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I.  Introducing WWI dramatic literature

“Among the calamities of war may be justly numbered the diminution of the
love of truth, by the falsehoods which interest dictates and credulity encour-
ages” (Johnson, 92). Samuel Johnson wrote this in 1758 in The Idler but it
could very well have been written after the experience of WWL! In the
months before the Great War, it was in the interest of all major European
powers to put themselves into the position of the attacked. And so, with great
propagandistic effort, the nations radicalised their populations and created a
dynamic that would eventually draw 27 parties into the war, ranging in size
from the giant British Empire with all its colonies to nations as small as San
Marino and Haiti. By 1918, 47 declarations of war were issued, the first one
on the 28" of July 1914 by Austria-Hungary on Serbia, the last one almost
exactly four years later on the 19" of July 1918 by Honduras on the German
Empire.? And although it is not as easy as to identify pure falsehood behind
the position of each nation in July 1914, common sense suggests that it is not
possible for all combatants of a war to be in the role of the innocent defender.
The fact that this was the official position of all four great European powers
throughout the war has, especially in Germany, sparked war-guilt debates at
irregular intervals for over 100 years to date.’

It is no surprise that Germany, as one of the nations that lost the war,
intensively debated the question of who was responsible for its outbreak.
But this debate did not begin in 1918 or 1919 but as early as 1914. Howev-
er, at this time the shape of the debate within Germany was different to that
of the post-war years, and was, particularly by decision makers and offi-
cials, orchestrated as a discourse of legitimisation that aimed to demon-
strate the justness of Germany’s war effort. The total war of 1914 to 1918
involved the entire populations of the belligerent nations and required new
forms of legitimisation in order to win the people’s support and ensure their
willingness to make all their resources available and even risk their lives

! In fact, the more famous proverb, that truth is the first casualty of war, was

allegedly first mentioned in a speech by US Senator Hiram Warren Johnson
in 1918, although no records of this speech exist. Its first documented ap-
pearance in Arthur Ponsonby's Falsehood in Wartime is also a result of the
experiences of WWI (see Ponsonby, 11).

See Dollinger, 51.

For an overview on these debates see Lehnstadt.
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Introducing WWI dramatic literature

for their country’s cause. The intense effort made by all European govern-
ments and their propaganda institutions to place themselves in the position
of the defender shows that aggressive annexationist wars were not com-
municable anymore. In the context of WWI, this caused all nations to de-
velop organised propaganda institutions, which promoted a range of nar-
ratives that were used to convince the people of the inevitability of this war
and the necessity of the sacrifices that were asked of them.

In Germany, the foundation of all war-propaganda was the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative. It provided a specific interpretation of the events
that led to the outbreak of the war, which aimed to legitimise the German
warfare as an act of defence. Crucial to the narrative was the reactivation of
long-established resentments and stereotypes concerning England, France
and Russia. They fuelled the increasing mistrust towards the other nations
during the first half of 1914 by providing motives for the enemies’ alleged-
ly imminent attack on Germany and provided an emotional foundation that
increased the narrative’s persuasiveness.

Germany’s propaganda institutions thereby used a variety of different
media to spread this and other narratives, either by controlling and infiltrat-
ing means of communication or by producing and distributing propaganda
material themselves. The prime example of a medium which fell into the
former category was the press. As the first mass medium, the press had the
potential to reach large portions of the population and was therefore closely
controlled. This function of the press is famously represented in Karl
Kraus® (1874-1936)* works. The list of propaganda material and media
which fell into the latter category is long. Hans Weigel et al. highlight the
large variety of print media which ranged from posters to the so-called
Feldpostkarten, naming their publication after a famous proverb circulated
on various propaganda material: Jeder Schuss ein Russ. Jeder Stoss ein
Franzos (1983). Hermann Arnold’s exhibition catalogue Propaganda trifft
Grabenkrieg (2015) even lists propagandist coins. War photography and
even the newly emerging medium of film are more examples of media that
were used for propaganda purposes during the war.

Literature was of course one of the mediums employed in this pursuit,
as writers and intellectuals frequently saw it as their duty to support the na-

In the following, I will provide biographical data of people who actively par-
ticipated in the discourse whenever they are mentioned, preferably in the
main text, for the first time. This is intended to provide an idea about the
generation and the sides of the discourse these figures belonged to. If the da-
ta is missing in some cases, it is not available. For completeness, the data
will also be provided for people like Bertolt Brecht and Max Reinhardt, alt-
hough it can be assumed that it is commonly known.

12
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Introducing WWI dramatic literature

tional cause through patriotic poetry or essayistic and journalistic works.
While WWI novels are a post-war phenomenon, war plays emerged along-
side poetry other genres with the start of the war. Considering the signifi-
cance of the theatre as a mass medium during the first decades of the
twentieth century and the fact that it drew its material almost exclusively
from literary, dramatic texts, these plays had the potential to reach a wide
audience. The theatre was an important part of the cultural life at the begin-
ning of the 20" century and the performances influenced not only the artis-
tic but also the socio-political discourses of the time. Theatre performances
allowed for the collective reception of representations of the war and influ-
ential theatre critics like Herbert Thering (1888-1977) and Alfred Kerr
(1867—-1948) extended the reach of the plays performed on the big stages
around the country even further through their influential reviews and cri-
tiques. All these aspects allowed dramatic literature to play a significant
role in the public perception of the war. Research into the war repertoire of
German theatres shows that stages were, particularly at the beginning of the
war, flooded with patriotic war plays. Furthermore, plays published during
the war focussed in particular on easy to stage and clearly identifiable polit-
ical messages in an attempt to utilize the popularity of theatres to reach a
wide audience, demonstrating the potential power of expression that
dwelled within drama during the war.

Additionally, the characteristics of dramatic literature and its perfor-
mance make this genre particularly suitable for the processing of events of
the magnitude of WWI and can explain why drama was, unlike longer
prose forms, used to process and represent the war as sson as it broke out.
Eva Horn emphasised the difficulties in processing an event of the magni-
tude and traumatising potential of WWTI into prose, claiming such a task
requires comprehension of the structure of the event that is to be narrated.®
This means that the processing of the war into literary form depended on
the construction of a frame of time and space within which the uncontrol-
lable events could be brought in order and as a result transformed into a
narrative. The traditional structure of dramatic literature and the theatrical
restrictions of the plays’ performances provided such a frame. Written for
an at least imaginary stage, the structures of time and place are for dramatic

> The research on WWI poetry started as early as the 1920s with Julius Bab’s
Die deutsche Kriegslyrik but still produces new publications like Populiire
Kriegslyrik im Ersten Weltkrieg by Nicolas Detering et al. On the role of in-
tellectuals during the war see for example Helmut Fries’, Die grofie Kathar-
sis; Uwe Schneider’s and Andreas Schumann’s, Krieg der Geister oder
Alexander Honold’s, Einsatz der Dichtung.

See Horn, Erlebnis und Trauma.
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texts at least partially predetermined. This enforced framework may have
made given writers, especially amateurs, the incentive to turn to the dra-
matic form to process the overwhelming events of the war. Furthermore,
Richard Elsner emphasises another aspect specifically prominent in dra-
matic literature that makes it so suitable for the representation of war in
general: War, he states “ist Handlung! Und Drama heift Handlung!” (Els-
ner, Der Weltkrieg im Drama, 108).

Elsner would, however, no doubt agree that the Handlung of most
plays written during the war is rather poor and normally overshadowed by
the authors’ patriotic and often propagandistic ends. As mentioned earlier,
one of the most prominent means to these ends, particularly in the early
plays written directly after the outbreak of the war, is the representation of
national stereotypes, which were used to support the Verteidigungskrieg
narrative. Indeed, plays written during the war incorporate the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative essentially uncriticised and unreflected-on, in order
to legitimise the German war effort as an act of defence. They thereby es-
tablish a discourse of legitimisation that remains the dominant feature of
WWI drama until the end of the war.

In the early plays of the discourse, the reasons for the outbreak of the
war are represented in a very simplified way. The crisis in the Balkans is
portrayed as a trap set by England to lure Austria-Hungary into war with
Russia, knowing that Germany will be forced to join sides with its ally, the
Habsburg Monarchy. This in turn gives France an excuse to attack Ger-
many under the pretence of having to come to the aid of its own ally, Rus-
sia. The inevitable expansion of the war into the territories along
Germany’s western borders is then said to provide the excuse which Eng-
land was waiting for to join the war itself. This provoked war is thereby
defined as a fight for the survival of the German people and their culture,
which the enemies set out to destroy. Most plays, however, recount only
one part of this chain of events, focussing on the representation of either
France’s, England’s or Russia’s motives and actions and, like the narratives
they represent, support their representation with traditional and now reac-
tivated stereotypes. Which enemy nation the plays focus on thereby typical-
ly depends on the background of the author and is expressed by the drama’s
setting.

A very frequent setting is East Prussia. Titles like Felix Renker’s
(1867-1935) Von der Knute befreit, Peter Saget’s (1859—-1932) Im Lande
der Knute, Fritz Kalesky’s Die Russen kommen! and a number of plays by
different authors called Kosaken, all published in 1914 and 1915 and set in
East Prussia, indicate the particular tenor of plays set in the region and the
way in which the Russian troops represented in them are portrayed. The
allegedly typical Slavic “Brutalitdt” (Enderling, 5) becomes the main as-

14



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

Introducing WWI dramatic literature

pect of the image they convey and is used to gain credibility for the rep-
resentation of the Russians as “Mordbrenner” (C. R. Schmidt, 20). Remi-
niscent of the image of the Asiatic hordes which was, for example,
immanent in the theories of Karl Marx, this stereotype enhances support for
the accusation that Russia’s attack on the peaceful and diligent East Prus-
sians was unprovoked, and fear of the troops which were allegedly pillag-
ing through the lands with unimaginable violence.

Plays set at the western front represent similarly well-established stere-
otypes regarding the French. Revenge is what the plays claim is the central
motive for France’s allegedly imminent attack on Germany, one which can
only be fended off by a preventative campaign through Belgium into
French territory. The French are portrayed as having developed a hatred for
Germany after their armies were defeated twice in previous century by
German troops. Further, this hatred is said to build on the traditional rivalry
between German culture and western civilisation, in that Germany, “in al-
len Kultur- und Gefiihlswerten [viel hoher] steht als das schone Frankreich,
das sich einst rithmte, an der Spitze der Zivilisation zu marschieren” (Rein-
fels, 132).

