,160.
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a period he titled simply “the critical years.”” In the Austrian context, this
meant the temporal rupture of 1938-45.

'The confrontation, avoidance or denial of this rupture manifested itself
in very different ways that Anders mapped. First, he described the “normal”
habitus of the émigré—where the blackest hatred for the Nazi dictatorship
instilled fortitude. In the journals, he analyzed what happened to this rancor
in the postwar period. Anders spoke about how twenty years before (1930),
he and so many of his contemporaries would have refused to hate. Falling
prey to hatefulness would have been perceived as combating a situation
with the heart instead of thinking (Einsichten) or insight.*® “And the single
thing that we would have allowed ourselves to hate,” he added, “was the
thought of hating something with one’s entire soul and entire heart.”
The catastrophes of 1933 and 1938 had upended such noble sentiments.
Loathing for the Brown Revolution became a means of sustenance. Out
of fear that people would not face the ugly necessity of such hate, Anders
utilized words such as “task,” “single nourishment,” “sole strength,” and
“the single fire which kept us active,” to hammer the point home.?? These
statements concur with the de-romanticized image of the emigrant he
sketched in other writings.®

Among this group of exiles, in Anders’ telling, were an especially
hardened minority who steadfastly clung to the old, undiluted animus and
its objects. With a kind of religious fervor, “they could not live without their
daily horrors of the already long dead Hitlers and Himmlers.”* Anders did
not leave out how troubling he and others found these individuals, yet he
concluded that their recalcitrance may have rested on rational foundations.
These “true believers” in their hatefulness cautioned “that tomorrow the
same thing could happen? Who forgets yesterday, forgets tomorrow.”” The
failure to break with the Nazi past would be ominously evident in the young
Austrian republic and, consequently, the devotion of the “true believers” all
the more legitimate.

He pointed out how the hatred of the exiles like himself, nurtured
for at least a dozen years, crashed into the radically different emotional

29. Ibid.

30. Ibid, 112-113.

31. Ibid, 113.

32. Ibid.

33. See, for example, “Der Emigrant,” Merkur 16, no. 7 (July 1962): 601-622. The essay is
also reproduced in 7G under the title, “Post festum 7 64-93.

34. TG,114.

35. Ibid., 114-115.
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imaginary of “those who had stayed behind (die Zuriickgebliebenen).”* The
chasm between the returning exiles and the Austrian population could not
have been wider. The émigrés, he contended, would not relinquish their
fixation on the primordial year—1933.3 For those who stayed behind, the
primal catastrophe for the exiles had been “buried under the fullness and
under the ruins of wider events: the pseudo-blooming (Scheinbliite) of the
Third Reich, of war, of victory, of defeat, of invasion, of collapse.”® The
privation of the immediate postwar period, which he did not emphasize,
could also be appended to this claim. If one accepts Anders’ descriptions,
the two groups, quite asymmetrical in numbers, inhabited fundamentally
different cognitive worlds with distinct temporal frames of reference. For
him, these worlds could not and should not have been reconciled. However,
in his new role of the returning exile as social dissident, Anders labored
to record, understand, and explain the perspectives of “those who stayed
behind” on the “critical years.”

'The enmity and suspicion between the exiles and Vienna’s population
that Anders experienced and recorded was tremendously complicated
by a crucial third group: Austrian Jews who had lived through the Nazi
period in Austria in hiding (the so-called “U-boats”), and the survivors
from concentration or extermination camps, Jew and Gentile, who had
made their way home. In several places in his journals, Anders detailed
their reestablished presence in the Austrian capital and some of their
heartrending stories. He also paid tribute to those Jews who did not survive,
and what the eradication of the city’s once remarkable Jewish community
meant for a politics of memory.

What these three groups (the exiles, the survivors, and those who
remained) held in common was a shared urban space, the rebuilding city
of Vienna. The new Vienna Anders portrayed was a mournful replica of
the cosmopolitan city it had once been. Since the war’s end, the Viennese
had sunken into a unique provincialism all their own. Anders noted how
insulated from global problems the Viennese appeared to be. Trips through
local bookstores and cafes produced no German journals or books. It was,
he wrote, as if Metternich’s sentinels still sealed the country’s borders from
dangerous print materials.®

Yet something “much bleaker than provincialism” marred Vienna’s
postwar character.® He reminded his readers that the inhabitants of
a province always know whose province it is and where its center of
gravity is. The self-enclosed state of Viennese life did not fit this model.

36. Ibid., 115.
37. Ibid.
38. Ibid.
39. Tbid., 119.
40. Tbid., 126.
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Alternatively, he suggested, “an answer is then only possible if one expands
the meaning of the word ‘province.’ Vienna is namely a province in a purely
historical sense: province of its own splendid, far-distant past (Provinz seiner
eigenen, glaenzenden, weitentfernten Wrgangen/.)eit).”‘“ The city’s unique
provincialism could be captured then under the slogan—*“Vienna wants
under no circumstances to remain back behind Vienna.”? The very streets
of Vienna, Anders added, seemed to become “museum pieces” as well.*
There was nothing accidental, though, about the emergence of this self-
provincialization. For Anders, this “splendid, far-distant past” became a
refuge for a citizenry in flight from a horrendous, recent past.

He detected this retreat in the quotidian language of greetings and
titles. The intemperate politeness of the Viennese amazed him. In his own
case, he pointed to how often the appellation “Herr Doktor” was granted
him by people who knew nothing of his academic past. Such courtesy
could not be accepted as a remnant from the Habsburg past, as one person
claimed.* Its “prerequisites” like the “feudal lord-serf relation and the
pyramid rising over the ranks of the officials and the nobility to the palace
no longer exist. The K. and K. world finally collapsed more than thirty years
ago.”® Anders understood that the Austrian Social Democrats and then
the Nazis had intervened, with varying degrees of success, in the sphere of
interpersonal conduct. Factoring in, too, the devastating experiences of the
war, he asked why the tenacity of this politeness. Anders contended that
fear and suspicion were its covert motivations. His conclusions, then, took
a surprising twist, however.

Anders did not believe the pleasantries he experienced any longer
masked anxiety about the recent past. On the contrary, they indicated fear
about the future, the future of a country that was now powerless. “One can
never know. Never know,” he wrote, “what tomorrow will be like. Who
will be master tomorrow.”* Thus, the uncertainty about tomorrow induced
the Viennese to practice a realistic caution with regard to strangers. For a
populace that simply wanted to be left in peace, extremely courteous behavior
could be an alibi if a new turn in the nation’s political course occurred. This
also meant, Anders thought, maintaining a distance from the dangerous
world of politics. “One is unpolitical in order to demonstrate tomorrow that

41. Ibid., 127. Italics in the original.

42. Ibid. Italics in the original. In Anders’ view, Vienna, in fact, could not, at the time,
compare, culturally, to many small cities or states.

43. 1Ibid., 131.

44, TIbid., 168.

45. Ibid.

46. Ibid., 169.
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one has been unpolitical yesterday. The rebirth of politeness from the spirit of
mistrust.”¥ Perhaps correcting his own first inclination to view the formal
friendliness as only futural, he ended this entry from November 1950 with
the observation that the holdovers from the k and k period covered over the
now most unpleasant “reality of the Hitler intermezzo.”*

One of the vital tasks Anders undertook in the journals was to
transcribe the unsaid. What was not expressed frequently counted as much
if not more than the spoken word. Anders recorded how, after months in
Vienna, he never heard Hitler’s name spoken.” He considered this silence,
especially among younger Austrians subjected for seven years to the cult
of personality surrounding Hitler, to be menacing. Anders wondered if the
reluctance to utter the name in public actually meant that the dictator had
become an object of private reverence. He worried, too, as did many of his
contemporaries on the Left, “whether the time of quiet is not a threatening
period of latency (eine bedrobliche Latenzzeit), in which he [Hitler] ripens
into a perhaps depoliticized prestige of a savior.” Anders legitimately
feared the inception of a new Hitler myth within the Austrian populace
and he suspected that its first manifestation might be a taboo on voicing the
dead Fiihrer’s appellation.’!

In many of the entries, though, Anders gathered the stories of others.
Several of his oral histories detail incredible, post-war encounters between
persecuted and persecutor. With the official N., Anders witnessed an
example, different from his own experience, of the bond between politeness
and mistrust. During a walk with N. the official exchanged ostentatious
greetings with a neighbor. Subsequently, N. claimed the man he had
addressed, a Dr. R., had denounced him during the Nazi years for not flying
a flag (presumably a swastika) at his home. Anders could not believe that N.
would even acknowledge such a person. His disbelief was not diminished
when N., in response to Anders’ tough questioning, asked what good could
come from behaving in a “more unchristian” way than had Dr. R.*2 Dr. R.
did not hold on to this past and neither would he. Anders suspected that
the real reasons motivating N.’s reticence were his anxiety about spoiling
currently smooth relations with people with whom he had a past grievance
and, second, that he “probably more or less clearly recognizes his omission
as guilt.”

47. Ibid. Italics in the original.
48. Ibid.
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Anders marveled as well at the case of M. M was an actor who had been
sentenced to a concentration camp after being denounced for unspecified
activities. In the early postwar period, he resumed his old job. For four
years, M told Anders, he had worked alongside two of those men who
had denounced him. When relating this, he spoke of his situation only in
positive terms. Things were fine with him. “Such steadiness,” Anders wrote,
“would require a double life; and a double life one may expect from a very
tew.”* Consequently, he concluded that “only virtuosos of abstraction” could
live with the same detachment as had M. They displayed their virtuosity in
how decently they treated their accusers, while inwardly, abstracting from
their behavior, they condemned them as “rotten people” or “murderers” for
their vile deeds.”

The most unforgettable example of the juxtaposition of former
enemies Anders discovered was his “After All, I Was Only Seventeen,” a
brief excerpt from these journals published by Commentary.*® In this piece,
Anders transmitted a story told to him by an Austrian-Jewish architect
L., whose family had been murdered at Auschwitz. Himself an inmate in
unnamed camps, he had returned to Vienna in 1948. L.’s account dealt with
one of his employees, a twenty-nine year old draftsman named Huber, who
had worked for him for two years. Huber wanted to leave Austria for more
promising work in Australia, but was not granted an exit visa. Huber then
sought L.’s advice on what to do next. As L. discovered, Huber had served
in the SA in the late 1930s, had, along with his comrades, “cleaned out a
Jewish house,” and later saw combat with Rommel’s Afrika Korps at the
Battle of Tobruk.”” L. conveyed to Anders his horror upon learning Huber’s
past.

“A clever type, very useful, skillful draftsman, a big hulk of
a man, bony, with the face of a theological student from the
country. He dragged his left foot a little. Even that had given

54. Ibid., 187.Italics in the original.

55. Ibid. Italics in the original.

56. “After All, I Was Only Seventeen: A Story,” trans. Francis Golffing, Commentary XIV
(September 1952): 254-58. The German original can be found in 7'G, 150-60. The English
translation omits, for reasons I have not been able to ascertain, Anders’ brief commentary
on L.s story. It can be found on pp. 159-60 of 7'G and my explication of the story includes
this commentary.

57. “After All, I Was Only Seventeen,” 254-55. Most likely, Huber meant the Battle of
Tobruk that occurred in eastern Libya in April 1941, where British, Australian, Polish, and
Czechoslovak troops successfully held Tobruk against what was, actually, a series of attacks
by German and Italian forces.
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me confidence in him, I don’t know exactly why. All in all, I
found him a sympathetic character; every once in a while we
joked with each other. And now all of a sudden he was one of
them. And had been all along.”®

In the course of the story, the reader learns that Huber had been tried
for his activities in the SA by an Austrian People’s Court and spent a short
period in prison. Due to this prison sentence, he had been denied the exit
visa. The revelations led to an extraordinary exchange between the two
men. At first, L. questioned whether Huber knew that his boss was a Jew
and squarely blamed him for the agony he went through. The draftsman
answered yes to the question and was incredulous about the accusation.” L.
spoke as well of his sisters, who had been murdered at Auschwitz. He told
Huber, “You people expect to be treated as though nothing had happened,
because the wrong is irreparable anyhow.”® Huber ascribed his Nazism to
youthful ignorance. “But, Herr Doktor,” he told L., “after all I was only
seventeen!”®! Huber’s old self, the stormtrooper, had supposedly ceased to
exist, at least until he met with a former superior in the SA.

The meeting came about due to Huber’s request for an exit visa. As
L. relayed it to Anders, Huber audaciously described this encounter with
a man who had recruited him to be a stormtrooper and who had given
him orders. This “old comrade,” now a civil servant “side-whiskered like old
Franz Joseph,” pretended he did not know him. After being subjected to a
formal series of questions, Huber was dismissed by his one-time commander
upon seeing information about his appearance before the People’s Court.
Shockingly, Huber seemed to have expected sympathy from L. When he
did not get it, he spoke sarcastically to L. of “you people” who allowed the
SA officer to hold such a position. L. interpreted “you people” as meaning
“all of us who had fought against Hitler and beaten him, and now have let
the victory slip through our fingers.” In its abbreviated English rendering,
the story ended with L. conversing with Anders over the moral ambiguities
of the situation. What should one do with the cases of people like Huber?

Prompted by his own question, the architect arrived at a nuanced
characterization of lower-level Nazis of the Huber variety:

58. Ibid., 254. The story relates how the dragging of the foot was the result of a wound
Huber suffered at Tobruk.
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“Simply an ordinary man, caught in the crush of history, who
wasn't over-fastidious in his choice of means when it was
a question of survival. Seeking advice from a Jew wasnt a
sign of turpitude, but simply a lack of moral sensitivity. His
outbursts, though they might look suspicious, were genuine,
I think. Mediocrity does not protect you from despair, and
it’s no proof of dishonesty either. After all, Huber had every
reason to feel desperate. And the question whether a man of
thirty should be held accountable for what he committed at
the age of seventeen—under duress, besides—remains a valid
question, no matter what moral stuff the ‘victim’is made of.”%3

The German version, however, does not indicate that L. made this
characterization. Rather, it appears that these were actually Anders’
conclusions about the Huber case. The English translation also omits
Anders’ final remarks to the story:

“Of course Huber’s question is not answered. Just as little
the moral question of the one who has returned, with which
the ‘scene’ closes. What I wrote down is mere recording
(Mitschrif?). But the recording itself seems important to me,
because already tomorrow or the day after tomorrow the huge
absurdities, which have resulted from the local situation, will
be forgotten or denied.”®*

This striking story that Anders transcribed encapsulates several of his
philosophical-political concerns after 1950. How should an individual deal
with former Nazis when they had already been permitted by the society to
resume normal lives? Should low-ranking, former NSDAP members like
Huber be forgiven for their role in despicable, if not criminal, actions when
they were very young? Did Huber’s mediocrity, his averageness, require
less severe moral condemnation even if he did not seem to be particularly
contrite? What responsibility did one have to the victims of National
Socialism, such as L..? What course of action could an anti-fascist take in
the midst of the early Cold War, when the goals of purging fascists from
social and political life had generally been abandoned?

Equally prominent among the “huge absurdities” Anders confronted
was the distorting role of the Allied bombing in Viennese collective
memory. Here, he entered a sphere of remembrance often dominated in
Central Europe by right-wing apologetics (e.g. the repeated targeting of

63. Ibid.,258.
64. TG, 160.
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German and Austrian civilians by British and American planes equaled,
if not surpassed, anything comparable carried about by the Luftwafte; that
Germans and Austrians were victims just like Jews, Poles, Russians, etc.).%
In one of the more impressive moments of empathy in the journals, Anders
sincerely tried to comprehend the experiences and mindset of those who
had endured the air attacks. He realized that, in the Austrian and German
contexts, the rage, helplessness, deprivation, and dying which adults and
children underwent during saturation bombing would feed directly and
powerfully into national myths of victimization. Combined with memories
of the Allied occupation and then subsequent reconstruction of the ruined
cities (still not complete when Anders wrote), a counter-narrative to that
put forward in trials and exposes of Nazi war criminals could be constructed
around the trauma of aerial devastation, a counter-narrative based on very
real suffering.