English characters are rarely the sole focus of these early plays, alt-
hough exceptions like in Ilse Nebinger’s Pflicht, published in 1915, do ex-
ist. Instead, the English typically appear in supporting roles in plays
focussing on either France or Russia. This representation can be explained
by the definition of England’s alleged role in the outbreak of the war and
the stereotype that is allocated to them by the Verteidigungskrieg narrative;
simply put, the English are said to be the “Brandstifter” (Bram, 3) who in-
stigated the conspiracy against Germany. Their alleged motive is based on
the long-established stereotype of the business mindedness of the English
people and their focus on individual progress rather than on the prosperity
of all people and manifests itself in the plays’ accusation that England or-
chestrated the outbreak of the war to destroy their biggest economic rival,
Germany.

These national stereotypes are dominant in plays published during the
first 18 months of the war, creating an extremely homogenous text corpus.
However, from about 1916 onwards, the German dramatic production enters a
second phase. This does not mean that later plays change their general repre-
sentation of the war or their propagandistic tenor, but they shift their focus
from the legitimisation of the war itself to the legitimisation of the sacrifices
and victims the war demands. The plays of this phase gain a much stronger
cathartic character and advocate for the unity of the German people in the
fight for their survival. They propagate an ideological bridge between the spa-
tially separated spheres of Heimat and Front and claim an interdependence of
both spheres in which one can only survive if the other one maintains its will-
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ingness to make all necessary sacrifices. This inner logic of the plays defines
the unity of the German people simultaneously as the prerequisite and guaran-
tee for victory by claiming that Germany will be victorious, if this unity is
maintained and each sphere perseveres. As a literary representation of the nar-
rative of the German Verteidigungsgemeinschaft, this aspect of the plays is
crucial for the understanding of the legitimisation strategy during the second
phase of the discourse of legitimisation.

Titles like Der Heimat Dank an ihre Helden (1916), Deutsche
Volksopfer im dritten Kriegsjahre (1917) and Des Vaterlandes Dank (1918)
demonstrate the message these plays want to send, especially to the people
at home. They represent and ultimately stigmatise German characters that
commit offenses against the unity between Heimat and Front and contrast
them with characters representing true patriotism, solidarity and determina-
tion. The plays typically develop a character constellation in which the rep-
resentatives of these two opposing principles create a simple dramatic
conflict. This conflict then ultimately resolves in victory for the latter, in
order to create a cathartic effect that is supposed to show the German peo-
ple “den Weg zu Trost und Lebenskraft” in a time “da Flaumacher den
deutschen Willen zum Sieg benagen” (Seiffert, 3).

Legitimisation of the victims and sacrifices seen as necessary to
achieve German victory, which was ultimately the main focus of the plays
of this phase of the discourse, was a crucial element of the attempts to re-
tain or renew the people’s faith in the German war effort. Plays like Paul
Seiffert’s (1866—1936) Dennoch durch! from 1917, arguably the play
which most represents the second phase of the discourse, use the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative to create a context of meaning in which to embed
the victims and sacrifices the war causes. According to the inner logic of
these plays, the sacrifices already made would lose their meaning if the uni-
ty of the German Volksgemeinschaft were to crumble and the fight for
Germany’s survival was finally lost. By this logic past sacrifices are used to
legitimise future sacrifices, as only their combination will save the father-
land. For the plays, the survival of the ideological entity of the fatherland is
imperative and legitimises all sufferings, as this example from a front scene
of Dennoch durch! demonstrates:

Warum nur kdnnen wir in soviel Dreck und Graus —
warum nur wollen wir im Hollengraben

ganz stille — feste — zéhe — iibermenschlich warten?!?
Weils nétig ist fiirs Vaterland! (Seiffert, 30).

Just like in the first phase, the plays of the second phase of the discourse of
legitimisation remain homogeneously patriotic and continue to represent

16
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the propaganda narratives almost unchallenged until the end of the war.
The outlined logic of the discourse considered, however, it is no surprise
that the discourse of legitimisation could not continue unchanged after the
end of the war. Nevertheless, some plays maintain the argumentation of the
original discourse and focus on the alleged existential character of the war.
The fact that the German nation, its people and culture still exist allows
them even in defeat to create a context of meaning for all the sacrifices that
had to be made to achieve this. The majority of the post-war plays, howev-
er, focus on the reasons for the German defeat and the lessons that have to
be learned from it. In these plays, the Verteidigungskrieg narrative as well
as the unity narrative remain unchallenged at their core but the texts shift
their focus towards the call for a rebirth of the German nation on the ruins
of the old order. As a consequence, they stop being literary representations
of the propaganda narratives that were circulated during the war and in-
stead instrumentalise their original argumentation in order to promote polit-
ical agendas, ranging from anti-capitalistic ideas to anti-Semitic and fascist
stab-in-the-back narratives. Because of this instrumentalisation, the literary
discourse of legitimisation dissolves into the political struggles of the post-
war era and disappears from WWI dramatic literature.

Another reason for the discourse’s disappearance after the end of the
war is that war-critical plays could now be published and staged. Many
such plays were written by professional playwrights and the texts were of-
ten of superior literary quality compared to the amateur works that domi-
nated the discourse of legitimisation. They established a powerful counter-
discourse and managed to overshadow the majority of the pro-war plays.
The fact that these war-critical plays emerged so rapidly after the end of the
war sheds light on the properties of the previously discussed body of texts
as it indicates that the homogeneity of the text corpus of plays published
during the war was strongly influenced by external factors. While state
censorship was certainly the most influential of these external factors,
Wolfgang Poensgen in one of the first analyses of the war repertoire of
German theatres points out that theatres themselves contributed to homo-
geneity of the text corpus by preferring nationalistic and patriotic plays.’

Because of the disappearance of organised and voluntary censorship af-
ter the end of the war, the text corpus of anti-war plays published from
1919 onwards is much more heterogeneous. Nevertheless, these plays were
still strongly inspired by the war and therefore continued to engage with the
same topics and narratives that had dominated the plays published between
1914 and 1918. However, instead of legitimising the propagandistic views
of these narratives, such plays expose what their authors see as the truth

7 See Poensgen, 26.
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behind the narratives and thereby establish a discourse of de-legitimisation
within WWI dramatic literature that begins with the first wave of anti-war
plays published in 1919.

The plays contributing to this discourse generally do so in one of two
ways. Some of them, such as Karl Kraus’ Die letzten Tage der Menschheit
(1922), Adrian von Arx’ (1847-1919) Der Helfer from 1927, and Adolf
Hoffmann’s Lazarett-Baracke 9 (1919), represent the nation at war and
create an image of the society that does not reflect the characteristics con-
veyed by the propaganda narratives. Others are set after the war and repre-
sent the conditions of the post-war society as continuities from pre-war and
wartime conditions. They thereby reflect a mindset which de-legitimises
the propaganda narratives by exposing the discrepancy between propagan-
distic claims and reality. This strategy is used in many of the Heim-
kehrerstiicke of the Weimar Republic, such as the ones analysed in this
study: Bertolt Brecht’s (1898—1956) Trommeln in der Nacht (1922), Ernst
Toller’s (1893-1939) Der deutsche Hinkemann (1923) or Don Juan kommt
aus dem Krieg (1936) by Odén von Horvath (1901-1938).

The most prominent example of the first category is certainly Karl
Kraus’ Die letzten Tage der Menschheit. Kraus represents characters from
all levels of society that he deems responsible for the war and for the
atrocities that were committed in the name of the fatherland. In his image
of wartime society, the narratives of the German Verteidigungsgemein-
schaft and the defensive character of the German warfare are reduced to
mere masks, behind which people hide while opportunistically exploiting
the situation for their own benefit. Having his characters repeatedly refuse
to reflect on reality, instead choosing to accept the narratives’ version of it,
allows Kraus to reveal the contradiction between the narratives’ claims and
the reality he perceives during the war.

In the centre of his strategy, Kraus places his main character, the
NORGLER. The moral authority with which he endows this character is one
of the most important compositional aspects of the play. It allows Kraus to
establish an ideal within the play against which the other characters are
measured and in comparison to which they ultimately (self-)expose their
true motives. The motives Kraus ultimately reveals are used to de-
legitimise the propaganda narratives as a tactic applied by authorities to
create support for the war and accepted by the people to justify their own
opportunistic and egoistic behaviour during its course. Through keywords
and references that tie different scenes of the play together, Kraus creates
motive chains that reveal a reality that differs from the version the narra-
tives convey. Within these chains, the scenes 1/29 and V/54 function as fo-
cal points in which Kraus uses the NORGLER as a moral commentator on
the majority of topics and motives represented in the play. The scenes are
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consequently used by Kraus to structure the de-legitimisation of the narra-
tives he engages with, the same narratives represented in the earlier plays
of the discourse of legitimisation.

The second strategy frequently used in the discourse of de-
legitimisation is applied most noticeably in Heimkehrerdramen. While
Heimkehrerfiguren appear in WWI dramatic literature very early on, their
return is at first usually temporary and they are used primarily to reinstate
faith in the German victory and to reinforce the context of meaning for the
victims through their determination and willingness to make sacrifices of
their own. It is not until after the war that these characters become the pro-
tagonists of plays and are used to contrast pre-war with post-war identities.
In the plays of the discourse of de-legitimisation, however, the distinction
of these identities within the Heimkehrerfiguren, or the lack thereof, serves
to create a dramatic conflict either between these two identities within the
one figure, or between the character’s post-war self and the pre-war conti-
nuities represented by the other dramatis personae.

The title character in Odoén von Horvath’s Sladek-plays, although not
the Heimkehrer of the play, demonstrates this strategy. He is, as Horvath
explains, “als Figur ein vollig aus unserer Zeit herausgeborener und nur
durch sie zu erklarender Typ” (qtd. in Streitler-Kastberger, 16). This char-
acterisation is representative of the influence of the pre-war and wartime
periods on the dramatis personae appearing in these plays and indicates
that Heimkehrerdramen are in one way or another always a commentary on
the conditions before and during the war.