Anders was among the first to anticipate how the Luftkrieg could
and did divert anger away from “the truly guilty,” “Hitler and his circle.”
Though he never, as far as I can tell, sanctioned the area-bombing strategies
employed by the Royal Air Force and U.S. Army Air Force against the
Third Reich, he concerned himself with demonstrating that the essential,
quite human, aspects of this area of Austrian wartime memory bolstered a
pernicious variant of forgetting of Nazism’s victims. Moreover, he thought
that a critical evaluation of the recollections of these raids might help
explain why the Hitler dictatorship was not overthrown from within. In
this section of the text, Anders grounded his remarks on the experience of
bombing in a philosophical anthropology of the merely human, the “human,
all too human,” to use a familiar phrase. Anders had theorized the limits of
humanity for many years already. The contact with Viennese who survived
the bombing raids pushed him to reconsider more fully the political and
moral consequences of these limitations in light of a type of terror that he
and the exiles (or, at least, most of them) never passed through.

65. In the last ten years, there has been massive public interest in Germany in the air war
and the suffering of German civilians. Works by W.G. Sebald and J6rg Friedrich contributed
to the renewed fascination with Allied bombing. For Sebald, see his Luftkrieg und Literatur
(Frankfurt am Main: S. Fischer, 2001). Friedrich’s most important contribution to this
discussion was Der Brand: Deutschland im Bombenkrieg 1940-1945 (Munich: Propylien,
2002). These books have also meant that this subject is no longer solely the terrain of the
German Right. See the analyses by Lothar Kettenacker, ed., Ein Volk von Opfern? Die neue
Debatte iiber den Bombenkrieg, 1940-1945 (Berlin: Rowohlt, 2003); Mary Nolan, “Air Wars,
Memory Wars,” Central European History 38, no.1 (2005): 7-40; Gilad Margalit, Guilt,
Memory, and Suffering: Germany Remembers its Dead of World War II, trans. Haim Watzman
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2010).

66. TG,117.
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The basic anthropological supposition in Anders’ examination of the
Austrian victims of the Allied air war involved a claim about the moral
insufficiency of “mere knowing.” Why had civilians in Vienna or in German
towns targeted by British, American or Soviet warplanes not reacted to the
raids with contempt for and perhaps real opposition to the dictatorship
which had instigated the conflict? This question stood behind all of his
commentary. First, in answering this question, he asserted that the
bombings produced a type of solidarity. Since the “bombs threatened and
annihilated a// without distinction of person, the ‘good’ and the ‘bad,” a
community of suffering resulted where the “internal boundary between the
humane and the infamous (Binnengrenze zwischen Humanen und Infamen)”
was eviscerated.”” Did any among the Viennese have the “inhuman and
supernatural power of moral abstraction (unmenschliche und iibernatiirliche
moralische Abstraktionskraft)” to hail the pilots as comrades? Anders realized
he had come close to asking the impossible of them. “Those who could do
it,” he noted, “deserve, in any case, the greatest admiration. Those who could
not were only human.”*

An average person seeking shelter from an air attack, Anders thought,
focused solely on those who immediately endangered them and their
families. They would seldom follow the chain of responsibility for the air
war up to the policies of their own leaders. They could not divide their
rage between two totally different objects.”” In one of his most perceptive
moments, Anders presented a succinct epistemology of the bombing victim.

“Possible, that this one and that one in burning Berlin,
Dresden or Cologne yet knew why the bombs fell, and who
had originally provoked them; but, of course how ineffective
and how unreal such mere knowing (b/osses Wissen) remained.
The heart knows instead only the immediate, never the cause
which remains back far behind in the past. Causality is foreign
to the heart. Thus it happened that the criminals were forgotten,
to some extent buried under the terrible consequences of their
crimes.””

That men and women loathed their attackers and lost sight of the real
criminals was to be expected then, was “only human” for Anders. The hatred,
the “true hate,” the “hate against the cause and against the guilty,” mustered

67. Ibid., 116.
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by the exiles, Anders thought, looked, in comparison, “almost a luxury.””*
Nevertheless, his entries on the air war and victimization unmistakably
indicate the limits of his empathy. The merely human in this context was to
be rigorously criticized and transcended. As I will show in the final part of
this section, he entrusted to exiles, like himself, with their deeper mode of
knowing, the task of challenging the suppression of the Nazi leadership’s
guilt.

Subsequently, this relatively abstract analysis of the psychological impact
of the bombing became much more concrete. Anders related the case of a
landlady and her son in the city center, who discussed the air assaults on
Vienna with him. He told her how Warsaw, London and Rotterdam, not to
mention German cities, had suffered far worse damage from air raids than
Vienna. The landlady’s facial expressions, he claimed, radiated shock that
these foreign locales would even be brought up.”? Her son acknowledged
the devastation of the Polish and British capitals and the Dutch port-city,
but he astonished Anders with his reply. He merely gestured through a
window to a destroyed building nearby, without explaining the meaning of
the gesture. Anders understood it all too well: the air assaults on these cities
were revenge actions for the damage done to Vienna!™ Anders realized that
for the young man, the “local ruins stand so absolutely in the foreground,
they are so primary, that they have become a temporal primum; it Warsaw
or London are devastated, it is because #hey knocked down our homes.””
Essentially, for this kind of thinking, the Luftwaffe had justly retaliated
because of the damage done to Vienna. The bewildering reversal of “earlier”
and “later” he heard was guided by the principle of “Proximum; ergo primum
est” (nearest, therefore first).” This extreme example of perverse recollection,
even worse than the “selective remembering” researched so thoroughly by
Robert Moeller, betrayed an absolute refusal to concede the Nazi regime’s
responsibility for the war and its crimes against civilians, or sympathize
with human beings who had experienced similar tribulations.”

According to Anders’ description of the encounter, the landlady’s son
(who obviously made a lasting impression on him) unconsciously adhered
to a skewed chronology of the war which permitted him to judge the
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inhabitants of Warsaw, Rotterdam, and London as having gotten just what
they deserved. Although he acknowledged that the young man’s “inversion”
was “no conscious trick,” Anders maintained that the son was “sly enough to
know where it is advantageous not to know; and cautious enough to be able
to decide where it pays to remain ‘unconscious.”” In the conclusion to this
entry from August 1950, he explained why he did not regard the mother
and son as marginal figures. The palpable, if frightening, absurdity of this
case was symptomatic of a general outlook on the war and typified the
response to a whole set of burning political questions such as the problem
of collective guilt. Austrians appealed constantly to their very real privation
as a means of total exoneration. Thus, Anders noted, the invariable response
to any discussion of war, war crimes, and responsibility was the “reference
to one’s own misery; as if the crimes which not only preceded this misery
temporally, but also have finally produced it, are explained and excused by
this.””

Just as historians would do later, Anders posed questions about the
limits of compliance with the Nazi worldview and the possibilities for
opposition. He revisited his earlier question—whether there had been
any Viennese who welcomed, in spite of all the suffering they unleashed,
the bombing raids and the sounds of Soviet artillery drawing closer. He
speculated whether some were “objective enough” to celebrate the attacks
as portending the Nazi regime’s downfall.” Such progressive defeatism
he found in two women, the first a pediatrician, the second a housewife.
Both had lost loved ones in the war and held no love for the dictatorship
that waged it. The two women admitted to Anders that they struggled to
contain their excitement about the falling bombs. One of them, a Frau B.,
conducted “inspection tours” of the results of the raids with her husband.®
This showed that cases of fervent, yet private, opposition existed under
National Socialism, yet he knew they were exceptional and marginal.

Anders’important reflections on the bombing of German and Austrian
cities should be read against his later theory of technology. In his writings
after The Obsolescence of the Human Being, pilots, especially Claude Eatherly,
who gave the “go-ahead” signal to the Enola-Gay to drop the atom bomb
on Hiroshima and suffered serious psychological difficulties because of
his role in the attack, personified the dilemmas of “mere knowing,” guilt,

77. TG, 136. Italics in the original. Afraid of misunderstanding, Anders also assured his
readers that the use of the psychoanalytic vocabulary of the “unconscious” in no way was
intended to exonerate the young man.
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and responsibility in the Atomic Age.®! The American, British, and Soviet
men flying the aircraft across Central European skies did not seem to
pose, however, a pressing ethical problem for Anders in “Returning and
Forgetting.” Whether because they carried out their missions in the
pre-atomic era or perhaps from concern that he would sound like the
reactionaries in West Germany and Austria who dominated discussion of
the bombing, he devoted no time there to the moral status of the Allied
pilots.

Finally, Anders’ journals present extensive and grim accounts of
widespread anti-Semitism in 1950s Vienna, an urban center where Jewish
life existed largely as a memory. He confided to Hannah Arendt how the
“Tewlessness of the world here is hardly bearable. But I try to make virtues
of necessities, and, not entirely in vain.”® The existence of such virulent
racism in a situation where there were so few actual Jews will not come as
a shock for historians, but its depth and malleability, as indicated in these
stories, still mortify. He tired of hearing the remarks of locals about Jews
who had been deprived of their property without ever acknowledging the
persecution, forced emigration, and eventual annihilation of much of the
country’s Jewish population after the Anschluss.®® Right after his arrival
in Vienna, Anders and Freundlich stayed in an apartment that, he later
discovered, had been “Aryanized.” Afterwards, he attempted to capture
the plight of Jews seeking to reacquire apartments or houses that had been
confiscated by the Nazis. Most memorably, they were portrayed in “Returning
and Forgetting” as unwelcome, ghostly presences.® Just how unwelcome
they were comes through in Anders’ reporting on the “compensation sums
(Entschidigungssummen)” local authorities compelled Jewish rémigrés to
pay before expropriated possessions were turned back over to their original
owners.® A wild miscarriage of justice, these payments compensated the
people who benefited from Aryanization for the renovations to the property
they had made since its seizure. In effect, Anders exposed how the Austrian
legal system penalized the Jewish Riickkehrer for having survived.
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In numerous cases, however, the claims for restitution were flatly
denied. Anders wrote about those instances where the second occupier
refused to vacate the property. Asserting his property rights, he often would
mobilize his friends and neighbors to back him. Anders spoke of a “flame
of indignation” that ignited whenever Jews submitted the claims.®” The old
Austrian anti-Semitism lived again, expressed popularly in the organizing
against the nullification of “Aryanization” measures. “Many,”he noted, “greet
with enthusiasm the occasion to allow free rein to his anti-Semitic impulses,
dormant for years, in an entirely official function.”® If any of the returning
Jews had wished to placate the Viennese by abandoning their wishes for
some form of compensation, they could not possibly succeed, no matter
their course of action. Anders summarized their situation: “Whatever the
returning person (Riickkehrer) does, is false. Who does nof report his claims
comes across as suspicious: either as cowardly; or as one whose case is fishy;
or, since he places so little value on his property, as a Communist. But who
does report his claims is a thief.”” From the standpoint of such totalizing
mistrust, the expropriation of Jews appeared legitimate. The recalcitrance of
Viennese anti-Semitism was captured in one especially vicious comment.
“Please, Herr Doktor, hand on heart, was Hitler so absolutely wrong
here?™ Elsewhere in the journals, Anders conceived a fitting maxim for
the cruelty of this milieu: “Who has misfortune thereby demonstrates that
he deserves nothing better.””' His descriptions of such bitterness toward
returning Jews, those who had exited Austria before the Final Solution and
those who survived the camps, impart an image of a culture where defeat
and occupation had not dispelled ideas of racial exclusion.

The most powerful evidence for defiance of Nazi racial ideology he
produced was the improbable tale of five Jewish women in an air-raid
shelter. Anders committed this story to paper after hearing it from Frau
F, a Jew married to an “Aryan.” She and four other Jewish women had
been employed in early 1943 in a munitions factory. During the regular
bombings of Vienna which began that fall, they were denied entry into the
shelter. Anders relayed how “already after a few days, the [factory] personnel
declared they would refuse to go below, if the prohibition for the Jews was
not lifted.” On the following day, the prohibition was in fact removed.
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From this one story, Anders squeezed a great deal of importance. He argued
that the support exhibited by the munitions workers for the five proved that
“in the time of terror it was thus possible to protest and to set conditions
without being punished; and even possible to implement conditions. And
this could happen simultaneously with the systematic extermination of
the Jews, in the interests of some Jewish women, with whom one even,
at odds with all of the false solidarity of National Socialism, could feel
solidarity.” 'This “so impressive and so admirable” case, this “shining
example,” of the munitions workers standing by Jewish colleagues Anders
mustered as “counter-evidence” against nay-sayers that “non-compliance
(Nichtmitmachen)” occurred during the darkest stretches of the war.** Frau
F’s story is indeed remarkable and most admirable, but, again, Anders’
own investigations (not to mention later scholarly research) signal how
exceptional such open dissent in Austria really was. Interestingly, Anders
said little about Frau F’s non-Jewish husband, a marriage which likely
guaranteed her a measure of legal protection others would not hold.

The sobering rarity of such instances of defiance was underscored in
Anders’ investigation of the motives of many who felt bitterness towards
the Third Reich. For example, of all the people he had met in Hietzing,
none had been National Socialists. On the contrary, Anders observed, they
had never truly adopted Nazism as their cause.” These men and women
espoused a very traditional conservatism foreign to the mass politics of
fascism. “Seen historically,” he argued, “they are the last descendants of
the world of Metternich.” By invoking the name of Prince Clemens
Metternich, the Austrian arch-conservative foreign minister and architect
of the counter-revolutionary Restoration after 1815, Anders recalled an
era when Austria exerted tremendous influence among the European great
powers. The invocation of Metternich also recalled a period of renunciation
by the masses in political participation. To these latter-day Restorationists,
“their first civic duty consisted of ‘quiet’ (‘Rube’); and they saw their virtue
still in steady and steadily declared non-opposition. . . whereby it absolutely
did not matter whom they did not oppose.”’ Because of their attitude of non-
participation, some of these individuals drew the attention of the regime.
Only when faced with a persecution they could not comprehend, did they
turn against the Third Reich. Hence, Anders placed a clear boundary between

93. Ibid.

94. Ibid.

95. Ibid., 172.

96. Ibid., 173.

97. 1Ibid. Italics in the original.



Austrian Lives: Lives of the Mind 235

the late Metternichians and the authentic anti-fascist. What the former
“emphasize is their own fundamental innocence,” while, in distinction, the
latter “emphasize, as well as the enemy’s guilt, their own, because he has
‘done’ too little.”® The “dull fury against the regime” demonstrated by those
who did not embrace Nazi ideology hardly encouraged the advocates of a
total purging of Nazism.” Their quite modest opposition arose at all only
because the Nazis refused to accept their non-opposition as a sufficient
sign of loyalty. An Austrian anti-fascist Left could absolutely not depend,
Anders’ analysis suggested, on the inheritors of Metternich’s worldview.