Horvath’s DON JUAN, for example is famously on a journey of regres-
sion into his pre-war self and exposes the mindset that led Europe into the
war as he increasingly recovers it. ANDREAS KRAGLER in Bertolt Brecht’s
Trommeln in der Nacht und EUGEN HINKEMANN in Ernst Toller’s Der
deutsche Hinkemann serve to expose continuities through their confronta-
tion with the society they return into. Brecht and Toller endow them with
identities that have changed because of their personal war experience but
upon their return have them realise that this altered self does not fit into a
post-war society that seems to be stuck in the mindset they themselves have
overcome.

HINKEMANN ultimately learns to believe that all human beings should
be united in the suffering they experience but has to learn that this is not the
case despite the catastrophe of the war. His journey is a journey of revela-
tion, leaving him in despair once he realises that the mindset that led hu-
manity into the war is still dominating the post-war society. KRAGLER is on
a similar journey, although with a different personal outcome. After being
outcast by the new bourgeoisie and, realising that the old suppressors have
simply changed personnel but not their methods, he joins the revolution of
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1918/19. This, however, is only the next step on his journey of realisation.
At its end, KRAGLER understands that even the alleged new system the rev-
olution claims to establish is trying to exploit him for its own goals and he
decides that he will no longer “den Hals hinhalten ans Messer” (Brecht 1,
225) so “daf} eure Idee in den Himmel kommt” (228).

In one way or another, the plays represent a society that still admires
power and strength, exploits others for personal gain and accepts violence
as a means to move forward in the world. By exposing this representation
as a continuity that reaches back into the times before and during the war,
the plays de-legitimise the Verteidigungskrieg narrative and deny that a
united Volksgemeinschaft ever existed. This means that the anti-war plays
of the post-war era essentially engage with the same propaganda narratives
as the plays of the discourse of legitimisation, revealing the existence of an
intertextual dialogue between the two bodies of texts.

Using the propaganda narratives through which the plays of both dis-
courses communicate as conceptual framework for this study to engage
with this dialogue and to analyse the two opposing discourses is beneficial
for two reasons: It connects the almost entirely unknown plays of the dis-
course of legitimisation to the available research into WWI literature, while
simultaneously opening new perspectives on the already well researched
texts of the post-war era. This has so far been prevented by the lack of re-
search into WWI dramatic literature in general, especially regarding the
text corpus of WWI plays published during the war.

The few exceptions are works by Carl Hauptmann (1858-1921), whose
WWI plays are at the periphery of the interest in his works, and by Ludwig
Thoma (1867-1921), for which the same can be said with regards to their
role in the author’s oeuvre. Added to this are a small number of expression-
ist plays like Reinhard Goering’s (1878—1936) Seeschlacht (1918) and Fritz
von Unruh’s (1885-1970) Ein Geschlecht (1917). Even with regards to the
plays published after the war, scholars tend to focus on a small number of
writers such as Karl Kraus, Ernst Toller or Franz Theodor Csokor (1885—
1969) and have given some attention to expressionist writers such as Lion
Feuchtwanger (1884-1958) or Georg Kaiser (1878-1945). But even if
WWI plays by these authors are considered, they are usually analysed only
with regards to their functions within the authors’ oeuvres, the literary
movement they are associated with or the drama of the Weimar Republic in
general.®

8 Thomas F. Schneider comes to a similar conclusion with regards to WWI

literature in general and states that literary studies have focused on “ca. 20—
30 Texte” (Schneider et al., 7) across all genres. When considering the dom-

20



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

Introducing WWI dramatic literature

The focus on only a few already epistemologically positioned plays has
caused the discourses which WWI dramatic literature establishes to remain
unidentified. The discourses of legitimisation and de-legitimisation are ar-
guably two of the most important discourses in this context. Their signifi-
cance within dramatic literature is no surprise when considering the
increasing importance of legitimising a nation’s involvement in wars, espe-
cially on the European continent, that resulted from the change in the way
wars were fought, which occurred before the outbreak of WWI. The neces-
sity to legitimise is also reflected in the enormous propaganda efforts made
by all nations and by the nature of the narratives they produced. Because of
the importance of these narratives for the perception of the war and its rep-
resentation in dramatic literature, an analysis of German WWI propaganda
and the most influential narratives it produced will precede the study on
their representation in WWI drama.

inance of other genres of WWI literature over its dramatic texts, it becomes
apparent how few WWI plays have actually been studied in depth.
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II.  WWI propaganda and the genesis of Germany’s official
narratives

The need for governments and monarchs to legitimise a war to their people
was rather new and, as mentioned previously, the result of a shift in the
way wars were fought. Since the bloodshed of the Thirty Years War, wars
in Europe normally saw designated armies fight for particular political
goals and ended when one of the armies was defeated. Helmuth von Moltke
the Elder describes such wars as “ein im Kabinet [sic] als nothwendig er-
kannter, ldngst beabsichtigter und ruhig vorbereiteter Kampf” (Moltke,
426). These so called Kabinettskriege are characterised by the attempt to
draw a clear line between soldiers and civilians, refraining from using vio-
lence against the latter as a strategy of warfare and avoiding as much as
possible what in today’s terms is known as collateral damage.’

But as early as 1888, Moltke declares such so called Kabinettskriege,
in which “fiir dynastische Zwecke kleine Heere von Berufssoldaten ins
Feld zogen, um eine Stadt, einen Landstrich zu erobern” (1) to be a thing
of the past and predicts the age of the Volkskriege. According to Moltke,
these Volkskriege “rufen die ganzen Volker zu den Waffen, kaum eine
Familie, welche nicht in Mitleidenschaft gezogen wiirde” (1). One im-
portant step towards this predicted radicalisation of wars is indeed already
taken in the 19th century. While most wars between two or more Europe-
an nations applied the military strategies of a Kabinettskrieg, the people
of the belligerent nations, as Dieter Langewiesche and Nikolaus Busch-
mann point out, perceived them as Nationenkriege.'’ In this perception, all
members of the opposing nation are seen as enemies.!! In 1914, the com-
bination of the characteristics of both Nationenkrieg and Volkskrieg

See Leonhard, 30. Wars of excessive violence and unrestricted deployment
of a nation’s resources were by no means extinct before 1914 but they were
restricted to either wars in overseas colonies or to revolutionary wars within
one nation.

Langewiesche/Buschmann, 163.

T Julius Weiske (1801-1877) defines the characteristics of these Nationenkrie-
ge in the Rechtslexikon fiir Juristen aller teutschen Staaten enthaltend die
gesammte Rechtswissenschaft, published in 1845. “Der Nationenkrieg” he
writes, “sieht in jedem Gliede des feindlichen Volkes einen Feind, der be-
kémpft oder wenigstens unschédlich gemacht werden muf3” (Weiske, 221).
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would finally unleash the total war that was WWI and thereby confirm
Moltke’s prediction.

In his article Zum Wandel von Krieg und Kriegslegitimation in der
Neuzeit (2004), Dieter Langewiesche argues that this new type of war
needed new means of legitimisation. Referring to Carl von Clausewitz’s
ground-breaking theoretical work Vom Kriege (1832-34), he argues that
Volkskriege democratise the legitimisation of war as a consequence of the
increasing degree to which the population of a country is involved.'> Alt-
hough Clausewitz exemplifies this theory in regards to revolutionary wars,
his arguments do apply to the development leading up to 1914. Although it
was ultimately the Kaiser who decided to declare war, he still needed the
Reichstag to approve the necessary war credits to finance it and he had to
convince his subjects to identify with its cause to a degree where they were
willing “andere zu téten und sich selber toten zu lassen” (Langewiesche,
11). As a consequence of this democratisation of wars, the official propa-
ganda narratives of WWI focus on representing the war as the only way to
prevent the destruction of the German people and their way of life.

An awareness of this shift in war legitimisation is important in under-
standing the significance the war-guilt debate had from the very beginning
and why propaganda was such an important tool for all nations.'* Alt-
hough the institutionalised deployment of propaganda as a means of in-

12 See Langewiesche, 22-23. Moltke points out a similar development by criti-

cising the increasing influence of the monarchs’ subjects and their represent-
atives on political decisions. He in fact blames the people of France and the
domestic pressure they put on Napoleon III for France’s declaration of war
in 1870. The people’s increasingly active involvement in warfare appears in
his argumentation as a consequence of their increasing political influence
(see Moltke, 1).

Most nations created or assigned special departments responsible for propa-
ganda. In Germany it was the Abteilung I11b of the field army General Staff
(see Schade, 37) and in Austria-Hungary the Kriegspressequartier and the
Kriegsiiberwachungsamt (see Schwendinger, 8-9). After the outbreak of the
war, the Russian Tsar issued a statute that transferred much of the censorship
to the military, overseen by the “special committee for military censorship”
(Lohr, 94) located in Petrograd. France created the Maison de la Presse and
Great Britain created the War Propaganda Bureau in 1915 (see Hirsch-
feld/Krumeich, 102). Britain even established a Ministry of Information,
which David Welch calls “a centralised British propaganda organisation”
(Welch, Power and Persuasion, 86) in early 1918. This long-term commit-
ment to propaganda indicates that the strategist saw propaganda not only as a
vital instrument for the rest of WWI one but also for the times after and, if
necessary, for future wars.
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formation warfare was used for the first time in WWI, the art of persua-
sion on which it is based dates back to ancient rhetoric, which was, just
like modern propaganda, used to manipulate opinions.'* In different forms,
techniques of persuasion can be observed throughout history, but it was
eventually the Catholic Church that coined the term propaganda in the
17" century to describe “sowing, germination and cultivation of ideas”
(Taylor, Munitions of the Mind, 2). While originally a neutral term, “[d]ie
polemische und aggressive Verwendung des Wortes Propaganda fiir
(gegnerische) dynamische, politisch-ideologische Denkweisen und Hand-
lungen” (Ueding 7, 277) took over in the 19" century before the propa-
ganda machines of WWI ultimately “discredited the word ‘propaganda’
which henceforth came to be associated with the manipulation of opinion,
by foul means rather than fair, with lies or half-truths, and with deceit”
(Taylor, Propaganda, 739).