Although his ethnography hovered very close to the ground and
utilized conversations, anecdotes, and physical gestures as its material,
Anders tackled the necessary issues of totality. By this, I mean issues of
collective guilt, collective remorse, and collective remembrance. In these
sections of “Returning and Forgetting,” his tone sharpens considerably.
Anders referred there to ongoing public discussions of forgiveness. He
dismissed them as farcical. What lay behind these debates was the desire
for amnesty not forgiveness.'® The binary of remorse and forgiveness
derived from the sphere of interpersonal ethics. It was a reciprocal action;
forgiveness usually followed genuine contrition. Anders maintained that
in interactions between individuals, a person could forgive the other, even
when the latter did not appeal for it. Remorse was not always required.!!
“But on a collective scale,” he insisted, “there is nothing of the like. No
situation is more ridiculous than when one group offers forgiveness to
another which disputes its own wrongdoing. Already who are actually the
partners in such a transaction remains obscure. Pardon in the plural is an
absurdity.”* In one place, he admitted he had no enthusiasm for the phrase
“collective guilt.”'® Elsewhere, his perspective moved closer to that very
view. Collective forgiveness could only legitimately be broached when a
sense of collective penitence had emerged. Therefore, “from these situations
where millions have made themselves complicit through participation
(Mittun) only two roads lead. Education or forgetting.”* Faced with the
tenacity of forgetting in Vienna, and with a political climate which enabled
a selective remembering, he conceded that forgetting was a much easier,
and more likely, path.1®
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For those, like Anders, who refused to forget, the language of the
pardon had to be exposed as a pretext for a whitewashing of the past. He
cited the coverage of the “problem of forgiveness” in a local periodical. The
author, whose name went unmentioned, evidently complained of those
who had not learned the meaning of Christian forgiveness. The referent
could not be mistaken. The writer blamed the Jews for not embracing this
most important virtue from Christianity.!® Indignant that such vileness
could still be said publicly in the Second Republic, Anders exclaimed,
“one risks after the murder of six million Jews and even in the discussion
of forgiveness to make the Jews again the scapegoat; this time those who
accidentally survived, the accidentally not exterminated Jews.”"” A hideous
reversal had taken place in the Austrian discourse on forgiving. “Not the
one who struck the blows (der Schliger) is guilty—who presumably no
longer recalls the murder—but rather the one who received the blows (der
Geschlagene): because he cannot forget the blow, who struck it, and who
received it.”% The Jews, according to this line of reasoning, must shoulder
the blame for not yielding to amnesia about the Shoah and the stages of
persecution leading to it. Anders’ vituperative comments on the Austrian
scene anticipate the much-quoted statement that the Germans will never
forgive the Jews for Auschwitz.

Asthe sequence of entries in “Returning and Forgetting”unfold,a deeper
trepidation becomes prescient. Anders feared that the scale of the Shoah
would surpass any effort, no matter how sincere, to come to terms with it.
The horror of his realization grabs the reader immediately. Even those like
himself, who had escaped death, struggled to understand the magnitude
of the Judeocide. “I doubt,” he wrote,” that there is a human heart whose
capacity suffices to even only ‘grasp’ (fassen’) several millions gassed. What
one cannot grasp,’ this one cannot also forgive.”'” All too presciently, he “feared,
for this reason, it will also be universally forgotten. Buried under its own
size.”!® These remarks show Anders caught between, on the one hand, the
imperative to remember and do justice to the murdered, and, on the other,
the problem of the basic fragility of empathy, mourning, and imagination.
'The goal of a radical transformation of a once Nazified culture appeared far
more difficult to obtain than he had believed. If a confrontation with the
Holocaust stood at the center of an Anderschen politics of remembrance,
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his anthropology of the feeble human powers of comprehension always
complicated any stringent demands to mourn. Needless to say, for Anders,
attention to human limitations did not excuse Austrians and Germans
from the strenuous labors of facing the Nazi past. Rather, he believed
his philosophical reflections on the human being enabled a much more
thorough confrontation with that history.

In such circumstances, Anders defended the critical properties of the
émigrés’ old hatefulness. The “exile heart,” for all its difficulties, had much to
teach.' Anders insisted “that our hatred, as stubborn as it might have looked,
had been an act of strength, fidelity, and reason.”? The émigrés should not
cede the sphere of remembrance to the narratives of victimization circulating
in the country. The qualities of desperation, revulsion, and determination
which had maintained them after their expulsion by the Nazis could prove
their worth to a reconstituted Left in Austria. Anders was grateful, that
the hostility had not evaporated.'” If he, at some points, despaired whether
the Viennese were “really changed people,” the recalcitrance of the exiles
inspired him."* “We have to plant our passion in them,” in the people of
Vienna, he argued.!” If he worried it was already too late to forge a deep-
seated anti-fascist consciousness there, the sight of a little boy playing
beneath his window, a child with no knowledge of Hitler, reminded him
that the future was at stake.'16

Conclusion

By parsing the recollections the Viennese foregrounded and those
which they suppressed, Anders’ “philosophical journals” uncovered an
ideology which operated most fully at the level of ordinary life and seemed
quasi-independent of direction from political parties or other elites. This
ideology was composed of four central, intertwined features: 1) a desperate
striving for normality which, in its most extreme moments, even induced
one-time victims to renounce redress for the wrongs inflicted on them 2)
the bombing and siege of Vienna as the basis for a corollary to the Moscow
Declaration’s gift of victimhood to the Austrians 3) pre-1938 cultural
traditions as markers of national pride and simultaneous escapes from
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national shame 4) a resurgent anti-Semitism motivated less by a resentment
that surviving Jews were living reminders of the brutality, expulsion, and
eradication submerged under the mythology of victimhood.

What I have called Anders’ “critical impressionistic ethnography”
remains a neglected theorization of post-fascist Vienna. Therein, Anders
challenged repeatedly the “selective remembering” which prevailed in
Austria and the Federal Republic of Germany during the 1950s. Although
his observations do not wield the vivid dramatic intensity of that decade’s
best-known intervention, Gunter Grass’ Oskar Matzerath, with his
tin drum and glass-shattering scream, they preserved actual voices and
narratives from perpetrators, victims, and bystanders that could have easily
disappeared.’” It must also be pointed out that Anders resumed his career
as a writer in a country bereft of its most stalwart critical voices. Joseph
Roth, Robert Musil, and Stefan Zweig had all died in exile during the war
years, Hermann Broch in 1951. Among the most intriguing of the country’s
young authors, the poet Ingeborg Bachmann decided to depart Austria for
Italy in 1953. Their neglect notwithstanding, Anders’ ruminations in the
early 1950s on Austria and its Nazi past filled a void before new talents like
Thomas Bernhard, Peter Handke, and Elfriede Jelinek emerged.

Furthermore, his philosophically-subtle remonstrances against
forgetting merit inclusion in the history of the formation of a larger Central
European culture of memory. Undeniably, however, Anders’ disengagement
from the then unimpressive literary sphere in Austria in favor of West
German or American periodicals separated him from the very audience
most in need of his critique. Excepting the small segments that appeared in
Commentary, Aufbau and Merkur, he did not finally publish “Remembering
and Forgetting” until 1967.1% Even then, the book appeared with his old
Munich publisher C.H. Beck. That Anders’ trenchant analyses have exerted
so little impact on the production of histories of Austria’s “politics of
the past” has not a little to do with the deeply conflicted relationship to
the city and country in which he resided for more than four decades.'?’
Viewed within the longer trajectory of his career, Anders” ethnography of
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the “post-Hitler soul” in Vienna represented a new phase of philosophical
investigation for him that continued through his 1979 essay on the reception
of the American television series “Holocaust.”2° Even after he channeled
his theoretical and political energies into a critique of modern technology,
the arc of forgetting and remembering he had exposed so powerfully in the
Austrian context was constantly in view.

120. The essay, “Nach ‘Holocaust’1979,” along with his journals from his visit to Auschwitz
and a long recollection of his childhood home in Breslau, is contained in his Besuch im Hades
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Viktor Frankl: The Inside Outsider
Timothy Pytell

To be a Jewish citizen of Austria puts one in danger of being impaled on
one horn of a dilemma or the other.!

Viktor Frankl had a fascinating “all-too-Austrian life.” He was born in
Leopoldstadt the Jewish section of Vienna on March 26, 1905. He died of
heart failure in Vienna on September 2, 1997 at the age of 93. His parents
were both assimilated Jews and his father was a member of the civil service
with socialist political leanings. From these humble beginnings Frankl
eventually developed an international reputation as Holocaust survivor and
the founder of his own school of psychotherapy—logotherapy.

As a teenager Frankl developed an interest in psychology and was
initially taken with Freudianism in the early 1920s. He quickly found
the Freudian worldview disenchanting and joined Adler’s circle in 1924,
embraced the socialism of Red Vienna and became involved in youth
counseling. However, with the break-up of Adler’s circle in 1928, Frankl
allied with two of the older and more conservative departing members;
Rudolf Allers and Oswald Schwarz. In 1928 Frankl also began working
under Otto Pétzl who had replaced Wagner Juaregg at the University of
Vienna; the next year he designated Pétzl as “Honorary President” of his
burgeoning youth counseling movement.? In the early 1930s, apparently
under the guidance of Poétzl and Allers, Frankl initially formalized
logotherapy and his prescription for youth impacted by economic distress
was a call for them to find a “mission.” In 1996, Frankl described Potzl as
“the true genius,” ranking him above both Freud and Adler.* This praise for
Potzl by Frankl is curious because Potzl claimed to have paid Nazi party
dues from 1930-33, and he eventually joined the Nazi party in December
of 1943.° After receiving his medical degree in 1930, Frankl practiced as a
doctor, first under Pétzl, and then under Dr. Joseph Gerstmann at the Maria
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Viktor Frankl, about 1975. © Austrian National Library

Thersien-Schlossel. From 1933 until 1937 Frankl worked in the female
suicide ward at the state hospital Am Steinhof.® In 1936-37 he participated
as a commentator in all four seminars conducted by the Austrian
Landesgruppe (branch) of the International General Medical Society
for Psychotherapy.” The International General Medical Society was
under the leadership of Carl Jung. The German General Medical Society
(Goring Institute) was the largest of the national groups, and beginning
in 1934 was under the leadership of Henri Mathius Goring the cousin of
Hermann Géring. In the Landesgruppe Jews were not allowed to present
papers but until 1938 could be commentators.® The central journal of the
Goring Institute was the Zentralblatt fiir Psychotherapie and in 1937 Frankl
published an article on the “spiritual problem in psychotherapy” in the
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Zentralblart.? In this article Frankl reframed the notion of having a mission
as one of accepting responsibility. In the article Frankl embraced the Géring
Institute’s “spiritual” anti-Freudian turn along with the subsequent focus
on world-views and the therapeutic aspects of will and responsibility. But
he also took an adamant stance against the Goring Institute’s agenda of
creating a Nazi form of psychotherapy with his argument that the therapist
was in no position to determine the content of the sense of responsibility.
Also, in January 1938, two months before the Anschluss with Germany,
Frankl connected his logotherapeutic focus on world-views to the work of
some of the leading Nazi psychotherapists.’ It is important to note that
despite the affirmative statements about the focus on world-views, Frankl
once again took a stance against the imposition of world-views in therapy.
Also, Frankl published the article in Der christliche Stindestaat, which was
anti-Nazi and a steadfast supporter of the Catholic authoritarian state."

In the early 1940s, Frankl worked as a Jewish Specialist at the
Rothschild hospital which was one of the last places Jews could work
in Vienna under the Nazis. At Rothschild Frankl conducted medical
research in order to revive Jews that had attempted suicide in response
to the trying circumstances—which was often deportation orders. These
experiments included the application of amphetamines through the use of
lumbar puncture and brain trepanation. For some Frankl’s medical efforts
are heroic and capture the desperation of a doctor acting in unfathomable
circumstances to save Jewish patients, others tend to focus on the ethically
questionable medical experiments that had no basis in clinical experience
and under the circumstances of Nazi occupation were possibly a way for
Frankl to ingratiate himself with the regime. Another issue of concern is
that in the circumstances of Nazi oppression suicide was often considered a
viable option if not a form of resistance, and he was therefore undermining
the choice of people who made such a difficult decision.'

In September 1942 Frankl was deported to the ghetto Theresienstadt
along with his wife and parents. He spent two trying years in Theresienstadt
working in the so-called mental hospital, three anxious days “in depot”
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in the unfinished “Mexico” section of Auschwitz Birkenau, before being
transferred to Dachau. He spent nearly seven horrendous months working
first as a laborer (5 months in Kaufering III), then as a doctor (2 months
in Turkheim) in two sub-camps of Dachau. After his release in April 1945
Frankl eventually returned to Vienna. He already knew his father had died
in Theresienstadt, and he now learned his mother was gassed at Auschwitz
and his wife had died near the end of the war at Bergen Belsen. Deeply
depressed and suicidal, Frankl nevertheless began to put his life back
together. He began revising an earlier version of the manuscript that had
been taken from him in the camps, Zhe Doctor and the Soul”® In the Fall of
1945 he dictated his famous Holocaust testimony in nine days.* The next
year he wrote The Unconscious Godwhich argued there is a religious sensibility
in everyone’s unconscious depths. For most observers Frankl’s logotherapy,
as well as his heroic and redemptive version of surviving the Holocaust
affirms god and religion. In February of 1946 Frankl reestablished his
professional career by becoming Director of Vienna’s Policlinic and worked
there until his retirement. His personal life came back together when he
met a young catholic nurse, Eleonore Schwindt. They married in 1947 and
had one daughter.

During the latter 1960s and early 1970s Frankl spent significant time
in America, and his ideas about god, religion and Western culture became
extremely popular. Frankl’s survival of the Holocaust, his reassurance thatlife
is meaningful and his conviction that god exists, served to make him an early
master of the self-help genre. Finally, Frankl was a professor of neurology
and psychiatry at the University of Vienna, Distinguished Professor of
Logotherapy at the U.S. International University and visiting professor at
Harvard, Duquesne University and Southern Methodist University. He also
received twenty-eight honorary doctorates from universities throughout the
world, and the American Psychiatric Association awarded him the Oskar
Pfister Award.

A western diplomat once quipped that post-war Austria was “an opera
sung by the understudies.” There is a great deal of truth in the claim since in
1919 Vienna had lost its status as an Imperial capital, during the 1930s and
early 1940s most of the city’s Jews either fled or were deported, and many
of the more celebrated cosmopolitan citizens had left as well. Observers of
post-war Austria also describe the onset of a crisis of national identity. The

13.  Apparently his good friend Paul Polak had kept an original copy of the unfinished
manuscript in hiding during the war and gave it to Frankl upon his return.

14. Frankl claimed he dictated Man’s Search for Meaning in nine days. See Frankl, Was nicht
in meinen Biichern steht, 83.
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historical roots of this crisis are traced to construction of “Austria” by the
resolutions and compromises amongst the great powers."> Subsequently, up
until 1933, if not 1938, the majority of Austrians held a conviction about
the unfeasibility of Austria as an independent nation. In the inter-war years
most Austrian politicians, socialists included, clamored for an “Anschluss”
with Germany.’® But after the disastrous war, and the experience of Nazi
“oppression” for seven years, the cultural reference with Germany changed.
Rather than a look of envy or sympathy, most Austrian’s felt disdain, if not
outright disgust and hate of Germany. Consequently, after 1945 any philo-
Germanism was perceived as neo-Nazi.

The foundation stone in the construction of Austrian national identity
was the victim clause of the 1943 Moscow agreement. In this agreement,
the three allied powers established that Austria was the first victim of
Nazi Germany. The declaration also mentioned that Austria had to take
responsibility for fighting the war at the side of Nazi Germany. But in the
political climate of the cold war, and especially after the communist coup in
Czechoslovakia in 1948, both Austria and the allies had reasons to ignore
the latter point.'” The “myth” of Austrians as victims of the Nazis, was
necessary for the constitution of a westward and liberal leaning Austria.'®
In order to create a bulwark against the Soviets, Austria, Western Europe
and America all tacitly agreed to sustain the mendacious view that Austria
was a victim of the Nazis. But the truth that everyone knew was that Hitler,
along with many of the leading Nazis came from Austria, and there were
over 600,000 Austrian Nazi party members at the end of the war. The point

15. In 1918, with the treaty of St. Germain, and in 1943, with the Moscow Agreement, (the
latter claimed Austria was the first victim of Nazism) the “state” of Austria was determined
by diplomatic resolutions amongst the victorious powers.