This development was influenced by crowd theory, strongly affiliated
with Gustave Le Bon, whose ideas were widely popular at the beginning
of the 20" century. It adverted to the influenceability of the masses and
the important role of the press in this process.'> As a consequence, the in-
stitutions responsible for propaganda during WWI, at least in Germany,
were at first mainly concerned with the censorship of newspapers.'® The
speeches in which Franz Josef and Wilhelm II announced the outbreak of
the war and ultimately established the Verteidigungskrieg narrative were
also distributed via this medium.!” In the case of the German Kaiser,
whom the public predominantly perceived through his speeches, the posi-
tive coverage of the announcements at the beginning of the war signifi-
cantly contributed to the high popularity he gained in July and August
1914.'8 Crediting him with reaching a truce with the opposition, for which
the press coined the term Burgfrieden, it portrayed him as the man who
united the German people for the defence of the fatherland and reports
about the allegedly enthusiastic reaction of the entire German people to

4 See Taylor, Munitions of the Mind, 15.

15" Publishing in 1895, Le Bon, however, understands the increasing power of
the masses as a threat and laments that the press, just like the monarchs,
could not steer the opinion of the masses enough (see Le Bon, 139-141).

16 See Bruendel, 296.

In the article Propaganda in the Enzyklopddie Erster Weltkrieg, Michael

Jeismann refers to Lord Northcliffe who emphasised the value of speeches

distributed in newspapers, confirming the power of this mass medium as a

means of distribution (see Jeismann, Propaganda, 198).

18 See Bruendel, 283.

24



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

WWI propaganda and the genesis of Germany'’s official narratives

the outbreak of the war that laid the foundation for the Augusterlebnis and
the Geist von 1914.7

The fact that all these terms were and are inscribed into the German
collective memory is further proof of the influence the press had on the dis-
course and the initial success of the propaganda narratives it communicated.
This initial success made all nations realise that effective propaganda can-
not rely solely on the containment of information but is essentially a form
of communication that must try to actively lead the public opinion in a di-
rection that is beneficial for their own cause.?’ The Austro-Hungarian
Kriegspressequartier and its Kriegsiiberwachungsamt is probably the best
example of this strategy as it applied it from the very beginning of the war
based on plans already made even before its outbreak.?! In order to create
positive images, the Kriegsiiberwachungsamt famously employed a large
number of well-regarded poets and writers in order to provide not only in-
formation, but also narratives of aesthetic quality. Furthermore, it managed
to hand the control of cultural life over to the military authorities that gov-
erned the KPQ.%

Propaganda is a tool that was similarly important for most belligerent na-
tions, all of which, for the first time, used the mass media of the press to unite
the people under their own flag by representing the war as caused by a barbar-
ic enemy. Generally, as David Welch points out, such propaganda had to fulfil
three functions: “Propaganda was directed towards the home population to

19 Michael Jeismann speaks of a dynamic of self-enthusiasm by the media,

which does not necessarily cover the opinion of all people but makes it seem

as if the entire nation was carried away by patriotism. These reports thereby

create a positive image even in those who might have had doubts (see Jeis-
mann, Das Vaterland der Feinde, 299-301). In his chapter about Medien des

Krieges in the Kulturwissenschaftliches Handbuch Erster Weltkrieg, Bernd

Hiippauf points out that fights on the battlefield are inseparable from their

symbolic representation in the media. This dynamic between war and media,

according to Hiippauf, began in WWI and is still observable in today’s wars.

(see Hiippauf, 311). It changed the way people perceive present wars but al-

so how they remember past wars. This means that the modern commemora-

tive culture begins with WWIL.

Thymian Bussemer’s overview of the different definitions of propaganda

and his concluding montage supports the argument that the communicative

aspect is essential (see Bussemer, 32-34).

2L See Haid, 39-40.

22 Walter Reichel’s detailed study of the individual responsibilities of the de-
partments of the KPQ lists for example the “Kunstgruppe”, “Lichtbildstelle”
(Reichel, 20), “Filmstelle” (21), “Theaterreferat” (24) or a “Musikreferat”
(28), to name only a few. See also Colpan et al., 10-11.

20

25



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

WWI propaganda and the genesis of Germany'’s official narratives

support the war, towards neutral countries as a means of influence, and to-
wards the enemy as a weapon” (Welch, Power and Persuasion, 81). British
propaganda, for example, used the slogan ‘Remember Belgium’ to both de-
fine Germany’s invasion of that country as the reason for the war and to estab-
lish the metaphor of the Hun as personification of the barbarism attributed to
Germans in general and their warfare in particular.”® It emphasised the atroci-
ties committed by German troops during their campaign in Belgium and gave
them an explicit sexual connotation.?* This clear distinction between the
‘good’ and the ‘evil’ side of the combatants was also supposed to sway neutral
states in favour of the Entente and against the Central Powers.

Sophie de Schaepdrijver analyses the importance of the so-called ‘Idea
of Belgium’ by emphasising the effect Germany’s invasion of Belgium and
its utilisation for propaganda had on the perception of the German enemy
within the Entente.?® France also used Belgium for propaganda purposes,
combining it with references to the strict reign Germany imposed on Al-
sace-Lorraine after its occupation as a warning about what would happen to
the entire country under German rule, thereby simultaneously legitimising
their own warfare as a liberation. Again, good and evil were clearly distin-
guished, with France promising “liberty, equality, fraternity, whereas the
Germans offered martial law, Schutzhaft” (Chr. Fischer, 213). In Russia the
press lodged a campaign that called for internal truce in an attempt to sup-
port the Tsar’s efforts to unite the nation. Its strategy was similar to those
of the campaigns to establish the idea of the Nation Sacreé¢ in France and
the Burgfrieden in Germany and once more demonstrates the universality
of the propagandistic methods.?

Since propaganda must, independent from the context in which it is de-
ployed, achieve very defined goals, it is plausible that it partially follows
universal rules and methods. According to the Historische Wérterbuch der
Rhetorik, the Institute for Propaganda Analysis, founded in 1937 in Wash-
ington as one of the first institutes to research and inform about the phe-
nomenon, identified eight propaganda techniques which can be categorised
into three groups:

2 See Buitenhuis, 10. The Germans themselves used this strategy of demonis-

ing the enemy when they established the image of the Cossack hordes (see
Paddock, 1).
24 See Todd, 141-144. Sam Keen’s study Faces of the Enemy confirms this
argument and provides a detailed analysis of the creation of negative images
of the enemy in wartime, thus confirming the effectiveness of this propagan-
da strategy.
See Schaepdrijver, 267.
26 See Lohr, 91.
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Die erste Gruppe umfaBit drei Formen von Wortspielen: diffamierende Be-
zeichnungen, Euphemismen und groe Worte [...]. Die zweite Gruppe
schlieft falsche Verbindungen ein, wie den unlauteren Wechselgebrauch
zwischen politischer und religiéser Symbolik und die Biirgschaft von Perso-
nen fiir eine Sache, fiir die sie nicht kompetent sind. Die dritte Gruppe unter-
teilt Referenzen und Beziige. Hierzu zéhlen die Volkstiimlichkeit, der Appell
an das Dazugehoren-Wollen und das Angstmachen (Ueding 7, 268).

Additionally, the Historische Worterbuch der Rhetorik identifies four ar-
gumentative rhetoric devices, which are used to manipulate the recipients.
These are “(a) Verkiirzen und Vereinfachen; (b) Vereinseitigen; (c) Be-
haupten und Dekretieren; (d) Emotionalisieren” (284).

The most important device for the literary representation of these narra-
tives is that of emotionalisation. The effectiveness of what was known in
Germany as the Entente’s Grduelpropaganda, suggests that emotional con-
trol and manipulation, made possible by the emotive function of language
in the sense of Roman Jakobson’s concept, are an important aspect of prop-
aganda. The plays published during the war, which are often little more
than literary representations of propaganda narratives, particularly often use
this device to make up for their lack of dramatic conflict, demonstrating the
similarity in propaganda usage across large parts of the text corpus of WWI
dramatic literature.

The previously outlined examples of propaganda campaigns show that
each belligerent nation’s most important task was to convince its own
people that the nation is acting in self-defence and is therefore fighting a
just war. The content of the narratives these campaigns established, how-
ever, were very different depending on the individual nation. This is no
surprise, considering each nation was in a very different position at the
beginning of the war. The Verteidigungskrieg narrative is particularly im-
portant in Germany as it had to legitimise the invasion of Belgium. Alt-
hough propaganda campaigns are often created as a reaction to new
developments in the war, like the deployment of unrestricted submarine
warfare in 1917, or as an answer to enemy propaganda, this narrative re-
mains crucial for all other propaganda campaigns and serves as an argu-
mentative guideline that no interpretation of any event or development is
ever allowed to contradict.

Although the directed, propagandistic communication of the narrative
begun only a relatively short time before the outbreak of the war, its argu-
mentation was based on developments that had been going on in Germany
for quite some time. Because of Germany’s geopolitical position in the
centre of Europe where it was surrounded by major powers, the so-called
Einkreisungsangst had governed German foreign policy since the time of
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Otto von Bismarck.?” His policy of alliances was a first attempt to estab-
lish a “politisch[e] Gesamtsituation, in welcher alle Machte auBer Frank-
reich unser bediirfen, und von Coalitionen gegen uns durch ihre
Bezichungen zu einander nach Modglichkeit abgehalten werden” (Bis-
marck, 153), as he states in the famous Kissinger Diktat on the 15% of
June 1877. Bismarck already predicts in this document that his “‘[...]
cauchemar des coalitions’” (152) [nightmare of alliances], of which a
French newspaper accused him, is not just a momentary nightmare but
will “fiir einen deutschen Minister noch lange, und vielleicht immer, ein
sehr berechtigter [Alptraum] bleiben” (152-153). By the time the diplo-
matic relations between England, France and Russia intensified to the
point that they were officially acknowledged in a speech by German
Chancellor von Biilow in 1906, the Einkreisungsangst might have ap-
peared even more salient than in Bismarck’s time when it was still an ab-
stract concept in the minds of mainly political and diplomatic decision
makers.

In his 2014 publication Die Biichse der Pandorra, Jorn Leonhard
points out that the reality of the threat these neighbours actually posed to
Germany was less significant than their presence in the German con-
sciousness and public debate. And while historians predominantly agree
that the outbreak of WWI has to be understood as a result of the compli-
cated nexus of treaties and the dynamic created by decisions made by the
involved nations in the months leading up to the outbreak of the war in
August 1914, such complex ideas about the causes of WWI are a rather
modern development.?® It is therefore important to keep in mind that our
retrospective view on WWI is different from the view of contemporaries.
It is a sad privilege of later generations to have seen the results of the war
and to have the chance to compare the early expectations with historical
reality.