16. In May 1933, after Hitler’s seizure of power in Germany, the socialists removed the
clause for a union with Germany from their platform. But as the archive footage reveals, there
was little or no resistance to the 1938 “Anschluss” by the Austrian people. For an excellent
discussion of these issues see, Richard Mitten, he Politics of Anti-Semitic Prejudice (Boulder,
Co.: Westview, 1992), 12-17. Also see Evan Bukey, Hitler’s Austria: Popular Sentiment in the
Nazi Era, 1938-1945 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000).

17. For an excellent discussion of these issues see, Giinter Bischof, “Victims? Perpetrators?
‘Punching Bags’ of European Historical Memory? The Austrians and Their World War II
Legacies,” German Studies Review 27, no. 1 (2004): 17-32. Also the carlier, Fritz Fellner,
“The Problem of the Austrian Nation after 1945,” Journal of Modern History 60, no. 2 (1988):
264-89.

18.  On why Stalin failed to gain control of Austria, and the political motivations behind
America’s accepting the “myth” of Austria’s victimization, and the subsequent abandoning
of the de-Nazification of Austria, see, Harry Piotrowski, “The Soviet Union and the Renner
Government of Austria, April-November 1945,” Central European History 20, no. 3-4
(1987): 246-79.
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is that “Austria” was formed on rather tenuous foundations.!” Nevertheless,
Austria’s post-war economic success, along with the “invention of a
tradition,”led to the instilling of a national sentiment in the majority of the
people and the “myth” of Austrian victimization by the National Socialists
was widely accepted well into the 1990s.

Austria was the only European country once occupied by Soviet troops
to attain full independence after 1945. Once Austrian sovereignty was
achieved, internal differences between political parties were glossed over,
and the post-war political culture of Austria was characterized by a desire for
stability. After experiencing the cultural trauma of civil war in the thirties,
and “abuse” by the Nazi “occupation,” Austria established a system of social
peace. With the state treaty in 1955, and subsequent withdrawal of the
allied occupation forces, a more or less “corporate system” was constructed.
In this system parliament played little or no role in decision making. Instead,
political party leaders controlled a system of patronage and issues between
capital and the workers were resolved in back room meetings. From 1955
until 1999 this form of political power was shared essentially between the
People’s Party (Christian Conservatives) and the Socialists.

However, the first crack in the stability of both the “social peace,”
and the tenuous Austrian national identity appeared with the Waldheim
affair and the end of the Cold War. With the revelation that presidential
aspirant Kurt Waldheim lied about his wartime activities, and his resume
“overlooked” his pre-war membership in National Socialist clubs, the
myth began to crumble.?’ Since the Waldheim affair, Austria has been in a
process of self-questioning that has led to a slow recovery of a buried and
forgotten past. But discovering the malaise and ambiguity that lay behind
the comfortable post-war political and cultural synthesis—a synthesis built
on a repression of the past—has had many ramifications.

19. The longstanding political conservatism in Austria is exemplified by Dollfuff’ subduing
of the workers in February 1934, and the defeat of the Nazi coup by the Austrian state after
Dollfufl’s assassination in July of 1934. In both events the forces for an “Austrian order”
defeated the political aspirations of both the left and right. In sum, the absence of a positive
democratic tradition makes the political foundations of the second republic very shaky. For a
useful overview see Melanie Sully, 4 Contemporary History of Austria (New York: Routledge,
1990), 110-15. Also Oliver Rathkolb, The Paradoxical Republic: Austria 1945-2005 (New
York: Berghahn Books, 2010) especially “Peculiarities of Austrian Democracy,” 30-54.

20. For an excellent discussion of these issues see, Mitten, The Politics of Antisemitic Prejudice,
especially “When ‘the Past’ Catches Up,” 246-61. Also see Peter Utgaard, Remembering and
Forgetting Nazism: Education, national Identity and the Victim Myth in Postwar Austria (New
York: Bergahn Books, 2003) especially “Part III: The End of the Austria-as-Victim Myth?
Official Memory Since 1986,”161-97.
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Given the repressed and ambiguous past, it is not surprising that in the
1990s the Freedom party (FPO led by Jorg Haider attempted a renewed
interest in trying to find a “usable” tradition.” Rather than denying the Nazi
past, Haider attempted to recast the Waffen SS as “decent men” of spiritually
superior character. Along with these and numerous other outrages, Haider
described Nazi employment policies as “sound,” and Nazi extermination
camps as “punishment camps.”

As a Jew, Holocaust survivor, and founder of the third school of
Viennese psychology, Frankl had a peculiar role in post-war Austria. On
the issue of the ambivalent past, Frankl chose the part of reconciler. This
attitude of reconciliation eventually led to his success in a society placing a
premium on “social peace.” But to be honest, in post-war Austria, Frankl had
few other options, and in many ways his decisions mirror Bruno Kreisky’s
who was chancellor in the 1970s and also Jewish. For both Kreisky and
Frankl it seems professional success required downplaying the crimes of
the Holocaust and supporting the myth of “Austrian-as-victims.” No doubt
the fact that the deeply imbedded Austrian anti-Semitism lingered on in
society and culture even after the Holocaust impacted their attitudes. In
postwar Austria there was also a tendency to deny or at least downplay the
atrocities committed against the Jews so neither Frankl nor Kreisky would
ingratiate themselves to their fellow Austrians by reminding them of the
crimes against the Jews.?

As a survivor of Auschwitz, Frankl spoke publically on the Holocaust
and the Nazis with moral authority. And, in the post-war Austrian culture
of denial and repression it goes without saying that Frankl was one of the
tew voices “describing” Auschwitz. Not surprisingly, Frankl was essentially

21. The FPO was originally the League of Independents formed in 1949. The League was
made up of ex-Nazis, Monarchists, and other right leaning figures. Most commentators
considered Haider a political opportunist and not a neo-Nazi. But there was a political
philosophy that was seemingly anti-democratic, anti-capitalist and authoritarian behind his
opportunism. For example his disdain for “foreigners,” his hatred of “corrupt” government,
his proclaimed desire to remain isolated from the European union, his call for a third
republic were all suggestive of an extreme agenda. See, Jorg Haider, Die Freibeit, die ich meine
(Vienna: Ulstein, 1993). For a discussion of these issues and a history of the party see, Max
Riedlsperger, “FPO: Liberal or Nazi?,” Conguering the Past: Austrian Nazism, Yesterday and
Today, ed. Fred Parkinson, (Indiana: Wayne State University, 1989), 257-75. Also see Tony
Judt, “Austria & the Ghost of the New Europe,” New York Review of Books, 15 Feb. 1996,
22-25. For a more moderate and sympathetic view of Haider see Lothar Hobelt, Defiant
Populist: Jorg Haider and the Politics of Austria, (West Lafayette, Indiana: Purdue University
Press, 2003).

22. On these issues see Robert Wistrich, Austrians and Jews in the Twentieth Century: from
Franz Joseph to Waldheim (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1992), especially Robert Knight,
“’Neutrality,” not Sympathy: Jews in Post-War Austria,” 220-33, and in the same volume
Robert Wistrich, “The Kreisky Phenomenon: A Reassessment,” 234-51.
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overlooked by his fellow Austrians. Nevertheless, Frankl’s chosen role of
reconciler represented a peculiar example of how post-war Austria failed to
come to terms “honestly” with the past. Frankl therefore had a role in down-
playing the Nazi atrocities and the horrors of the Holocaust. He was also
used to legitimize those with an ambiguous past. But again and to be fair,
this engagement in white-washing of the past was the only possibility in
the post-war Austrian culture of denial and arguably Frankl’s own choices
in the 1930s colored his strategy for coming to terms with the past.

Forgetting and Forgiving

Upon his return to Vienna in 1945 Frankl expressed a strong desire
to help his old friend Otto Pétzl. Along with providing written testimony
on behalf of Pétzl in his denazification hearings, Frankl’s 1946 genealogy
of Viennese doctors designated Potzl as the ,leading brain surgeon.®
Ironically, when Frankl made this claim Pétzl was being dismissed from
his university position. Frankl also contributed to his Festschrift.** But
exactly why he wanted to help Pétzl was never fully explicated. The sense
of debt, likely centered on their medical work and proclaimed sabotaging
of euthanasia in 1941 that is the central statement of support in Frankl’s
contribution to Potzl’s denazifcation file. Also, Potzl might have played the
role of Frankl’s protector.®

We can therefore assume that in his play Synchronisation in Birkenwald
(1946) Frankl had protecting P6tzl in mind when he described feeling the
“responsibility” to make up a “mercy list ... of people whose life will be in
danger during the first waves of hate.” He wanted to protect those who
did “a lot of good, secretly ... including some who are wearing uniforms,”
because “here and there still beats a human heart.”? Frankl apparently felt
a “responsibility” to return to Vienna to protect those he described as “good”

23. Viktor Frankl, “Wien und die Seelenheilkunde,” Wiener Kurier, 23 March 1946, 11.
24. See Viktor Frankl, “Uber Lehrbarkeit und Lernbarkeit der Psychotherapie,” Neurologie
und Psychiatrie: Festschrift zum 70. Geburtstag von Otto Potz/, ed. Hurbert Urban (Innsbruck:
Wagner, 1949) 222-29. In this piece Frankl claimed that the school of psychotherapy was of
less importance than the personality of the physician and his approach to the patient.

25. Although, Else Pappenheim, who worked at the university clinic under Potzl until the
Anschluss, recalled no special relationship between Frankl and Potzl. This information was
given by Else Pappenheim during an interview with the author on 15 July 1996 in New
York City.

26. Viktor Frankl, “Synchronisation in Birkenwald,” translated by Joseph Fabry
(unpublished manuscript, available at Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley), 25. Also see
Viktor Frankl “Synchronisation in Birkenwald,” Gesammelte Werke, vol. 2, eds. Alexander
Batthyédny, Karlheinz Biller and Eugenio Fizzotti (Vienna: Bohlau, 2006) 39-72.



248 Pytell: Viktor Frankl

Nazis. For example he described hiding a “medical colleague in his apartment”
in order to protect him from prosecution.?” Frankl’s urge toward reconciliation
eventually mirrored the post-war climate of social peace. Not surprisingly,
in Austria de-nazification of party members was curtailed, and as Frankls
comments revealed, there was a tendency to view ex-Nazis as victims.

Frankl described how Emil Tuchman helped him upon his return to
Vienna by connecting him with Bruno Pitterman. Pitterman was a long
standing socialist that Frankl knew from the 1920s when he was member
of the socialist student organization. Apparently Pitterman gave Frankl a
Remington typewriter and also “had him sign a blank form” which was then
used as an application for a position at the Vienna Policlinic Hospital.® As
mentioned, in February of 1946 Frankl began work in the small city hospital
and for the next 25 years he was the head of the neurology department.

Frankl recognized that it was rather ironic that a man in his position
should come out in 1946 against recognizing a collective guilt.”” But as
an Auschwitz survivor, Frankl felt he had the authority to pardon the
perpetrators. For example, in 1946, Frankl spoke against collective guilt in
the French occupied zone. The next day a former SS officer came to him
“with tears in his eyes.” He asked Frankl “where he found the courage to take
a stand against collective guilt.” Frankl told him: “You can’t do it, you would
be speaking out of self-interest. But I am the former prisoner No. 119104,
and so I can do it....People will listen to me...”*® According to Alexander
Batthyiny the Director of the Viktor Frankl Archive in Vienna Frankl’s
convictions were based in his logotherapeutic belief that assigning guilt to
a collective was impossible because guilt is particular to each individual and
accusing the totality “contradicts what constitutes the nature of freedom
and responsibility.”!

In a speech given at the Vienna Rathausplatz on March 10, 1988, on
the 50th anniversary of “the occupation of Austria by the troops of Hitler’s
Germany,” Frankl repeated his argument against collective guilt that he first
made in 1946.%2 Once again, he claimed “there are only two races of men:

27. Frankl, Was nicht in meinen Biichern steht, 81.

28. Frankl, Was nicht in meinen Biichern steht, 82. Also see Haddon Klingberg, When Life
Calls Out to Us: The Love and Lifework of Viktor and Elly Frank! (New York: Double Day,
2001), 156.

29. Ibid., 80-81.

30. Ibid.

31.  Alexander Batthyany, Mythos Frankl?: Geschichte der Logotherapie und Existenzanalyse
1925-1945; Entgegnung auf Timothy Pytell (Vienna: LIT Verlag, 2006), 10.

32. See Viktor Frankl, Logos und Existenz (Vienna: Amandus-Verlag, 1951), specifically,
“Die Existenzanalyse und die Probleme der Zeit (1946),” 24-31.
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those who are decent people, and those who are not.” Frankl universalized
this “distinction” as in “every nation, and within nations right through every
political party...” He then extended this distinction to the “concentration
camps” and the “more or less decent people who belonged to the S.S. And
in the same way there were also scoundrels amongst the prisoners.”?

Peter Gay has described this strategy as a sidestepping of responsibility
through “comparative trivialization.”* That is, since there were some good
SS and some bad prisoners we cannot make distinctions between them.
From Gay’s perspective Frankl’s claims served to pacify guilt, and avert
focus on the point that some people chose to accommodate the Nazis while
others took paths of resistance. While many others, were indecent people,
who decided to join the party and carry out its program fully aware it was
an immoral, anti-democratic political agenda that worked by terrorizing
certain people.

Franklalso didn’tattach his rejection of collective guilt to a condemnation
of the Austrian Nazis. Nor did he condemn the role the anti-democratic,
Christian, authoritarian state played in paving the way for Nazism. Instead,
he affirmed the victim clause of the Moscow Agreement, and side-stepped
Austrian responsibility, by claiming “Ladies and Gentlemen, it was National
Socialism which inflicted the scourge of racial persecution on us.” Frankl
extended these apologetics, and again side-stepped the issue of Austrian
responsibility by blaming the “regime or system which brings the scoundrels
to the top....Therein lies the true peril.” This distancing of responsibility
excused everyone on the basis of the system. That is, everyone was just an
insignificant cog, caught in the totalitarian system. This version served to
deny responsibility and soothe the guilty conscience. Frankl also diftfused
responsibility for the Holocaust by claiming “in principle any country is
capable of perpetuating the Holocaust.”®

Taking a different tack, Karl Jaspers argued that all Germans shared
a “political liability” for the Nazi period. Writing in 1947, Jaspers was
challenging the Germans to found their political outlook and new state,
by being honest about the crimes perpetuated in the name of Germans by
the Nazi regime.”” Unlike Jaspers, Frankl opted to not confront Austrian
responsibility for taking the anti-democratic turn that led to the Fatherland

33. Viktor Frankl, “There is no Collective Guilt,” Austrian Information 41, no.6 (1988): 5.
34. See Peter Gay, Freud, Jews and Other Germans: Masters and Victims in Modernist Culture
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978), XI-XII.

35. Ibid.

36. Ibid.

37. See Karl Jaspers, “The Question of German Guilt,” in Karl Jaspers: Basic Philosophical
Writings trans. and eds. Edith Ehrlich, Leonard H. Ehrlich, and George B. Pepper (New
Jersey: Humanities Press, 1986), 396-408.
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Front and ultimately Nazism. For Frankl the vacuous “system,” not the
people, was responsible for Nazism and the Holocaust.

Since he was helping commemorate the 50th anniversary of the Nazi
occupation—which coincided with the Waldheim affair—Frankl also
argued against making people “feel guilty or even ashamed ... unless they
were determined to drive the young people today into the arms of the old-
style Nazis or neo-Nazis.*® Frankl’s point is well taken. Burdensome guilt
upon preceding generations could possibly lead to a neo-fascist reaction.”
Even so, Jaspers pointed-out that there is a type of metaphysical guilt that
every human community has—a responsibility for what was done in the
name of ancestors. In this limited sense, every generation of Austrians, and
more broadly, the community of the West, has a responsibility for the legacy
of fascism and the Holocaust. Not a responsibility for, but a responsibility
to remember in order to guard against the reoccurrence. But Frankl claimed
the present generation shouldn’t be held responsible for “something their
parents or grandparents had to answer for.” The contradiction is that the
victim clause of the Moscow agreement viewed everyone as victims postwar.