In the decisive months of 1914, the Einkreisungsangst seemed very real
and ultimately triggered a

Dynamik gegenseitiger Wahrnehmungen, ein Denken in unterstellten Ab-
sichten der Gegenseite, in der Annahme von Wirkungen bestimmter Ereig-

2T The Schlieffenplan for example, had been in development since 1905 (see

Miinkler, 72), so about 15 years after Bismarck’s dismissal but still 9 years
before the outbreak of WWI, proving the influence of the Einkreisungsangst
on German strategic thinking throughout this period.

This was not always the case, as the Fischer controversy of the 1960s,
sparked by Fritz Fischer’s Griff nach der Weltmacht: die Kriegspolitik des
kaiserlichen Deutschlands, demonstrates.
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nisse und de[n] subjektiv empfundene[n] Druck, darauf angemessen reagie-
ren zu miissen, das eigene Prestige zu schiitzen (Leonhard, 51-52).

It significantly restricted “das Denken in Alternativen, die Einschitzung
von anderen Handlungsoptionen und mdglicher Gestaltungsfreiheit” (52)
and led to the “Eindruck einer zunehmenden Alternativlosigkeit” (52).%°

In this atmosphere of feeling to have no alternatives to war falls the es-
tablishment of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative and subsequently of the
narrative of German unity, the Verteidigungsgemeinschaft. 1t’s first di-
rected communications can be situated between late July to early August
1914. In the first ten days after the Austro-Hungarian declaration of war on
Serbia, the emperors Franz Josef and Wilhelm II delivered a number of
speeches and addresses in which they justified their decision to go to war as
a reaction to foreign aggression. They legitimised the war effort of the Cen-
tral Powers as an act of self-defence and establish the Verteidigungskrieg
narrative, which, because of the authority of the two emperors who estab-
lished it, became the official version of the outbreak of WWI for Germany
and its allies.

The first of these announcements was published in the Wiener Zeitung
on the 29" of August 1914. Therein, Franz Josef informs his peoples of
the declaration of war on Serbia. He emphasises his attempt “Meine
Vélker vor den schweren Opfern und Lasten des Krieges zu bewahren”
(Franz Josef, 1) and, by referring to Serbia’s alleged involvement in the
assassination of Archduke Franz-Ferdinand, ultimately manages to blame
the outbreak of the war on the “Umtriebe eines hasserfiillten Gegners” (1).
In order to extend the reasons for going to war beyond revenge, he claims
that Serbia’s behaviour would not only threaten his monarchy’s “Ehre”
but also its “Machtstellung” and “Besitzstan[d]” (1) and that it would

2 Herfried Miinkler indirectly confirms this view when analysing the increas-

ing influence of military leaders on political decisions during the first half of
1914. As the crisis of June and July 1914 hit Europe and a great European
war seemed to be more likely than it had been for a long time, political deci-
sions were made in favour of the military’s interpretation of the situation. He
argues that politicians failed to control military leaders. This undermined the
political radius of operation to a point where Germany could not scale back
its already developed military preparations without leaving itself defenceless
in the case of any foreign aggression. General Moltke’s early commitment to
the Schlieffenplan restricted political and diplomatic flexibility even further,
as the plan to attack France through neutral Belgian territory made it impos-
sible to limit the war to the Balkans. This not only opened a second front in
the West but also ultimately drew England’s full force into the fight (see
Miinkler, 77).
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openly try “untrennbare Gebiete Osterreich-Ungarns gewaltsam
loszureilen” (2). The German argumentation was very similar but, proba-
bly because its diplomatic position was weaker than that of Austria-
Hungary, whose heir to the throne was assassinated, applied a much more
aggressive rhetoric.*

The first of Wilhelm II’s addresses, the so-called Erste Balkonrede,
was delivered to a crowd waiting underneath the balcony of the Kaiser’s
Berlin residence on the 31% July 1914, before Germany was officially in-
volved in the war. It expressed the Kaiser’s efforts “den Frieden zu
erhalten” but already spoke of envious enemies, which might force Germa-
ny to “gerechter Verteidigung” (Wilhelm II, Balkonrede, 362). The address
was rather short but included the most important motifs of the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative.

The Thronrede, was the second important speech in this context. It was
delivered at the opening of the Reichstag on the 4" August 1914, three days
after Germany officially entered the war. This speech once more em-
phasised Germany’s peacefulness and reinforced Franz Josef’s claim that
Austria-Hungary had no choice but “die Sicherheit seines Reichs gegen
geféhrliche Umtriebe aus einem Nachbarstaat zu verteidigen” (Wilhelm I,
Thronrede, 364), in order to then segue into Germany’s “Biindnispflicht”
and the “alt[e] Kulturgemeinschaft der beiden Reiche” (364), which would
call Wilhelm II to fight alongside his ally. Using Serbia’s alleged “Begilins-
tigung verbrecherischer Anschldage” (365) to justify Austria-Hungary’s at-
tack, the German Kaiser blamed the expansion of the war beyond the Bal-
kans on Russia and France by accusing the former of conceding to “dem
Dréngen eines unersittlichen Nationalismus” by siding with Serbia, and by
accusing the latter of being motivated by “alte[n] Hoffnungen und alte[m]
Groll” (365).

This argumentation already defines the alleged motivations of France
and Russia which are omnipresent in the WWI plays which develop the
discourse of legitimisation.’' These allusions to France’s traditional re-
sentments towards Germany and to Russia’s Unersdttlichkeit lay the foun-
dation for the utilisation of stereotypical prejudice in the plays’
representation of the enemies. Furthermore, such allusions historicised the
reasons for the war by claiming it was not “aus vortibergehenden Interes-
senskonflikten oder diplomatischen Konstellationen hervor[gegangen]”,

30 While they were all delivered by Wilhelm 11, the Zweite Balkonrede and, as
is tradition, the majority of the Thronrede were written by the German
Reichskanzler Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg.

England had not yet declared war on Germany and therefore was not men-
tioned in the speech.
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rather “das Ergebnis eines seit langen Jahren titigen Ubelwollens gegen
Macht und Gedeihen des Deutschen Reichs” (365). This is important be-
cause it denies France’s Biindnispflicht towards Russia any legitimisation,
instead alleging France’s true motivation to be revenge for their defeat in
two wars in the 19" century and the hope to regain lost territories. This
strategy ultimately defined France’s war effort as an attack and allowed
Germany to label its invasion of Belgium as a pre-emptive act of self-
defence.

The speech’s significance, however, went beyond the reinforcement
of the defensive character of Germany’s warfare. It also founded the uni-
ty narrative, the narrative of a national Verteidigungsgemeinschaft with-
out any political or class borders. It contains the famous sentence: “Ich
kenne keine Parteien mehr, ich kenne nur Deutsche” (365), with which
Wilhelm II persuaded the social democratic opposition to give the neces-
sary approval for the government’s war credits.* It referred back to the
Zweite Balkonrede, delivered from his balcony on the 1% August, in
which he used a similar phrasing and already prepared the ground for
what would later become known as the Burgfrieden. This truce included
the agreement that social democratic media would refrain from criticis-
ing the Kaiser’s warfare. It is therefore not only of political significance
as it guaranteed the financing of the war but also of propagandistic sig-
nificance because it effectively silenced the oppositional media for the
majority of the war.*®

The third analysed address of Kaiser Wilhelm II was delivered in writ-
ten form and published by the Deutschen Reichsanzeiger on the 6™ August
1914. The central message remained the same but he now added an open
call to arms and used the narrative in a typically propagandistic way to cre-
ate a reaction in his audience, the German people: “Mitten im Frieden iiber-
fallt uns der Feind. Darum auf! zu [sic] den Waffen!” (Wilhelm 11, 4n das
deutsche Volk). The last part of this quote is important as it labelled non-
contribution as treason and thereby provided the foundation for the stigma-

32 This part is a personal addition of Wilhelm II and was not written by Beth-

mann Hollweg.

David Welch’s convincing argument that an important objective of the mili-
tary-led censorship and propaganda over the course of the war was to main-
tain the increasingly fragile Burgfrieden shows how imperative the
maintenance of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative was in the eyes of the Ger-
man High Command, because its attempts to “subvert any discussion of
Germany’s war aims, which in practice meant suppressing the radical left”
(Welch, Propaganda and Total War, 64), was essentially an effort to elimi-
nate any other narrative in regards to the German war effort and its aims.
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tisation of any pacifist or anti-war voices. By claiming the war was a fight
“[u]lm Sein oder Nichtsein unseres Reiches” (4n das deutsche Volk) Wil-
helm II defines the war as a matter of survival, which is later used to legit-
imise the sacrifices demanded from the people and to stigmatise non-
contribution as “Verrat am Vaterlande” (An das deutsche Volk).

Towards the end of the speech, the Kaiser picked up the previously dis-
cussed unity narrative. But he did not simply repeat it, he essentially de-
fined the unity of all German people as the factor which would decide
Germany’s future; “Noch nie ward Deutschland iiberwunden, wenn es
einig war” (An das Deutsche Volk) established Germany’s full determina-
tion in the defence of the fatherland as the requirement as well as the guar-
antee for a German victory. The term ziberwunden further reinstated the
image of the nation that was under attack. From a propagandistic stand-
point, this phrasing opened many possibilities. It was meant to trigger a
certain reaction amongst its audience and simultaneously labelled non-
contributors as traitors, who were allegedly compromising an otherwise
certain victory. It legitimised the sacrifices the Kaiser would have to de-
mand from his people over the course of the war and provided the founda-
tion for the creation of a context of meaning for these sacrifices which
allegedly helped to defend the fatherland.

The so-called Manifest der 93 titled An die Kulturwelt (1914), a state-
ment signed by 93 German academics and intellectuals demonstrates how
these narratives were used as the foundation for further propaganda outlets.
It demonstrates the fundamental character the narrative possessed within
the propagandistic programmatic not the least when looking at the list of
signatories, which includes prominent figures like the brothers Gerhart
(1862-1946) and Carl Hauptmann, Max Reinhardt as well as scientists like
Max Planck (1858-1947) and Wilhelm Réntgen (1845-1923).34 It contains

3 The manifesto was initially created to address the people of neutral as well as

enemy nations in their respective languages in order to defend the German
reputation from accusations made predominantly by French and English
propaganda. It is therefore an early example of propagandistic reactions to
foreign Greuelpropaganda. The manifesto itself was written and edited by
only a few of these 93. In fact, some of them did not even know the text at
the time they gave their permission to be listed as signatories (see Ungern-
Sternberg/Ungern-Sternberg, 13). The impression it made on readers outside
of Germany was nevertheless that of German arrogance and the high number
of prominent signatories, who claimed to stand for its content “mit unserem
Namen und mit unserer Ehre” (4n die Kulturwelt, 145) irrevocably linked
this attitude to the German scientific and cultural community (see Ungern-
Sternberg/Ungern-Sternberg, 81). Despite this propagandistically rather cata-
strophic result, and the fact that it was created as an address to foreign na-
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all central aspects of the narrative and immediately received great attention
within and outside of Germany after its publication in October 1914. As a
reaction to the claim of England and France that Germany had breached
international law by invading Belgium and committed atrocities during its
march through Belgian territory, it demonstrates how the propaganda con-
stantly adapted to challenges, while remaining particular about maintaining
the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. After calling the war effort of the German
people an “ihm aufgezwungenen schweren Daseinskampfe” (4n die Kul-
turwelt, 144), it answered six particular accusations. Beginning each para-
graph with “Es ist nicht wahr” (144-145), the text denies “dafl Deutschland
diesen Krieg verschuldet hat” (144) calls the Kaiser a “Schirmherr des
Weltfriedens” (144) and claims that “eine schon lange an den Grenzen lau-
ernde Ubermacht von drei Seiten iiber unser Volk herfiel” (144). Even the
violation of Belgium’s neutrality is represented as a mere anticipation of
England’s and France’s plans, who were allegedly “[n]achweislich [...] zu
ihrer Verletzung entschlossen” (144).3° The proclamation also engages with
the unity narrative. “Deutsches Heer und deutsches Volk sind eins” (145)
represents the unit of Heimat and Front, which is also an important topic in
WWI plays. This conviction, according to the text, “verbriidert heute 70
Millionen Deutsche ohne Unterschied der Bildung, des Standes und der
Partei” (175). As a clear reference to the speech of Wilhelm II, it proves
once more the importance of his announcements for the creation of the nar-
rative and demonstrates how successfully it infiltrated the German com-
memorative consciousness.

tions, it points to the presence of the narratives in the public discourse within
Germany.

35 “Nachweislich” (4n die Kulturwelt, 144) is one of the terms that created dis-
agreements even amongst the statement’s signatories, as proof could never
plausibly have been delivered. Only days after its publication, the historian
Eduard Meyer, who signed the statement, expressed his concerns that he did
not know anything about the evidence for England’s and France’s plan to
march through Belgium, nor about the German warfare at all except for what
the authorities released (see Ungern-Sternberg/Ungern-Sternberg, 61-62). In
a way, this example attests the effectiveness of the propaganda machine,
which manages to control the narrative and to create a certain trust in the
German cause that in the end convinced Meyer.
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II. The discourse of legitimisation

The discourse of legitimisation within dramatic literature was essentially
established right after the beginning of the war by the first wave of plays
published during the second half of 1914. The vast majority of these more
than 100 texts deal to some extent with the question of why Germany was
engaged in the war. Moreover, many ask whether Germany’s engagement
could be legitimised and if so, on what grounds. The defining nature of
Germany’s propaganda is that it is a consequence of the previously dis-
cussed necessity to legitimise any form of war, but especially one of the
magnitude of WWI. The outcome of this discourse, meaning either suc-
ceeding or failing to create a narrative that established a justification for the
war, determined how the German warfare was perceived by the German
people and the public opinion in other countries. Furthermore, it deter-
mined the nature of many decisive discourses and dynamics emerging
within a nation at war.

The inevitable victims of a war, for example, can only be defined as he-
roes if the war is just. Otherwise, they will either be perceived as victims of
the regime that sent them to war or as aggressors and perpetrators. The
handling of the commemoration of the fallen German soldiers of WWII
demonstrates this by alternating between the two positions. The civilian
population will only abide the sacrifices it has to endure if they support the
war. This explains why the discourse of legitimisation was so dominant
within WWI dramas.

The plays that partake in the literary discourse of legitimisation are cer-
tainly not proof of an enthusiasm that infected the entire nation. Too many
external influences had contributed to the shape of the text corpus as it ap-
pears today for it to be a reflection of reality. But the plays process con-
ceptualised propaganda narratives into literary form, thus becoming
representations of a successful adaptation of the reality these narratives are
trying to create. The shift in the focus of the plays that can be observed
from around 1916 onwards, when the plays started to increasingly legiti-
mise the sacrifices of the people and the victims of the war, is only possible
because the Verteidigungskrieg narrative had been successfully legitimised
not only by propaganda but also at the level of its literary representation.
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1 National stereotypes in the German cultural consciousness and
their presence in 1914

Very important in this context are typical resentments against Germany’s
enemies that have been long established in the German cultural memory
and were used within German propaganda to provide credibility for their
narratives, especially for the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. These commu-
nicated national images of England, France and Russia are essential for the
understanding of the narrative’s initial success and appear as structural el-
ements in its literary representation within the discourse of legitimisation
and essentially also in its counterpart, the discourse of de-legitimisation.

As structural elements, amongst others, these propagandistic national
images can, from a literary perspective, only be interpreted within the over-
all context of the plays. However, it is important to understand their cultur-
al-historical background in order to understand their success. Without this
background, their analysis would be in danger of remaining a mere catego-
risation into ‘true’ and ‘false’ in the form of a historical snapshot, making it
epistemologically empty. It is also important to point out that detecting
similar images and stereotypes of the English, French and Russian charac-
ter in well-known texts prior to WWI and then in Thomas Mann’s essays
from 1914 is not meant to evoke the idea that an unmodified and constant
national image of these nations ever existed, let alone that it transcended
time. Moreover, the examples are chosen to demonstrate that the aspects, or
the particular variant of the images of other nations that appear in the prop-
aganda narratives as well as in their literary representation existed long be-
fore 1914. This is important to understand the people’s subconscious
familiarity with the particular resentments represented in the propaganda
narratives and therefore the credibility they had in the particular historical
situation leading up to the outbreak of WWI.3¢

The examples chosen to demonstrate the existence of these aspects are
in themselves influenced by their cultural-historical circumstances and
therefore focus on some and ignore other aspects of the national image they
represent. This demonstrates that it is not only the producers but also the

3 The stereotypisation of other nations and people, as Franz Karl Stanzel

points out, dates back far beyond the time from which my examples are cho-
sen, and many of the resentments, towards the Russian people especially, can
already be found in a very similar way in the Nationalititenschema that has
classified them as uncivilised barbarians on the basis of allegedly universal
psychological and physical characteristics. The claim made by the Nation-
alitdtenschema that they “lieben den Priigel” (qtd. in Stranzel, 94) appears in
many WWI plays such as Peter Saget’s Im Lande der Knute.
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recipients of national images who decide which aspects they will continue
to portray as typical for a particular other. The authors of WWI dramas for
example could have reactivated Francophile images that existed in Germa-
ny throughout the 18" century, but the historical circumstances led to a dif-
ferent development. Manfred Fischer refers to this selective perception
when he asks “ob nicht vielmehr eine partielle Bewertungskonstanz auf der
Seite dieser Rezipienten vorliegt denn eine Konstanz der rezipierten imago-
typen Systeme” (M. Fischer, 40). Certain portrayals of other people reap-
pear throughout time and therefore might seem as if they have been
accepted as universal images of the other nation. The reactivation of pre-
existing national images in new historical situations increases their credibil-
ity at the time of their reactivation simply because the fact that they have
been used before suggests a justified origin, no matter if that is true or
not.”” This means that the national images represented in WWI plays focus
on situationally beneficial aspects of the images of other nations. They are
stereotypes that are used in order to create credibility for their own position,
rather than representations of the multi-facetted varieties of representations
of these other nations which have existed within German culture through-
out time and even throughout WWI.

Similarly misleading would be to speak of a Volkspsychologie when
explaining the creation and success of particular stereotypes within a nation
or its literature. Rather, this success also stems from particular historical
circumstances, which include the influence of war propaganda on public
opinion.*® The Verteidigungskrieg narrative especially exploits the human
need for belonging and the safety a community provides and installs an ex-
alted image of the fatherland as the provider of these necessities.

With regards to England and especially France, the reactivated stereo-
types are closely related to the rivalry between what was called German cul-

37 At the same time, it can create the decisive impression amongst scholars,

who see them reappear multiple times throughout history, that they are
universally accepted within a people.

3 See M. Fischer, 41.

3 The previously mentioned fact that narratives of this kind are successful in
almost all belligerent nations demonstrates that such believes are in them-
selves propagandistic or at least ideologic and often created by a certain
group for a certain reason. Furthermore, images of other people appear in the
literature of many nations not only in the context of war. Madame de Staél’s
De I’Allemagne, one of the most famous French examples, or the long list of
examples provided by Holger Klein from the English context document this.
The latter even states a shift in the way German’s were generally portrayed
in English literature from the time prior to the foundation of the German
Empire to the time between 1871 and 1914 (H, Klein, 90).
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ture and western civilisation. When trying to locate the origins of this divi-
sion, one has to go back to Immanuel Kant, who distinguished between the
terms “Kultur” und “Zivilisierung” (Kant, 44) and understood them as anti-
thetical concepts. Kant, however, did not define this antithesis by referring to
national identities but rather as the opposing characteristics of different so-
cial classes within one nation or society. He differentiates between the “Mo-
ralitdt” (44) of culture and the mere “gesellschaftliche[n] Artigkeit und
Anstindigkeit” (44) of civilisation. At the end of the 18" century, Kant’s
idea of culture is, as Norbert Elias points out, represented by the German
speaking middle classes of the various German states which had become in-
creasingly educated during the second half of the 18" century.* The aristo-
cracy of these states on the contrary speaks predominantly French and main-
tains a Francophile admiration for the court of Louis XIV but is not affected
by the educational progress of the time. These numerous small German
courts imitate the customs of Versailles and the French language as the de-
sirable lifestyle for the upper classes and thereby represent what Kant ex-
posed as the superficiality of civilisation, which sees German customs and
especially the German language as being rude and almost barbaric.