Frankl also argued against collective guilt in a memorial speech held
upon request of the Society of Physicians in Vienna on March 25, 1949
for the members who died in the years 1938-45. In this speech, he also
“blamed the system that brought some men to guilt and which brought
others to death.” He then asserted an authoritative voice by articulating
the experience of the victims. Frankl claimed “in their last words there was
not a single word of hate—only words of longing came from their lips, and
words of forgiveness...”*® As a Holocaust survivor Frankl claims about the
dying probably seemed believable. He therefore used his authority to place
words of forgiveness on the lips of those who died. Clearly this version
would soothe the guilty conscience; regardless of whether the guilt was
attributable to crimes committed, passivity or perhaps simply survival.
Everyone was pardoned by the dead according to Frankl.

Frankl’s personal desire to reconcile—with ex-Nazis—and resolve guilt,
dovetailed with Austrian needs. As a persecuted Jew he seemed the perfect
spokesperson. One could argue that Frankls “benevolent” forgiveness
was a form of passive aggression that allowed him to humble his former
oppressors. On some level this might be true. Nevertheless, by excusing

38. Frankl, “There is no Collective Guilt,” 5.

39. This claim for an unburdened past is similar to Hannah Arendt’s notion of “natality”
where each generation has the opportunity to start anew. For an interesting insight into the
psychology of guilt, Germans, and the Nazi past see Peter Sichrovsky, Born Guilty (New
York: Basic Books, 1993).

40. Frankl, “In Memorium,” The Jewish Echo: Periodical of Jewish Intellectuals 5,1n0.6 (1949):
1.
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the perpetrators, and by claiming to voice the dead’s sentiments, he was
stretching his newly acquired authority because no one has the right to
forgive an offense that has been done to someone else.

Frankl ended the speech, which was published in Z5e Jewish Echo, with
comments that could be read as autobiographical. Frankl described the
“personal guilt of a man who has ‘done nothing’ wrong, but who has failed
to do ‘something’ right.” Frankl attributed this failure to “apprehension for
himself or anxiety for his family.” But he deflected the judgement of the
gathered physicians by stating “whoever wishes to condemn such a man as
a coward needs first to prove that in the same situation he himself would
have been a hero....But it is prudent not to sit on judgement of others.”
Frankl knew there were few heroes but as a survivor of Auschwitz everyone
gathered knew he was a victim. Therefore, it was “prudent” not to judge
him. But what did he exactly mean by the statement that no one can sit in
judgement on those who have “done nothing right?” It appears Frankl was
deflecting coming to terms with guilt. But this was the guilt that Jaspers
honestly faced when he stated “we are alive—that is our guilt ... we preferred
to stay alive, on the feeble, though correct, ground that our death could not
have helped anyone.”*

As survivors, everyone in Frankl’s generation had some elemental guilt.
Everyone was in need of self-examination. No one was pure. The time for
judgement has certainly passed. Not surprisingly, shortly after Frankl’s
death in 1997 Austria began a serious confrontation with the buried past
that culminated with Chancellor Wolfgang Schiissel’s (2000-2007) policies
of restitution (especially for former slave laborers) and a “memory year
in 2005” where the National Socialist past was confronted openly and
honestly for the first time.*” The thrust behind this confrontation with the
past was a long time coming and has many causes but most significant was

the Waldeim Affair that broke in 1986.
Reconciling

Frankl had a small almost insignificant role in the affair, but his actions
reflect the peculiar position he played in Austrian public life. On the
September 9, 1988 a picture of Frankl with Waldheim was printed in the

41. Ibid.

42. Jaspers, The Question of German Guilt, 400.

43. On the Schiissel Era see Glinter Bischof, Fritz Plasser, eds., The Schiissel Era in Austria,
Contemporary Austrian Studies vol. 18 (New Orleans: University of New Orleans Press,
2010), especially Giinter Bischof and Michael S. Maier, “Reinventing Tradition and the
Politics of History: Schiissel’s Restitution and Commemoration Policies,” 206-234.
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Neue Kronen Zeitung.** “President Waldheim” handed Frankl, the former
“concentration camp prisoner ... that in the hell of National Socialism had
lost his entire family, the Grofe silberne Ehrenzeichen mit dem Stern,”
(Great Silver Badge of Honor with the Star). Frankl looked directly into
the camera, while his wife, standing in the background averted her eyes.
Waldheim, smiling, towered over Frankl and appeared polished, genteel
and happy. And why should he not? Frankl was helping in the “domestic
rehabilitation” of Waldheim. That Frankl took the medal from Waldheim in
these circumstances shocked many Austrians.*

For the newly elected Waldheim, Frankl was useful for his ‘rehabilitation’
on a number of levels. First, because Frankl represented a survivor who
apparently had no animosities toward “good” Nazis like Waldheim.
Therefore his appearance with Waldheim had the effect of a defacto
reduction of Waldheim’s culpability for Nazi crimes, and represented a
moral and political legitimation. More broadly, Frankl’s conciliatory actions
can be viewed as soothing Austria’s wounded identity. And, by appearing
with the ex-Nazi, he was also serving to reaffirm Austria’s victimization
myth. For his part, Frankl appeared heroic and gracious—big enough—to
be capable of forgiveness.

There was also another layer to their relationship. Some of Waldheim’s
defenders resorted to a covert anti-Semitism by claiming he was being
slandered by the World Jewish Congress (WJC). One example of a crude
right wing defense of Waldheim was Carl Hédls attack on President
Bronfman of the WJC. Hédl, the deputy mayor of Linz and member of
the conservative, Christian-democratic Austrian People’s Party (OVP)
compared the attacks on Waldheim with the crucifixion of Jesus—and
framed the debate in terms of Christians versus Jews. He also attacked the
placing of Waldheim on the “Watch list” and Bronfman’s description of
Waldheim as “part of the [Nazi] death machinery.” Interestingly, Hodl cited
Frankl’s rejection of collective guilt to buttress his defense of Waldheim.*
According to Hodl, Frankl’s attitude of a reconciling, reasonable, good Jew
was the correct attitude toward the Nazi past.*

Frankl had other uses for the political right in Vienna. His coronation
with an “Ebrenbiirgerschaft,” (Honorary citizenship of Vienna) came

44. The Neue Kronen Zeitung was the largest selling daily paper, and has a strong rightist
orientation.

45. According to Klingberg the Frankl's and Waldheim’s were “social acquaintances.”
Klingberg, When Life Calls Out to Us, 301.

46. See Carl Hodl, Leben ist nicht Zufall: ein Kaleidoskop mit bunten und lebendigen Bildern
aus dem Leben eines Linzer Kommunalpolitikers, der seine Meinung immer offen vertreten hat

(Vienna: Trauner, 1990) 141-77.
47. On the WJC and Waldheim, see Mitten, The Politics of Antisemitic Prejudice, 119-37.
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surprisingly at the hand of Haider and the Freedom Party (FPO). Frankl’s
ties to the FPO apparently began in 1981. His philosophy of meaning,
to be found in a “great idea” or in “giving to humanity” was cited by the
party theorist, Fritz Wolfram.*® But Frankl’s reconciling spirit and subtle
downplaying of Nazi atrocities was the center of his appeal for the FPO.
As mentioned, the attempt to find a usable past was one of Haider’s, who
described himself as a “good friend” of Frankl, main goals. Frankl’s claims
that there is “no collective guilt,” “there were good Nazis and bad Nazis,”
“good prisoners and bad prisoners,” and most significantly, “good SS and
bad SS,” fit nicely with the FPO agenda.” For many observers Frankl’s
willingness to fraternize with Haider and the FPO was puzzling since
it went a step beyond reconciliation and seemed to legitimize the FPO’s
agenda to whitewash if not outright deny the Holocaust.

The FPO did not have an easy time getting Frankl nominated. The
Christian Conservatives thought the award should go to a Catholic
university professor. The Socialist Party (SPO) was willing to go along
with the nomination, although the leftist intellectuals were demanding a
detailed resume from Frankl. For their part, the SPO tried to undermine
the FPO’s efforts by offering Frankl another, although less esteemed,
citizenship award. Frankl declined, and at this point the FPO forced the
issue by going public with the nomination and started a petition campaign.
In these circumstances the other parties ended up bequeathing the
“Ehrenbirgerschaft” on Frankl.*® The vote was a unanimous 99-0.

Interestingly, the famed Nazi hunter Simon Wiesenthal was nominated
for the award exactly at the same time as Frankl. But the FPO voted against
the nomination because the Wiesenthal Center had hung Haider’s photo
next to the right-wing extremists, Jean Le Pen and David Duke at the
museum of tolerance. For his part Wiesenthal viewed the FPO “no votes
as a badge of honor, and said that his name and the prize would have no
meaning if extremists voter (sic) for him.”!

48.  Fritz Wolfram, “Die Problematik einer weiteren Arbeitszeitverkiirzung und
Freizeitvermehrung,” freie argumente: Freiheitliche Zeitschrif? fiir Politik, no.2 (January 1981):
29.

49. Frankl made this last claim first in his 1963 edition of Man’s Search for Meaning, 136
(footnote), repeated it in Was nicht in meinen Biichern steht, 80, and once again on a nationally
broadcast television interview in 1994, Wolf Interview, (FPO). Dr. Ridiger Stix, FPO
member and in the Defense Ministry claimed they nominated Frankl based on the 1993
interview. Significantly, in 1993 the more liberal “leftist” members of the FPO left the party
to form the Liberal Forum. Frankl seemed to be useful in the attempt to legitimize and
rehabilitate a rightist group.

50. The information on the politics behind Frankl’s nomination comes from my interview
with Dr. Rudiger Stix of the FPO in Vienna, 15 June 1996.

51. See Simon Wiesenthal Center News Release, 29 June 1995.
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Frankl eventually “distanced” himself from Haider, and had “little
understanding” for Haider’s speaking to the Waffen SS.? But Riidiger Stix,
aleading member of the FPO and supporter of Frankl’s nomination, bitterly
pointed-out that this remark by Frankl seemed disingenuous, because
Frankl, like Haider, often claimed there were good SS. Frankl’s daughter,
Gabriele Vesely-Frankl also reiterated the claim of “distance” from Haider.
She described the accidental grounds of Haider’s and Frankl’s “friendship”
and defended her father with the claim he is “no politician.”* Nevertheless
Frankl made his political positions public. For one interesting example,
in January 1993 Frankl was interviewed on television by Johannes Kunz.
Frankl claimed there was a necessity “for a dialog with the right extremists,”
because the cultural crisis was attributable to a sense of meaninglessness
and a lack of a rewarding life. Therefore dialog and democratic tolerance
was the best way to avoid “terrorist actions.”*

In the post-war political culture of reconciliation, Viktor Frankl came to
be recognized as a “leading citizen” of Vienna.”> After the war Frankl assumed
the moral high ground for himself and the Austrian people. His claims about
collective guilt seemed legitimate because the call came from a person “morally
purified” by the oppression of Auschwitz. The plight of Frankl, and Austria
deserves our respect. Life under the Nazis was treacherous and besieged
with extenuating circumstances. For sure, Austrian suffering at the hands
of the Germans in a limited sense does redeem them from responsibility. In
addition, Austria’s occupation until 1955 by the allies, along with the myth
that she was the first victim of the Nazis, conveniently ruled out a self-induced
moral purge. But with Waldheim and in some sense culminating with the
Schiissel Era, Austria achieved the long overdue process of introspection. In
his monumental Postwar Tony Judt argued “Today the pertinent European
reference is not baptism. It is extermination....Holocaust recognition is our
contemporary European entry ticket.” Based on Judt’s contention it appears
Austria has earned its European entry ticket by successfully creating “a dense

landscape of World War II memorials” and is no longer “the black sheep of

52. See “Viktor Frankl distanziert sich von F-Chef Haider,” Der Standard, 13 Jan. 1996,
and “Frankl an Haider: Verirgerung tiber den ‘Freund,” News, 3 Mar. 1996.

53. Gabriella Vesely-Frankl, “Lasst Frankl aus dem Spiel!” profi/, 22 Jan. 1996, 70-71.

54. See “Viktor Frankl fir echten Dialog mit den Rechtsextremisten,” Po/itik, no.6, 26 Jan.
1993.

55. Frankl's world-wide renown was exemplified by the fact he gave the keynote address to
the first World Congress of Psychotherapy held in Vienna July, 1996.

56. Tony Judt, Postwar: A History of Eurgpe Since 1945 (New York: Penguin Books, 2005),
803.
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Europe.” Frankl didn't live to see Austria come to terms with its past. And
it is doubtful whether the “good humanist” Frankl was even fully conscious of
his role in the burial of the past. Frankl’s argument against collective guilt, that
served to foreclose notions of collective responsibility, fit the Austrian milieu
after the war. It was also likely key to his success on both a professional and
psychological level, to help his fellow Austrians bury the past. This became
his “use” of his survival. By 1988 Frankl could claim “that the only people
who are justified” in saying “people should have preferred imprisonment to
compromise or coming to terms with the Nazis ... are people who ... did
indeed allow themselves to be incarcerated in a concentration camp rather
than betray themselves or their convictions.”® Frankl overlooked the fact that
some people compromised with the Nazis and were still sent to the camps. By
1988, Frankl’s survival of Auschwitz had placed him beyond reproach. After
pardoning individual ambiguous actions, he could use his badge of survival to
pardon Austria.

Not surprisingly some Austrians and Jews in particular were disappointed
by Frankl’s cultural role. For example his biographer Haddon Klingberg
depicted how Frankl’s reconciling attitude and stance on collective guilt
ultimately led to a frayed relationship with other Viennese Jews.® Frankl’s
attitude of reconciliation was also not well received by the American Jewish
community. Klingberg also describes how in 1978, Frankl gave a lecture at
the Institute of Adult Jewish Studies at Congregation B’nai Jeshurun on the
upper east side of New York City that led to an outburst of boos from the
audience and Frankl was called a “Nazi Pig.” It appears although Austria
eventually mastered the horrendous past, Frankl’s personal history that
included a connection to the Nazi Psychotherapy movement, mentoring by
Potzl, and culminated with his interaction with Waldheim and Haider in the
last decade of his life, left his own past—a multi-dimensional all-too-Austrian
Jewish tragedy—unmastered.