Friedrich der Grofe for example proves the existence of this conviction
amongst the German aristocracy in De la literature Allemand, from 1780.
He laments the inferior development of German literature and science, its
“Armut” (Friedrich II, 76), and blames it on the poor state of the German
language. However, the reasons for the slow development were, according
to Friedrich, the poverty of the German people following the recent wars.
He predicts a revolution of science, the arts and the German language in
general as a result of an increase in the living standard of the middle
class.*! Elias correctly points out that Friedrich overlooked that this revolu-
tion, to use his term, had already begun. Gotthold Ephraim Lessing died in
1781 and had already written the majority of his works when Friedrich’s
text was published. Johann Gottfried Herder, the young Goethe, Schiller
and other writers of the Sturm and Drang had already found a readership
and created followers and critics who, in turn, contributed to one of the
most important periods of German literature.*?

This short digression shows the origins of Kant’s distinction between
the superficial civilisation of the German aristocracy and the moralistic cul-
ture of the newly educated bourgeoisie.*® It also represents the origin of a

40 See Elias, 20-21.

41 See Friedrich II, 97-99.

4 See Elias, 12-15.

4 Most of the mentioned writers and thinkers, with the exception of Goethe,
were members of this class. Herder’s father was a school teacher and Schiller,
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German national identity as the Volk der Dichter und Denker that emerges
out of this newly educated middle class and the petty gentry during the late
eighteenth and early 19th century. The idea of the German Kulturnation
that led to the founding of the German Empire in 1871 is to a significant
proportion based on thinkers like Herder and the brothers Karl Wilhelm
Friedrich and August Wilhelm Schlegel and of course on writers like Schil-
ler and Goethe. The German Kulturnation was ultimately identified by this
newly emerging class with the character of the German people, while the
superficiality that Kant defines as the nature of civilisation was ultimately
assigned to France, from where it allegedly spread into the German aristo-
cracy.

This change in perception is of course influenced by the historical cir-
cumstances of the time of this transition. According to Friedrich Meinecke
it was the fight against Napoleon which helped Germany “aus der kosmo-
politischen Welt des 18. Jahrhunderts in die nationalstaatliche des 19. Jahr-
hunderts heriiber[zu]fiihren” (Meinecke, 84). Thomas Nipperdey also em-
phasises that it was ultimately

die Herrschaft Napoleons [...], die das klassisch-romantische Nationalgefiihl
und -bewultsein der Deutschen politisch gemacht hat [...]; die Jahre zwi-
schen 1806 und 1813 sind die Geburtsjahre der nationalen Bewegung, und
zwar zunichst bei der intellektuellen Elite” (Nipperdey, 303).

One of the results of this increasing nationalism is that Kant’s social con-
trastive pair, culture and civilisation, are transformed into a national dis-
tinction between Germany and the rest of Western Europe.

This distinction established the idea of the different spirit of German
and French people that helped to create a rivalry between the two nations.
This rivalry, already having found a volatile outlet in the wars of the 19"
century, would contribute to the distrust between the two nations at the be-
ginning of the 20" century and was eventually reactivated in the propa-
ganda narratives of WWI and represented particularly in early war plays to
gain credibility for the legitimisation of Germany’s war effort as an act of
self-defence against the attack of their old rival, France.

The representation of the English stereotype in early war plays is relat-
ed to this distinction and had also existed long before it was used to legiti-
mise WWI. In his Englische Fragmente (1831) in the fourth part of his
Reisebilder, Heinrich Heine wrote about his impression of ‘the English’.
Visiting the country from April to August 1827 and spending most of his

to name just two of the most influential figures of the time, was the son of a
military physician.
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time in London, Heine partially corrected the positive image he had of the
motherland of the industrial revolution whose progressive nature he initial-
ly admired. In the first chapter of Englische Fragmente, he engages in a
fictional conversation with a ‘Yellow Man’, who elucidates the naive views
of the narrator towards the revolutionary character of the English people.
Comparing it with the French postulation of freedom and equality, the
“Yellow Man’ states that the revolutionary spirit of Englishmen, who only
seek personal and economic freedom, ends at their doorstep. This personal,
economic freedom, so Heine, is achieved at the expense of the freedom of
the mind, for which France was fighting in the French Revolution and to
which the German people had fled as a reaction to the stately repression of
the Restoration and the deadlock of progress that it caused. Having looked
forward to seeing the land of progress and industrialisation, Heine finds
that the cost it paid for this progress, the lack of equality and freedom of
the mind, is a price too high to pay. He concludes that the mind’s longing
for freedom has lost the battle against the busyness that is necessary to
achieve economic freedom and truly mourns this defeat.

The extent to which the German general public understood the intel-
lectual consequences of Heine’s writings at the time is difficult to deter-
mine. But another prejudice that appears in Heine’s Englische
Fragmente was certainly very wide-spread and would end up being the
predominant stereotype used in WWI dramatic literature. Heine’s reports
and anecdotes frequently include Englishmen’s criticism of the political
and social conditions in their home country. Their way of criticising the
conditions is — and this ultimately carries the stereotype — based on fi-
nancial calculations.

In chapter seven Heine reports of William Cobbett, whom he admired,
addressing Parliament about the immense debt England had accumulated.
Criticising the prevention of any parliamentarian reform in England in the
wake of the French Revolution, Cobbett ultimately bases his argumenta-
tion on a balance. England’s victories in its aftermaths were bought victo-
ries, according to Cobbett. In order to raise money for the mercenaries of
these wars, a significant tax increase was implemented, on which he
blames the effect that “die Armen weit mehr als jemals niedergedriickt
wurden” (Heine, 239). He would therefore like to see the cost of six mil-
lion pound sterling for additional welfare included in the total debt calcu-
lation of the wars that, in his opinion, caused it. This anecdote is not so
much a criticism of Cobbett, who seems to understand and reject the mor-
al and social injustice of the development he describes, but of the fact that
he seems to see a higher chance for his criticism to be heard when basing
it on monetary rather than moral values. The nature of the English people
that is implied in anecdotes like this can be summed up in one word:
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“Kramertugend” (223). It becomes the most widespread stereotype of the
English character within German society of the 19" and 20" century and
is used to gain credibility for the accusations made within the plays of the
discourse of legitimisation.

Of a different nature are the stereotypes concerning Russia. They are
not based on the difference of the country’s civilising process but on the
allegation that it lacked any form of civilisation whatsoever. This leads to
the Russian people being commonly perceived as uncivilised savages. In
his article The British Rule in India, published in the New York Daily Trib-
une in 1853, Karl Marx develops what he sees as the reason for the stunt-
edness of not just the Russian but all Asiatic societies.**

Using India as an example for all societies occupying the plains and the
highlands of the Asian continent, including big parts of Russia’s eastern
territories, Marx’ article states that the small Asian communities he anal-
yses only know “but three departments of Government; that of Finance, or
the plunder of interior; that of War, or the plunder of the exterior; and, fi-
nally, the department of Public Works” (Marx/Engels, 169). Marx defines
these conditions as a deficit of the peoples in the Orient, “where civilisation
was too low and the territorial extent too vast to call into life voluntary as-
sociation” and which required the “interference of the centralizing power of
Government” (170).* Because of such representations, the stereotype of
large territories occupied by uncivilised communities sank into the com-
memorative memory of most western European nations.

4 According to Marx, the government system of rural Russian communities is

nothing but a special, oriental form of despotism on the basis of which he
went on to later develop his concept of the Asiatic Mode of Production. This
concept as a political and philosophical theory dates back as far as ancient
Greece. Aristotle understood it as a form of legitimised tyranny, which is not
forced onto people against their will but is at least passively, if not voluntari-
ly, accepted and therefore most suitable for barbaric cultures. It has since
been reshaped and adjusted by thinkers like Machiavelli, Montesquieu and
Hegel, amongst others. At its core, it formed the basic distinction between
the civilised European and the barbaric Asian forms of society that had be-
gun with Aristotle (see Minuti, n. pag.)

Quoting an official report for the British House of Commons, he specifies
the low form of civilisation by giving an example of the way of life that al-
legedly dominates the small communities across Asia. This report highlights
the simple forms of local governments, the simple forms of “worship”
(Marx/Engels, 172) that shape their belief system and the poor forms of edu-
cation provided in the villages, where children learn to “read and write in the
sand” (172). This lifestyle and the form of government it creates, so the re-
port, has remained the same “from time immemorial” (172).
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At the same time, the Russian people are said to be maligned with a
great drive for expansion. In another article titled The Turkish Question
published in the New York Daily Tribune in June 1853, Marx reflects on
the expansion of the Russian Empire and concludes that “[t]he total acqui-
sitions of Russia during the last 60 years are equal in extent and importance
to the whole Empire she had in Europe before that time” (156). The image
of the Russian hordes sitting behind German borders waiting to flood into
German territory, which frequently appears in East Prussia plays to legiti-
mise the Verteidigungskrieg narrative, is here already immanent in the way
the Russian nature is perceived and communicated.

Due to the scope of this book, these elaborations must ignore the indi-
vidual historical circumstances under which the chosen examples were
written and the opposing images of the three nations that existed in parallel.
It does not investigate the national images existing in Germany of England,
France and Russia, rather only the stereotypical representation of character
traits that appear in the narratives and their literary representations and does
not claim that these would be universally accepted throughout Germany,
but shall provide a cultural background for the success propaganda
achieved with their reactivation. One last example will demonstrate how
active these stereotypes were in 1914 and that they were even reinstated by
such prominent figures as Thomas Mann.

Under the impressions of the first months of WWI, Mann wrote his es-
say Friedrich und die grofie Koalition (1914), reflecting on the life of Frie-
drich des Grofen. His portrayal of the relationship between Friedrich and
Elizabeth of Russia is full of remarks which reinstate the previously dis-
cussed stereotypes of Russia in Western Europe. He calls Russia a
“halbwilde[s] Lan[d]” (Mann, 78) that is reigned over by a “Liebhaberin
des Branntweins und der muskulésen Soldaten” (77). Mann mentions the
allegedly promiscuous and alcoholic character of Elizabeth of Russia mul-
tiple times and contrasts it with Friedrich’s “Begriff von Soldatentum”,
which he describes as “asketisch iiberhaupt” (72). By accusing even the
supposedly noblest Russian of being wild and uncontrolled, or even con-
trolled by instincts and addictive substances, the image of the Russian
commoners appears even more barbaric and lends credibility to the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative.