57. See Giinter Bischof, “Victims? Perpetrators?,” 24.
58. Frankl, “There is No Collective Guilt,” 5.

59. Klingberg, When Life Calls Out to Us, 229.
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Wolfgang Kraus: Impresario of Austrian Literature
and Cold Warrior

Stefan Maurer*

Introduction

The ambivalence which accompanies Wolfgang Kraus (1924-1998)
as one of the most important public figures of literary life in Austria’s
Second Republic is astonishing: “Kraus dictated the [Austrian] politics of
literature with unrivalled self-aggrandizement, something which was rare
even in the totalitarian satellite states of the Soviet Union,”? states Thomas
Rothschild in an article about the canon of the Oszerreichische Gesellschaft
fair Literatur (Austrian Literary Association; hereafter referred to as OGL).
On the other hand the writer Hans Weigel (1908-1991), the unifying
figure of Austrian literature after the second World War, acknowledges
him as an unmistakable institution and explains, that Kraus was “the center,
the outpost, the incarnation—not of our literature, but of literary life.
He is contestable—certainly!—but he is of unspoken importance. He is
indispensable.” The essayist Franz Schuh (born in 1947) depicts the part
Kraus played in the literary field of Austria as as critical as Rothschild, and
posits Kraus had “diverse, unique, distributed positions and assignments,
that were interrelated and that formed a kind of net, in which a lot got
entangled, and that should be the target of extensive interpretation, because
this net contains in pure form the paradigm of sociology of literature in
Austria.” Kraus, who was aware of his unique role as an intermediary
in Austrian literary life, stressed at one point in his journal: “Liaisons,
intermediaries, interpreters between statesmen, politicians and intellectuals,
writers and artists, characters of the cultural life and the mass media—the
search of which has been neglected, even omitted for centuries (since 45).
This was my role in Vienna.”™

1. This is a revised and enhanced version of an article published together with Michael
Hansel in Kalter Krieg in Osterreich: Literatur — Kunst — Kultur, eds. Michael Hansel and
Michael Rohrwasser (Vienna: Zsolnay ,2010). Translations of german sources by the author.
2. Thomas Rothschild, “Die besten Képfe: Der Kanon der Osterreichischen Gesellschaft
fur Literatur,” in Die einen raus — die anderen rein: Kanon und Literatur; Voriiberlegungen zu
ciner Literaturgeschichte Osterreichs, eds. Wendelin Schmidt-Dengler, Johann Sonnleitner,
and Klaus Zeyringer (Berlin: Erich Schmidt, 1994), 126-133, 130.

3. Hans Weigel, “Ein Kolumbus namens Kraus,” Wiener Journal, no. 41, Feb. 1984.

4. Franz Schuh, “Literatur und Macht am Beispiel Osterreichs der siebziger Jahre,”in ibid.
Liebe, Macht und Heiterkeit: Essays (Klagenfurt: Ritter, 1985): 175-202, 199.

5. Journal entry of Wolfgang Kraus, 9 July 1986, Literary Estate of Wolfgang Kraus, OLA
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Wolfgang Kraus, 1975.
©Literary Archives of the Austrian National Library

Although Kraus is rarely mentioned in more modern literary histories
of Austria®, his national and international legacy still remains in the form
of the Anton Wildgans-Preis der 6sterreichischen Industrie, as well as the
Osterreichische Staatspreis fiir Europdische Literatur, and the Maneés-Sperber-
Preis which he initiated, the Osterreich Bibliotheken’, and of course the
OGL which played an important role as a forum for Austrian literature
throughout the sixties and is now headed, since Kraus’ retirement in 1994,
by the writer Marianne Gruber (born in 1944).

'The following essay focuses on the early years of Kraus and the OGL,in
particular Kraus’part in the cultural cold war, and his alliance with members
of the Congress for Cultural Freedom (hereafter referred to as CCF), as
well as his participation in the covert book distribution-program by the

63/97, Literary Archive of Austrian National Library, Vienna.

6. e.g. in newer literary histories like Klaus Zeyringers Osterreichische Literatur seit 1945
Uberblicke, Einschnitte, Wegmarken (Innsbruck: Haymon, 1999).

7. Helmut Buchhart,“Die Osterreich-Bibliotheken des Bundesministeriums fiir Auswirtige
Angelegenheiten, Wien,” Biblos: Beitrige zu Buch, Bibliothek und Schift 41 (1992): 191-92.
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CIA. The essay hereby tries to take Gilles Scott-Smith’s recommendation
into account, that “the starting point for interpreting the CCF ... should
not be the outlook of the CIA but the view of post-war intelligentsia...,”
to which Kraus belonged.

Born 13 January 1924 in Vienna, Kraus attended elementary school
in Katholischer Schulverein, and afterwards a catholic high school Zu den
Schotten in Vienna, which was closed down following the Anschluss in
1938. He finished high school on 23 March 1942. Kraus was drafted to the
Wehrmacht, developed an heart condition during basic military training
and was discharged on 10 June 1943. He studied German and literature at
the University of Vienna, and received his PhD in July 1947. Kraus himself
describes his youth during the Nazi-era as an “inner emigration” pointing
out that books and theatre, music and visual arts revealed to him, that
“this hellish situation, in which I undeservedly found a rather quiet corner
was not the normality of life itself.” He was employed at the Viennese
Publishing house Ullstein as a freelancer where he was a subordinate of
Edwin Rollett (1889-1964), literary program manager of the publishing
house, who not only acted as president of Verband der freien Schriftsteller und
Journalisten Osterreichs (Union of free writers and journalists of Austria), but
also as chairman of the Austrian Schriftstellerverband (Writers Union).* In
1949 Kraus changed from Ullstein to the publishing house of Paul Zsolnay,
where he rose to the position of chief editor then to chief press officer and
sales manager. In 1956 he left this job and worked as a freelance journalist,
writing for Austrian, German, and Swiss newspapers. From 1959 on he
frequently travelled to the countries of “real socialism,” to report about
“cultural and political life in the East.” ! In a résumé, he notes that he
never received an official invitation, and that he financed these ventures
himself. Kraus was later to benefit from his experiences in Eastern Europe.
Following the establishment of the OGL in 1961, one thematic priority

8. Gilles Scott-Smith, The Politics of Apolitical Culture: The Congress for Cultural Freedom, the
CIA and post-war American Hegemony (London: Routledge, 2002), 22, 56. W. Scott Lucas,
“Beyond Freedom, Beyond Control: Approaches to Culture and the State-Private Network
in the Cold War,” in The cultural Cold War in Western Europe: 1945-1960, eds. Giles Scott-
Smith and Hans Krabbendam (London: Routledge, 2003), 53-72.

9. Speech on the 50th anniversary of matriculation (Vortrag zum 50jihrigen
Maturajubildum) on 4 Apr. 1992, Literary Estate of W. Kraus, OLA 63/97, Literary Archive
of the Austrian National Library, Vienna.

10. See Karin-Heidi Hackenberg, “Der Kiritiker, Journalist und Schriftsteller Edwin
Rollett: Ein Beitrag zur Wiener Theaterkritik im 20. Jahrhundert,” PhD. diss, University
of Vienna, 1985.

11. Profile (Kurzbiographie) W. Kraus, Literary Estate of W. Kraus, OLA 63/97, Literary
Archive of the Austrian National Library, Vienna.
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of the OGL was the communication between East and West, in particular
with writers from the former Danube Monarchy.

The Literary Field of Austria in the 1960s
and the Founding of the OGL

Since the end of World War II literary life in Austria had been
dominated by such conservative figures, as writer Rudolf Henz (1897-
1987), who was not only a member of the Austrian Kunstsenat (Senate
of Arts), and director of broadcasting station RAVAG, but also editor of
the official literary magazine Wort in der Zeit, subsidized by the Austrian
Ministry of Education. His political stance can be summed up as catholic,
anti-modernist and of course anti-communist.”? The adage of the writer
Alexander Lernet-Holenia (1897-1976), that “we have only to continue
where our dreams were disrupted by the madmen Hitler” found a broad
echo within the political officials and the protagonists of literary life.
During the longue durée of the dark 1950s, avant-garde writers such as the
Wiener Gruppe, who opposed traditional writing standards were excluded
and their performances scandalized." Austrian Minister of Education
Heinrich Drimmel (1912-1991) only supported writers and artists, whose
work had been published during the time of the First Republic of Austria
and also those, who were active in the literary field during the Nazi era.
This matter was covered up and excused, as long as these writers fitted
into the cultural policy of the Drimmel era, which unified baroque and
catholic Austrian traditions in a backward-looking Austriazistik. Therefore
between 1945 and 1965 there were two competing literary concepts, one
that was of content and stylistic departure, which had been dominant in
the immediate post-war period, and which reappeared in the 1960s. The
other concept was one associated with traditional values, which prevailed, at
least officially parallel.® Contemporary Austrian literature was very under-
represented and a critical article by Wolfgang Kraus about the Osterreichische

12. See Karl Miiller, Zdsuren ohne Folgen: Das lange Leben der literarischen Antimoderne
Osterreichs seit den 30er Jahren (Salzburg: Otto Miiller, 1990), 227.

13. Alexander Lernet—Holenia, “Gruf des Dichters,” Der Turm 1, no. 4-5 (1945): 109.

14. See Kristina Pfoser—Schewig, and Ursula Seeber, “...der spiesser fiihlt sich auf sein
wiener schnitzel getreten...: Die Wiener Gruppe; Literatur und Avantgarde in den
funfziger Jahren,” in Die ,wilden’ fiinfziger Jahre: Gesellschaft, Formen und Gefiible eines
Jahrzehnts in Osterreich, eds. Gerhard Jagschitz and Klaus-Dieter Mulley (St. Pélten:
Niederosterreichisches Pressehaus, 1985), 284-88, 284.

15. See Karl Miiller, “Zur Kontinuitit 6sterreichischer Literatur seit den dreifliger Jahren,”
in Kontinuitit und Bruch: 1938 — 1945 — 1955; Beitrige zur dsterreichischen Kultur- und
Wissenschaftsgeschichte, ed. Friedrich Stadler, (Vienna: Jugend & Volk, 1988), 181-215.
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Buchwoche (Austrian book week) in 1958 provides an insight into the
reality of the literary scene: “In this prestigious exhibition of the Austrian
Book Week one is searching in vain for crucial representatives of Austrian
literature—e.g. [Hugo von] Hofmannsthal, [Arthur] Schnitzler, [Franz]
Kafka, [Rudolf] Kassner, [Franz] Werfel, [Hermann] Broch, [Robert]
Musil, Joseph Roth, [Stefan] Zweig, [Fritz von] Hermanovsky-Orlando,
[Heimito] von Doderer and Ferdinand Bruckner are at least found on
photographic portraits, even though their books are nowhere to be seen,
not to mention the forthcoming books of younger writers, such as Herbert
Eisenreich, Jeannie Ebner, Humbert Fink. ... An outsider might be led to
believe that Austria is ashamed of them and excludes them in their own
country from the promotion for creative intellectuality of Austria.” Since
the work of the above mentioned writers was published by West German
publishing houses, their reception in Austria was minimal. Referring to the
international literary scene, the writer Milo Dor spoke of a “paper curtain,”
that affected economic, legal, and political matters of bilateral cultural
contact between Austria and the GDR, that continued until shortly before
the end of the occupation period in 1955.7

Attempts were made to escape from the parochialism which had
dominated the Austrian literary field before the inception of the OGL.
There was no organized literary scene, with literary events, readings by
authors or book presentations. The genuine role the OGL played in the
early 1960’s in establishing a literary scene is surprising by today’s standards,
where a variety of literary events take place in Vienna, for example by
Alte Schmiede, Literaturhaus and Biichereien Wien. The OGL had its
precursor in the Grillparzer Institut, founded in 1956, which was lead by
the Grillparzer-Association, whose president, the writer Kurt Frieberger
(1883-1970) also acted as vice-president of the Austrian P.E.N.-Club. This
Institute had as its task the promotion of Austrian literature in foreign
countries, and was intended by Alfred Weikert and Hans Brunmayr, of the
Austrian Ministry of Education, who were two of its most avid supporters
to become a kind of Austrian Institute for Culture. These two were also
pivotal for the establishment of the OGL.® In a letter to Rudolf Henz
in June 1960, only five months before the OGL was officially founded as
an association'’, Weikert regrets that the establishment of the Grillparzer-

16. w. k. [Wolfgang Kraus], “Am Rande notiert,” Die Presse, 12 Nov. 1958, 6.

17. See Joseph McVeigh, “Lifting the Paper Curtain’: The opening of Austrian Literary
Culture to Germany after 1945,” German Studies Review 19, no. 3 (1996): 479-99, 481.

18. See Victor Suchy, “Hundert Jahre Grillparzer Gesellschaft,” Jahrbuch der Grillparzer—
Gesellschaft 18, (Vienna: Hora, 1992), 123.

19.  See Polizeiprotokoll, Schreiben der Sicherheitsdirektion Wien an die
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Association had been unsuccessful, even the inception of an association,
concerned with Austrian Literature and the Austrian author, because
that would be, as Weikert points out, the “much desired, long arm of the
Ministry of Education.” Therefore it was only a matter of time before the
government’s idea for an institution to promote Austrian literature took
shape: the opening speech, delivered by Kraus at the inauguration of the
OGL on 18 November 1961, detailed the intentions of the Association in
ten articles, for example a sponsorship for novelists, the supply of foreign
Universities and research institutes with Austrian literature, a large-
scale program of lectures and the promotion of scientific exchanges with
writers from the former Danube Monarchy, which were now satellites of
the Soviet Union. Kraus and the OGL started their activities, which also
included inviting exile Austrian authors such as Erich Fried (1921-1988),
Fritz Hochwilder (1911-1986), Max Brod (1884-1968), Robert Neumann
(1897-1975) and Elias Canetti (1905-1994), something which Austrian
officials and government had failed to do since 1945%. As Canetti pointed
out, until 1962 “no one came up with the idea to invite me to Vienna. In
Spring 1962 Wolfgang Kraus did visit me [in Hampstead], and in February
1963 I held a reading in Vienna for the first time. ... The literary Association
has done something crucial for me regarding Austria.”” By inviting Canetti
to Vienna the OGL ensured increased public recognition: in 1966 Canetti
received the Preis der Stadt Wien (Award of Vienna) and 1967 the Grofien
Osterreichischen Staatspreis, and in November of the same year his play Die
Befristeten premiered in theater in der Josephstadt.”

That the political agenda of the OGL reflected Austrian foreign
policy true to party principles is illustrated by an incident surrounding the
prize-giving ceremony of the Alma Johanna Koenig-Award in 1962, that
was intended to take place on the premises of the OGL. The award, in
remembrance of an authoress, who had been murdered by the Nazis, was
given to the writer Johannes Bobrowski (1917-1965). Bobroswki however
could not be officially invited by the OGL, because he was a citizen of the

Bundespolizeidirektion Wien (Police Departement in charge of registered societies in
Austria to Federal Police Headquarters), 30 Nov. 1960, Archive of the OGL, Vienna.

20. Letter from Alfred Weikert to Rudolf Henz, 30 June 1960, Literary Estate of Rudolf
Henz,box 19/V, Dokumentationsstelle fiir neuere osterreichische Literatur im Literaturhaus,
Vienna.

21. In his autobiography Viktor Matejka, former city councillor in charge of cultural affairs,
reports that he had tried to invite the emigrants, but had failed because of the indifference
of both the Federal government and the federal state government of Vienna, see Viktor
Matejka, Widerstand ist Alles: Notizen eines Unorthodoxen (Vienna: Locker, 1984),192.

22. “Der optimistische Elias Canetti,” Die Presse, 24-26 Dec. 1971.

23. See Sven Hanuschek, Elias Canetti: Biographie (Munich: Carl Hanser, 2005), 490.
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Federal Republic of Germany (FRG).The FRG was not recognized as a state
by the Austrian government, and reference was made to “political doubts,”
despite the fact that Bobrowski’s work was known for its “unpolitical”
powerful eloquence.?

In retrospect, the organization of international congresses throughout
the 1960s are among the most important events and accomplishments of
the OGL. They created an international stir and are “a legend even today”
as Kraus remarked in his journal in 1977: “There is no chance to re-enact
them. Gone. All for the want of a whit of money.””

Wolfgang Kraus and the Networks of the Cultural Cold War in Europe

The three international congresses hosted by the OGL during the
1960s, “Present Theater—Presence of Theater” (22 to 24 March, 1965),
“Our Century and the Novel” (25 to 27 October, 1965), and “Literature
as Tradition and Revolution” (24 to 26 April, 1967) were announced as
round-table—discussions and did not only result from the idea that the “soil
of neutral Austria was ideal for a cultural dispute between East and West”
and corresponded with the tradition of the once multinational state, but
served in fact as an extension of one of the most powerful and influential
organizations of the post-war period. To a great extent the implementation
and success of these congresses owed much to the support of members of
the Congress for Cultural Freedom (CCF), to which Kraus stood in a close
relationship. Founded in 1950 the CCF served as a counterweight to the
pro-soviet Peace-Congresses, opposing totalitarianism and functioned as
a high impact political-cultural instrument of the CIA during the Cold
War. The CCF was an “apparatus of the cold war,”” and encompassed a
network of different groups and organizations within Europe. Members
of the CCF were primarily recruited from the non-communist left and
former communists, who had turned away from communism after the
show trials held in Moscow in 1937 and the Stalin-Hitler-Pact in 1939.
Communist and bourgeois “anti-fascists” as well as émigrés and dissidents
from communist-reigned countries in Eastern Europe were among the

24. See Marcel Atze, “Wien in Klammern: Johannes Bobrowski an Gerhard Fritsch,” in
Aus meiner Hand dies Buch”> Zum Phinomen der Widmung, eds. Volker Kaukoreit, Marcel
Atze, and Michael Hansel (Vienna: Turia + Kant, 2006), 308-313, 309.

25. Journal entry of Wolfgang Kraus, 8 Jan. 1977, Literary Estate of Wolfgang Kraus.

26. Einladung zur Konferenz (Invitation to the Conference), Archive of the OGL, Vienna.
27. Emst Nolte, Deutschland im Kalten Krieg (Munich, 1974), quoted in Michael
Hochgeschwender, Freibeit in der Offensive: Der Kongref fiir kulturelle Freibeit und die
Deutschen, 1st ed. (Munich: Oldenburg, 1998), 17.
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members. Between 1951 up until his withdrawal in 1967, the CIA-agent
Michael Josselson (1908-1978) was the “heart and soul” of the congress. He
distributed monetary allowances through a number of the US-foundations,
for example the Fairfield Foundation and the Ford Foundation, which
served as a front to obscure the flow of the money. Together with Nicolas
Nabokov (1903-1978) secretary general of the CCEF, and cousin of the
famous writer Vladimir Nabokov, he tried to contain the influence of
hardcore anti-communists and to intellectualize and culturally strengthen
the organization. The main idea was to oppose the East on a spot where
it was most vulnerable: art and science. The CCF tried to promote the
interests of democracy based on the American format by “calling attention
to innovation and freedom in the cultural and political spheres characteristic
of Western democracies.” Josselson’s political program was directed at
the intellectual elite of Eastern Europe and more effective through an
“intelligent anti-communism”™ as well as pro-Americanism. Parallel to
the internationally initiated congresses, cultural exchanges, lectures and
working groups took place. Another important aspect of the cultural cold
war, which had waged in Europe since the late 1940s was the founding
of and funding of magazines in France, Italy, Great Britain, the GDR,
and Austria, and which addressed the intellectual elite in their respective
countries. The CCF-magazine in Austria was the FORVM, founded in
1953 by writer Friedrich Torberg (1908-1979)%, which was seen as an
ideological counterweight to the communist magazine 7Tagebuch, edited
by politician and writer Ernst Fischer (1899-1972), and also as a bridge-
builder to German-speaking dissidents in Hungary. Other magazines
edited and financed by the congress were for example Monar in western
Germany, and Encounter in Great Britain. Francois Bondy (1915-2003),
editor of French congress-gazette Preuves was at the same time responsible
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for the coordination of all CCF-publications and brought a “modest
liberal anticommunist perspective into the French debates.”™ Polish writer
Kontanty (Kot) Jeleriski (1922-1987), another mastermind of the CCF?
and editor of the Polish exile-magazine Ku/tura, played an important role
within this cultural cold war, which was conducted via Paris.

Kraus’ contacts to the officials of CCF came as a result of Manés
Sperber (1905-1984), with whom he had a strong friendship having first
met him in Sperber’s bureau in the Parisian publishing house of Calmann-
Lévy, where Sperber worked as an editor. Sperber, who drew up the
“Manifest fiir freie Menschen” (“Manifest for free People”)® together with
Arthur Koestler (1905-1983), which was read at the first CCF conference
in June 1950, was—in addition to Eugen Kogon (1903-1987), Denis de
Rougemont (1906-1985) and Ignazio Silone (1900-1978)—as a member
of the executive committee, one of the main protagonists of the congress in
Europe.The fact that the administrative headquarters of the CCF was moved
to Paris in 1951, made it possible for Sperber to participate energetically in
the process of planning and organization and was challenged as organizer,
communicator and generator of ideas.** Sperber had been always true to
the Viennese line of thought, radically anti-communist and methodically
suspicious of communism.* He was always aware of his mission and put
all his energy into fighting the supremacy of the Soviet Union in Eastern
Europe. His main interest was hereby to convey a message, and he not only
appealed to the mind, but also to sentiments. He decided to do this not
only by persuading friends or enemies, but by convincing them.* Sperber
and Francois Bondy both identified with the ideas of Charles de Gaulles
Minister of Culture, André Malraux, and also of Raymond Aron, who had
broken with the majority of French leftists surrounding Jean-Paul Sartre
“to advocate a policy of European integration and the preservation of
democracy.”
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In 1960 the CCF moved into a new phase and wanted to extend its
activities all over the world. However contrary to Sperber, Kraus did not
belong to the inner circle of the CCF.

Correspondence between Kraus and Sperber exemplifies how the OGL
congress was organized: for the “Round table” talk, “Our Century and its
novel” in October 1965, Kraus discussed with Francois Bondy “everything
in minute detail, ... the list of participants, the usages for the conference,
was determined, and that everyone had to present a paper which had to be
submitted in written form in advance. The fact that the invitation does not
mention this is for psychological reasons, because I do not want to deter any
of the very sensitive gentlemen.” Kraus compiled a “wish-list” of “names”
for the discussion and requested Bondy to let him know, “upon which
gentlemen on the list you have influence and where you find an invitation
promising and meaningful.” Finally the congress came up with a variety
of grand persons: the Slovakian writer Ladislav Mriacko (1919-1994), who
was a critic of the political system of his country, the Czech writer, translator
and psychiatrist Josef Nesvadba (1926-2005), the German writer Hermann
Kesten (1900-1996) and the literary scholar Hans Mayer (1907-2001) all
of whom attended the conference. Elias Canetti and Erich Fried came from
England and both had already been invited to read in the OGL.The literary
voices of France were represented by the father of Nouveau Roman Alain
Robbe-Grillet (1922-2008) and Manes Sperber. Even the Polish literary
scholar of German Roman Karst (1911-1988) was on the list of attendees.
He had attended a conference on Franz Kafka in Liblice Castle near
Prague in May 1963, where he had tried to encourage the works of Katka
in communist countries, together with other intellectuals such as Roger
Garaudy, Eduard Goldstiicker and Ernst Fischer. Hungary was represented
by Tibor Déry (1894-1977) and Géza Ottlik (1912-1990). Déry, who had
been imprisoned because of his participation in the Hungarian Uprising in
October 1956, and whose works had been banned up to 1962 in Hungary,
had kept in touch with Kraus, since his first reading in the OGL in 1963.
Kraus invited him to read in his Association, provided him with books, and
wrote reviews in prestigious journals and magazines. As contributors for
Austria the writers Fritz Habeck (1916-1997), Hans Lebert (1919-1983)
and Peter von Tramin (1932-1981) participated.

For the next conference “Literature as Tradition and Revolution” Kraus
also received support from the Parisian bureau of the CCF. He was aware,
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that his conferences could only benefit from this: “Incidentally [Francois]
Bondy managed to persuade Marcel Reich-Ranicki to participate. The
‘Congress for Cultural Freedom’ is mighty”.* However a problem arose
prior to the organization of the conference in 1966, as the literary scholar
and critic Reich-Ranicki remarked in German newspaper Die Zeit, after
it became apparent that the conference hade been postponed. The original
date coincided with the tenth anniversary of the Hungarian Revolution
and the “Polish October” in 1956, and since the conference theme was
also “Literature as Tradition and Revolution,” the East suspected that the
Viennese could be up to some mischief, maybe a political demonstration or
even a sturdy provocation.” Reich-Ranicki mentioned that the cancellation
would exacerbate the mediation between East and West that was “even in
the sphere of literature an ungrateful and hard business” and defended the
OGL as “a friendly and even cozy organization”: “I don’t think that Kraus is
up to abuse the neutrality of Austrian soil for provoking activities.” *

As Kraus remarked in a letter, he had noticed the “unpleasant fact,” that
“for different reasons ... most of the participants from the socialist states
who had already bindingly committed had withdrawn.” He criticized the
absurdity of conducting a “talk without a counterpart, that could not fulfil
the original concept of our enterprise.”

A further advantage which arose from Kraus’ connection with the
Parisian bureau of the CCF was the “Comité des écrivains et des éditeurs
pour une entr’aide intellectuelle européenne,” founded in 1957, which was
headed by Bondy and Jeleniski. It concentrated its activities on supporting
Hungarian intellectuals who had been persecuted since 1956. The program
involved symposia, they shipped books that were only available in the
West to writers in communist reigned countries, and assisted them with
opportunity for publication of their books in western publishing houses.
The Comité did not turn to official institutions in Eastern Europe, but
rather to individuals, to ensure the authenticity of the exchange.® How the
support for East European writers worked can be shown quintessentially
in case of the Hungarian playwright and spokesman of the Hungarian
Uprising in 1956, Julius Hay (1900-1975), who had spent three years in
prison. In November 1963 Kraus contacted Sperber with the plea, to assist
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Hay, who intended “after infinite difficulties to travel” to foreign countries
in the West: “Hay will bring three new, yet unpublished plays with him
to the West [and] will come to Paris probably in early December and it
would be most amiable, if you could greet him. As far as I can asses, he has
an attitude closely related to ours, and it would be important to provide
contacts for him in the West.”™ Sperber stepped in “so your protégé Julius
Hay [sic] will be welcomed by CCF in Munich, honored and introduced
to intellectuals in Munich. The matter that Francois Bondy, who knows the
Magyar from his early days of theater, was sent from Paris to Munich, to
hold an effective introductory speech, is implicitly your work as well.”*

The OGL and the “Marshall Plan for the Mind”

Furthermore there were other points of contact of the OGL with
American organizations financed by the CIA. In the request for funding
of the Association to the Ministry of Education in the year of its founding,
under article five, the intent turned up, that various institutions all over the
world, like German Seminars, University libraries, broadcasting stations,
theaters, professors, lecturers and PhD candidates should continuously be
informed about Austria, it’s literature and art. To this propaganda belonged
the official literary magazines Wort in der Zeit and its successor Literatur
und Kritik, whose editorial departments were located within the rooms
of the OGL. Those mailings, especially to Eastern European countries
should later continue on a much broader scale and with financial aid. From
a journey to the United States in late September 1967 Kraus wrote from
New York to his proxy and confident in the OGL, the writer Herbert Zand
(1923-1970): “Today I had a dainty lunch with Minden and it has been
very pleasant. He is a man of the world and an aesthete. By the way, he
descended from Bukarest.”* This “man of the World and aesthete” was no
one other than George C. Minden (1921-2006), head of Free Europe Press
and later president of the International Literary Center, an organization,
which for more than twenty years functioned implicitly through a widely
ramified European network of book and magazine publishers as well as
unsuspicious cultural organizations such as the OGL. Between 1956 and
1991 more than 10 million western books and publications found their
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way to the communist reigned countries. The goal of the “book-mailing
program” was to “‘communicate Western ideas to Soviet citizens by
providing them with books—on politics, economics, philosophy, arts, and
technology—not available in the Soviet Union.” Minden wanted to help
prevent a communication breakdown like the one that had happened in the
1920s and 1930s, to interpret the democratic values of the West to East
Europeans, to oppose boredom, irrationality, mediocrity and provincialism,
to help create an open society, and to show the interest of the West in
the intellectual and spiritual life of the East Europeans.”® Even before his
involvement in Minden’s program, Kraus was a modern day “knigonoshi,”a
term that refers to the “book torchbearers” of czaristic times, and indicated
Russians, who travelled to the west and came back with forbidden books
“by bribing border guards to avoid government controls on the import of
foreign literature.”® The Russian writer and Germanist Lev Zalmanovich
Kopelev (1912-1997), for example thanks Kraus in a letter dated November
1963 for the “rincley gift—of five volumes [Heinz] Kindermann, works
by Karl Kraus and Hermann Brochs Schlafwandler—trilogy: the joy you
brought me with that can hardly be verbalized.”®

The contact of the OGL with Minden can be proven since 1964, as in
an internal memo the visit of “Mr. Minden, US—Project, in July 1964” has
been recorded. Minden agreed to cover all expenses for foreign books as
well as Austrian literature, if it was of political relevance, like Franz Kafka,
Robert Musil and Hermann Broch. Eventually he even paid a travel grant
for up to five writers “a $200” from Romania and declared himself ready to
pay half of the salary of an employee, who worked only on this project.’
Kraus started working on this project immediately and presented as early as
December 1964 a list of non-Austrian books in English and French as well
as “suitable examples from the Austrian production,” that he intended to
send to “authors, translators, scientists and literary critics whom we either
know personally, or who have been recommended to us as open minded and
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nonconformist representatives.”? He also proposed to supply university
libraries in Hungary and Czechoslovakia with books, “to provide professors
and students with an opportunity of forming a more accurate picture of the
western world.”® Minden’s organization also paid the annual subscription
fee for the official Austrian literary magazine Wort in der Zeit, that was sent
to addresses in the satellite countries of the Soviet Union.** One year later
Kraus reported, that “every book we send to the East has an extraordinary
impact. Thus we sent the mailings to people and institutions known to us,
a maximal effect is granted. I can determine on my continuous travels to
the East, that these book mailings play an important part in the intellectual
progression of writers, literary scholars, and people working on the theater.
No one can asses what we contribute to a more liberal growth.”

For Kraus’ plans, financial aid was of the essence: “We need money,
money, money, and forces to use it in a meaningful way. We have to heard
possibilities for scholarships to the East.” Kraus who neither lacked “ideas
nor energy,” often spent sleepless nights—how he remarked in a letter to
Minden—because he didn't quite know, how he “could raise the money
for his schemes.” Minden promised he would take care of the financial
problems: “I hope money or the absence there of will not stand in the way
of similar projects in the future.””” Kraus suggested starting an operation,
through which every addressee, who got books from us, should now get
four works which reflect the Western point of view in order to make our
eastern friends aware of such important books.”® To “avoid the appearance
of a propaganda campaign,” Kraus intended not to send everyone the same
books, but to “vary them from a larger assembly of books.” So that the
Association would not be discredited in the East, Kraus had to utilize
the books of Austrian writers as a backup, because he made no mistake,
that “if we appear in a crooked light, the books will not be let trough by
censorship.”® On the lists assembled by Kraus, among politically charged
books like Karl Poppers The open Society and its Enemies (1946), there were
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always titles of Austrian authors like Thomas Bernhards Frosz (1963),
Hermann Brochs Die Schlafwandler (1931-1932) or works of Franz Kafka.
So the OGL participated in a covert CIA-operation that went down in
history as the “Marshall Plan for the Mind.” Because of Minden’s ingenious
covert operations, these circumstances became apparent only after Mindens
death in 2006.

Despite all of his achievements in the cultural cold war, Kraus had reason
for complaints. Shortly after the publication of his first collection of essays
Der fiinfte Stand (1966), he wrote to Sperber, that the Slavist and translator
Peter Urban had released a “huge pamphlet against my books” in Literatur
und Kritik: “It teems of boast and ill concealed communist aggression.”?
For the “departure of intellectuals in West and East,” that Kraus tried to
outline in terms of the history of ideas, he got international recognition
and praise. Content wise, Kraus referred to the origin, structure, as well as
the part of intellectuals in Eastern and Western European countries. By his
knowledge and outlook across the Eastern European countries and their
respective intellectual climate, Kraus tried a depiction of the intellectual
state and confronted the leading ideologies with each other. For the critic
Friedrich Heer (1916-1983) the book portrayed the “overcome of the
Cold War in the intellectual and spiritual space of central Europe,”® and
the Swiss philosopher and political theorist Arnold Kiinzli (1919-2008)
verified, that the relationship of East and West had rarely been depicted in
such a “factual, wise and dialectic” manner.%

But for his essay Kraus also earned critique. The already mentioned
Peter Urban alleged Kraus, that he had “downright uncritically used the
terms of Springer-Press” and that “each and every chapter could stand
apart as pamphlets in magazines of the West committed to cultural policy,”
but they would not result in a “framework.” Urban criticized the terms
Kraus applied, because he wrote of “the East under soviet control,” of
“communistic Eastern Europe” and “of countries, that were monitored
by Moscow.” Even in Osterreichische Osthefte Kraus’ thesis was attacked
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by Kurt Marko, who labeled the book as “eastwardly inspired” and “a self
portrait of Western crudeness.” At the same time Marko apostrophized
the “pale decalcomania pictures of communist chimeras,”” that Kraus had
brought into the game. In this context, another controversy from the late
1970s shall be mentioned. Kraus had in an article titled “Die Normalitit
der Intellektuellen” (“The normality of the intellectuals”) written in Der
Tagesspiegel about the internment of oppositional intellectuals in mental
institutions that grew common in the Soviet Union.*®® This caused the
Soviet writer Alexander Kriwitzki to publish a counter-statement in which
he blamed Kraus for writing his article, “as if everything he had invoked,
was familiar and needed no proof.” Kriwitzki stated that Kraus felt in the
“atypical situation of the ‘cold war’ as right as rain.”®

As an answer to bewildered Kraus, Sperber replied: “What happened to
you on behalf of this Urban is gods just punishment. You have been far to
kind and forgiving towards the procurers of Stalinism.””

The OGL and the End of the CCF

'The CCF had over the years evolved into a transnational platform and
an interface between the East and West had reached its zenith between
1964 and 1966. Then a phase of unrest and destabilization began, and
the CCF found its inglorious end in 1966, when CIA-funding was made
public in a series of newspaper articles in the New York Times. Among
the CCF members only a few had known about this covert financial aid.
Even for Sperber the scandal surrounding the CCF was a huge personal
disappointment. In a letter to Kraus he states, that the activity of the CCF
had been “utterly disparaged.””" Following the exposure severe conflict
arose within the committee of the congress and the editorial teams of those
journals, associated with the Congress. Especially Michael Josselson came
under fire from all sides. For the anti-totalitarian left-wing intellectuals
the scandal surrounding the CCF was a huge disappointment. Given the
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students, civil rights and anti-war-movements of the time, the members of
the CCF were politically discredited. The extent to which the exposure of
the CCF continued to have an effect, is reflected in a letter from Sperber
to Josselson in 1976, in which Sperber reports about the completion of
his autobiography and even nine years later, his approach in respect of the
involvement of the CIA, is still extremely cautious: “In the third volume of
my recollections, which I'm working on, so it can be published in summer,
I’'m talking about the congress, to which I pledge myself explicitly. Of course
I'have to, even in brief, mention the question regarding the CIA. ... I would
like to know, if youd wish or refuse the mentioning of your name—not only
in regard to this episode, but because of your activity as general secretary,
about which I could say a lot of good things. Of course I can’t mention the
one thing without the other, which means I can’t state your name as general
secretary and than leave the CIA-incident anonymous.””

Josselsons successor was the journalist, historian and diplomat Shepard
Stone (1908-1990), who oversaw the follow—up organization of CCE, the
International Association for Cultural Freedom (IACF). Stone was anxious
to campaign further against the East through intellectual means and to
defuse the powerful political and military confrontations, so they would
not lead to a nuclear war.”® Stone strove with financial support of the Ford
Foundation to counteract the loss of importance of the CCF.

However in the beginning of 1967, only a few months before the
scandalous reveal of the CIA-financing of CCE, Sperber arranged a
meeting between Wolfgang Kraus and Michael Josselson in Geneva: “The
conversation with you was immensely important to me, and I wanted to
thank you for your invitation, that gave me the opportunity to meet you
in person. Mr. Sperber is now residing in Vienna, and we are going to talk
about some of the broached issues,”” Kraus wrote to Josselson.

As early as 1965 Kraus had met in person with Shepard Stone in
Vienna and encountered him repeatedly in the course of the second half
of the 1960s. Kraus was also on hand with help and advise on the occasion
of Stones visit in the CSSR: “You will probably approach a whole series
of official institutions. Certainly these are all facilities shaped by the sheer
communistic ideology. We ourselves behave distant towards these facilities
and only have as much linkage with them as is necessary for the handling
of our contacts. As a precaution, we are wary about inviting official
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personalities among writers, critics, and editors or such, who are regarded
as spokespeople true to party principles. We are avoiding this because the
invitees will be granted a consolidation of their position.“”

In the same letter Kraus guessed that it would be much harder for
Stone, to bring “a non-official writer from the CSSR to the US or to the
West, than for the neutral state of Austria,” and offered to invite “various
writers, literary scholars, directors and personalities, who stand somehow in
relation to literature, on Stones orders, whereby his institution should not
appear on the invitation.”

That there were “things possible in Vienna, which yet were inoperable
in Berlin,” became clear in 1968, when after the Russian invasion in the
CSSR, about 200 intellectuals, who had fled to Vienna, among them the
writer Milan Kundera (born in 1929), knocked on the door of the OGL.
Kraus, whose bureau was “crowded with Czech writers, whom I'm trying to
help, as best as I can,”” in spite of the conversations he had had with Stone
concerning the refugees, “not a dime had been made available for these
people and the supporting measures had spring-fed only from Austrian
resources.” Kraus was disappointed in “the way things turned out” and
asked himself, if there had been an “ideological cue, which had led to such
a complete policy shift.””

However the literary scholar Eduard Goldstiicker (1913-2000) did
not forget Kraus’ commitment to the Czech and Slovakian intellectuals
“who were not in favor of the regime and the all around moral and material
support,” which Kraus had granted them. In the beginning of the 1990s he
suggested to Viclav Havel (1936-2011), the ex-president of former CSSR,
to honor Kraus with a medal, which was presented to him on the fourth of
December 1991 in celebration of the thirty year anniversary of the OGL.”

In a letter to Sperber in the 1970s, Kraus concluded, that Austria was
not as important for the East-West encounter anymore, because other
countries (France and the GDR) had surpassed Austria in this role, and as
far as Kraus was concerned, in a “towering eagerness.”” In his journal too,
Kraus later commemorated this time of his greatest achievements: “How
long the successful time of the East-West congresses dates back! Back then
I thought it would always go on like this, even up higher.”*
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Conclusion

On 20 February 1969, in the office of Federal Chancellor Josef Klaus,
the “Fest der Harmonie” (“Festival of Harmony”), named ironically by Hans
Haider, was established as proof of Kraus’ unifying abilities. This event,
organized by the OGL, gathered writers persecuted by the Nazi regime
and opportunists, as well as neo-classicists and “Sprachzertrimmerer” with
political references between Christian-conservative and communistic.® As
Kraus remembered this appearance of all the important “dramatis personae”
of the literary scene: “Thomas Bernhard was charmingly and animatedly
chatting with Josef Klaus, Wolfgang Bauer, Alfred Kolleritsch, Hilde Spiel
stood aside Friedrich Torberg, Franz Nabl, Max Mell, Alexander Lernet-
Holenia, Felix Braun, Franz Theodor Csokor beside Herbert Zand, Friedrich
Heer, Ernst Jandl and Friedericke Mayrocker. Ingeborg Bachmann, dressed
in a white pantsuit, was talking to Christine Busta, Hans Lebert was there,
Barbara Frischmuth, Andreas Okopenko, Fritz Habeck, Milo Dor, Otto
Griindmandl.”®

However with the shift in the political constellation in the Austrian
Government and the one-party government of the SPO a number of things
changed for Kraus. While he had been on friendly terms with Minister of
Education, Heinrich Drimmel and his head of department Alfred Weikert
(who was sentenced to prison for four years for embezzling funds), Kraus
had difficulties finding common ground regarding cultural policy with social
democratic politician Fred Sinowatz (1929-2008), Minister of Education
and Arts from 1971 to 1983.% From 1971 to 1975 Kraus found shelter in
the “Europa Verlag” of the Austrian trade union federation, where he was
responsible for its literary program. Although critics did remark that he
tended to support only his prestigious journalist friends, the works of authors
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like Julien Green (1900-1998), Manes Sperber, Mircea Eliade (1907-
1986), Frangois Bondy, E. M. Cioran (1911-1995) and Lewis Mumford
(1895-1990) were published.® In 1975 Kraus was given the assignment
that reinforced his position within the “field of power” (Bourdieu) and
not only made him “importer” but also “exporter” of Austrian literature.
In this official capacity Kraus took responsibility for the content of the
cultural activities of all ten of the Ku/turinstitute (Institutes of Culture) of
the Republic of Austria abroad, and was accountable to no one other than
the Foreign Minister Erich Bielka (1909-1992), who had offered Kraus
this position.® Kraus held this bureaucratic position until 1981, when
the department was closed. In the late 1970 he was repeatedly under fire
from diverse (political) directions, because of his accumulation of various
key-professions within literary life, that led to a “singular concentration of
power,”® as a telegram of the Grazer Autorenversammiung (GAV') claimed.
The GAV founded in 1973, which saw itself as an “anti-PEN” and was the
manifestation of real change within the literary scene,* received from 1974
on, almost the same amount of public fundings as Austrian P.E.N.-Club.
The founding of the GAV had been a sort of “collateral campaign” to the
boom of social democracy, in which the “sozialpartnerschaftliche” [social-
partnership] re-organization of the literary scene took place.*®

Just two years before the break up of the Soviet Union Kraus had one of
his last coups. The idea for the Osterreich Bibliotheken in 1988, with “their
associated scholarships.” His idea was realized initially in Bratislava and
Brno, followed by branches in Kiev, Olmouc, Mocow and St. Petersburg.
By 1995 some 37 libraries had been established in the post-communist
countries, and Kraus still dealt with the invitations, despite having resigned
from the OGL in 1994.

84. See 50 Jahre Europa Verlag: “Aus dem Drangsal in ein neues Europa.” (Vienna: Europa
Verlag, 1983), 20.
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When Kraus died on 19th September 1998, various obituaries were
published in most of the major domestic newspapers and even abroad,
claiming his merits in the field of literature, the literary émigrés and his
commitment to East European intellectuals. They also stated, that he had
been “not particularly popular™® in Vienna, and that he “long ago had to
make place for a new type of official of the literary scene.”"

90. u.we., “Der grofle Kommunikator,” FAZ, 22 Sept. 1998.
91. Hans Haider, “Ein altmodischer Literaturfreund,” Die Presse, 21 Sept. 1998, 21.









Common Lives



Torn apart between time and space?

A Collective Biography of Austro-Hungarian Military Personnel
on the Eastern Front, 1914-1918

Wolfram Dornik

Our idea of the First World War is still dominated by the trench
warfare at the Somme, at Ypres or other famous war scenes of the Western
Front. Ernst Jinger, Erich Maria Remarque and the published memories
of hundreds of others who fought at this part of the war have painted our
picture: trenches, tanks, shock troops, the bone mills and the Stahlgewitter
shape this narration. But this was not the common experience of Austro-
Hungarian soldiers. Most of them fought on at least two or more fronts, and
they experienced a wide variety of terrain: from the highly mobile warfare
in Serbia, the great plains of Eastern Europe with long and cold winters
and short but very hot summers, to the dry and bleak karst of the Isonzo/
Soca Valley, to the extreme conditions in the high alpine mountains of Tyrol
and Carinthia. But one of these war theaters dominated the experience of
most of the military personnel, because masses of men and materials were
deployed there, and the unimaginable dimensions of its war scene (twice as
long as the Western Front!) were extraordinary, too—the Eastern Front.!

While we have initial studies on the war experience on the Italian and
Serbian Fronts,? similar ones for the Eastern Front have been limited so far.3
'The war between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea, with its very different

1. The following paper has been written as part of the “Beyond the Trenches. War Memories
of German-speaking Soldiers of the Austro-Hungarian Army on the Eastern Front of
the First World War” project, funded by the Austrian Science Fund (P 23070-G15). The
project is led by the author of this paper, and will run at the Ludwig Boltzmann-Institute
for Research on the Consequences of War until 2014.

2. See for example: Hermann J. W. Kuprian, and Oswald Uberegger, eds., Der Erste
Weltkrieg im Alpenraum: Erfabrung, Deutung, Erinnerung (Innsbruck: Universititsverlag
Wagner, 2006); Daniela Schanes, Serbien im Ersten Weltkrieg: Feind- und Kriegsdarstellungen
in osterreichisch-ungarischen, deutschen und serbischen Selbstzeugnissen (Frankfurt/Main: Peter
Lang Verlag, 2011); Oswald Uberegger, Der andere Krieg: Die Tiroler Militirgerichtsbarkeit
im Ersten Weltkrieg (Innsbruck: Universititsverlag Wagner, 2002); etc.

3. Some of the following books refer to the war experience on the Eastern Front: Wolfram
Dornik et al., Die Ukraine zwischen Selbstbestimmung und Fremdberrschaft 1917-1922 (Graz:
Leykam Verlag, 2011); Richard Lein, Pflichterfiillung oder Hochverrat? Die tschechischen
Soldaten Osterreich-Ungarns im Ersten Weltkrieg (Minster: LIT-Verlag, 2011). In terms of
the German experience in the Baltics, the following book is still a benchmark: Vejas Gabriel
Liulevicius, Kriegsland im Osten: Eroberung, Kolonisierung und Militirberrschaft im Ersten
Weltkrieg (Hamburg: Hamburger Edition, 2002).
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kinds of experience—heavy fighting followed by longer phases of silence,
occupation and exploitation of huge, foreign territories, and confrontation
with alien, heterogeneous cultures—formed their picture of Eastern Europe.
To focus too narrowly on the doubtless extreme conditions on the Isonzo
Front would distort our understanding of the war experience of millions of
soldiers, who had to suffer years of war, displacement and social upheaval. It
is also important to keep in mind that the war did not end here in November
1918, but at the earliest in 1921/22 with the territorial consolidation of the
newly emerged states as a result of the Peace Treaties of Riga.*

In terms of the individual war experience, we have a pretty good
picture of the political and military elites, and the officers of the Habsburg
Empire.’ But there has been little research on John and Jane Doe.® Through
the war biographies of five Austro-Hungarian soldiers, NCOs and low level
officers, this paper intends to give an insight into what they experienced
and how this shaped their understanding of the war and Eastern Europe.
The collective biography approach allows us to avoid a tedious listing of the

4. See for this: Jerzy Borzecki, The Soviet-Polish Peace of 1921 and the Creation of Interwar
Eurgpe (New Haven: Harvard University Press, 2008). See also the unpublished paper of the
author: Wolfram Dornik, “A Question of Nation, Territory and Ideology: Intervention and
Occupation in Eastern Europe 1914-22,” in Russia’s Great War and Revolution, 1914-1922:
The Centennial Reappraisal. Vol. 1/2: The Russian Civil War (in preparation).

5. See especially: Peter Broucek, ed., Zheodor Ritter won Zeynek: Ein Offizier im
Generalstabskorps erinnert sich (Vienna: Bohlau Verlag, 2009); Istvin Dedk, Der K.(u.)K.
Offizier 1848-1918 (Vienna: Bohlau Verlag, 1991); Georg Reichlin-Meldegg, Der Liwe von
Limanowa: Josef Roth