Furthermore, Mann describes the undisciplined and barbaric country as
having an “Expansionsdrang, gleich dem Sichrecken und dem Appetit ei-
nes Riesen”, which is “in dem Gefiihle, letzten Endes unbesiegbar zu sein,
zum Kriege allezeit plump und grenzenlos erbotig” (81). This last comment
again reactivates the fear of the wild Russian hordes that dominates the rep-
resentation of Russia’s Cossacks in WWI dramas. The representation of
this alleged nature of the Russian people significantly shaped the mode in
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which the enemy in the east was portrayed within dramatic literature during
the war.

More famous than those of the Russian nature is Thomas Mann’s por-
trayal of the distinction between culture and civilisation represented by the
national character of Germans on the one and England and especially
France on the other hand. In the first months of WWI, Kant’s originally
social distinction had, to an even greater extent, been turned into one of
strongly national connotation. In his essay Gedanken im Kriege from 1914,
one of Mann’s most discussed essayistic works, he defines the two princi-
ples in a way that is particularly evocative of Heinrich Heine.

Kultur ist Geschlossenheit, Stil, Form, Haltung, Geschmack, ist irgendeine
gewisse geistige Organisation der Welt, und sei das alles auch noch so aben-
teuerlich, skurril, wild, blutig und furchtbar. Kultur kann Orakel, Magie, Pé-
derastie, Vitzliputzli, Menschenopfer, orgiastische Kultformen, [...] Bliite
des Giftmordes und die buntesten Greuel umfassen. Zivilisation aber ist
Vernunft, Aufklarung, Sénftigung, Sittigung, Skeptisierung, Auflosung, —
Geist. Ja, der Geist ist zivil, ist biirgerlich: er ist der geschworene Feind der
Triebe, der Leidenschaften, er ist antiddimonisch, antiheroisch, und es ist nur
ein scheinbarer Widersinn, wenn man sagt, dal3 er auch antigenial ist (27).

Mann sees art as a representation of culture and not of civilisation because
“Kunst, wie alle Kultur, ist die Sublimierung des Damonischen” (28) for
which the German Kulturnation serves as an advocate. But not only are art
and culture linked, war also is of similar nature to both.

With this connection, he explains the enthusiasm that poets, like him-
self, had felt when WWI broke out. Many of them hoped it would destroy
the idle world of which they grew so weary. At this stage, Mann, too,
believed in “die Notwendigkeit der européischen Katastrophe” (31) becau-
se he saw Europe infiltrated by “Ungeziefer des Geistes” and “Zerset-
zungsstoffen der Zivilisation” and he detected “ein[en] neue[n] Wille[n],
das Verworfene zu verwerfen, dem Abgrund die Sympathie zu kiindigen,
einf[en] Wille[n] zur Geradheit, Lauterkeit und Haltung” (32). These traits
of civilisation oppose what he earlier defined as culture and therefore not
just artistic ideals but also deeply German characteristics. Moreover, their
proliferation endangers the existence of culture in Europe, which, conse-
quently, needs to be defended. He thereby refers to vital aspects of the
Verteidigungskrieg narrative which uses the alleged superiority of the
German culture to justify its vigorous defence of itself and demonstrates
the initial success of these narratives in influencing the people.

Mann also elaborates on the reasons for the proliferation of the values
of civilisation and ultimately on the reasons for the outbreak of the war.
The common perception, especially amongst Germany’s opponents, is that
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‘WWI would be a war of “‘Zivilisation gegen Militarismus’” (36). Alt-
hough he sees a superficial, short sighted perception of reality in this slogan,
he highlights the deeper truth that lies at the bottom of it: the struggle be-
tween civilisation and culture. For Mann, the German preference of culture
over civilisation is an expression of the German soul and its distinction
from the rest of Europe, which will never be able to understand the true na-
ture of the German people, the “innerlichste Volk, dies Volk der Meta-
physik, der Pddagogik und der Musik ein nicht politisch sondern moralisch
orientiertes Volk” (37-38). Later in the same essay he closes the circle
between militarism and culture when he highlights the inseparability
between “Moralismus” and “Soldatentum” (38) and claims that “wéhrend
andere Kulturen bis ins Feinste, bis in die Kunst hinein die Tendenz zeigen,
vollig die Gestalt der zivilen Gesittung anzunehmen, ist der deutsche Mili-
tarismus in Wahrheit Form und Erscheinung der deutschen Moralitit” (38).
Consequently, a war against German militarism is a war against the Ger-
man morality, which is a war against the German idea and value of culture
and thereby ultimately against the very soul of the German people.*® The
claim by Germany’s enemies that they were fighting the country’s milita-
rism is represented as an attack on the very core of what defines Germany
and therefore ultimately legitimises the narrative of the war as an act of
self-defence.

WWTI is even partially portrayed as a continuation of the defence of
Prussia against large parts of Europe by Friedrich II. Although the coali-
tions had changed, Mann claims it was still caused by the same “im Hal3
verbiindete[n] Europa” (34) that wanted to wipe the German spirit off the
map. It is therefore not the German “Soldat aus Moralitdt” (39), who even-
tually started the war but the “Héndlertum” (39) that defines the alleged
motivation of England’s aggression towards Germany as well as France’s
“Eitelkeit” and “die ihm unertrdgliche, ihm unverschmerzbare Tatsache,
dall es von Deutschland militdrisch aus dem Felde geschlagen war” that
evoked “die idée fixe der Revanche” (40). These extracts from Mann’s text
show how permeated even the minds of the intellectual elite of the time
were by the same arguments that dominate the official propaganda narra-
tives.

Heinrich Heine’s impressions of the English character are also imma-
nent in Mann’s elaborations on the reasons for the outbreak of the war.

46 The previously discussed address An die Kulturwelt argues in a similar way.

It denies that the attack on German militarism “kein Kampf gegen unsere
Kultur ist” and demands the rise to resistance of the German “Kulturvolk” to
whom “das Vermichtnis eines Goethe, eines Beethoven, eines Kant ebenso
heilig ist wie sein Herd und seine Scholle” (An die Kulturwelt, 145).
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“Als ob nicht Luther und Kant”, he proclaims, “die Franzosische Revoluti-
on zum mindesten aufwogen. Als ob nicht die Emanzipation des Individu-
ums vor Gott und die Kritik der reinen Vernunft ein weit radikalerer
Umsturz gewesen wire als die Proklamierung der ‘“Menschenrechte’” (38).
Luther and Kant are used as examples to highlight the emancipation of the
individual and the liberation of the mind that led to the moral superiority of
the German character over the civic revolutions in England and France.
The lack of freedom of the mind, that Heine believed to have found in Eng-
land, is for Mann an important characteristic of the “englisch-bigotte Art”
(37) of civilisation.

Thomas Mann’s essays show the prominence of stereotypes that had
been established over centuries and had found their way into the German
commemorative consciousness so that they could be reactivated for present
propagandistic purposes. The fact that an intellectual of his rank got carried
away by the enthusiasm that accompanied the start of the war demonstrates
how convincing the narrative’s inner logic was and justifies the choice to
look further into the mechanisms that playwrights used to represent the
propaganda narratives in WWI plays. The representation of the stereotypes
that were already implied in the official Verteidigungskrieg narrative is one
of these mechanisms, ultimately used to legitimise German propaganda by
providing alleged motives and reasons for England, France and Russia to
attack Germany.

2 Properties of the text corpus between 1914 and 1918 and its
division into two phases

The discipline of literature has so far almost entirely ignored the large text
corpus of WWI plays published during the war. The most likely explanation
for this is the lack of accessibility of the text corpus, which makes it neces-
sary to outline its properties in greater detail. The largest bibliographical
work on WWI literature, edited by Thomas F. Schneider et al., contains texts
across all literary genres as well as Feldpostbriefe and military documents.
With over 6750 entries, excluding the listed content of anthologies, it is dif-
ficult to use when trying to find works belonging to only one genre. Fur-
thermore, the volume only contains a fraction of the over 750 existing plays.
Other bibliographical data is scattered throughout the very few publications
that focus specifically on WWI drama.*’ But neither Schltermann’s early

47 Richard Elsner analysed some of the plays from the perspective of a literary

critique across the volumes of his periodicals Das deutsche Drama and Das
deutsche Drama in Geschichte und Gegenwart published until 1935. Walter
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publication, which is restricted to plays published after the war, nor those of
Richard Elsner (1883-1960) and Hermann Wanderscheck (1907-1971) —
who both claim that it took ten years for playwrights to process WWI into
dramatic literature — consider the plays published between 1914 and 1918
and only include a fraction of the plays published after the war.*8 All these
publications together contain less then 150 WWI plays, making the text cor-
pus appear much smaller than it actually is.* This did not change until the
publication of the Verzeichnis der deutschen Weltkriegsdramen in 2018,
which remains the most comprehensive bibliographical work on the text
corpus.®® However, due to the scope of that publication, it does for example
exclude war plays written particularly for children or those produced to be
performed at events like the local celebrations for the Kaiser’s birthday.>!

Neumann analysed the Grundziige der Technik des Heimkehrerdramas in
1936 and Heinz Schlétermann Das deutsche Weltkriegsdrama 1919—-1937 in
1939 but the influence of the National Socialist ideology that is obvious in
the latter two studies prevents them from being objective. Christian Klein
has already indicated their unreliability but at the time of his publication also
had no access to bibliographical data that would reveal the real number of
existing plays (see Ch. Klein, 167-170).
48 See Elsner, Der Weltkrieg im Drama seiner Zeit, 55; Wanderscheck, 75. Al-
ternative numbers are only provided by theatre study works like those of
Poensgen, Stiimcke and Baumeister and therefore concentrate on plays that
have actually been staged.
Another reason why large parts of the text corpus have been forgotten might
be the fact that many of the works have been published in very small num-
bers. For many of these publications, as little as one remaining copy exists,
predominantly archived in the German National Library or as manuscripts
for the stage, held only in archives and only accessible on site. This means
that some works that might have contributed to this discourse analysis, like
Elisabeth Miethe’s Die Russen in Ostpreufien (1916) or Georg Holzhey’s
Der Heimat Dank an ihre Helden (1916) were not accessible. This applies in
particular to plays published after the war like Hermann Uhlig’s (1871-1942)
Entwurzelt (1924), Helma Stotter’s Verlorene Heimat (1928) or Walter
Bloem’s Verdun (1929). The majority of the preserved plays have been pub-
lished by public book publishing houses. However, there are a number of
plays that have been published by dedicated theatre publishing houses, many
of them as part of anthologies for smaller stages. The most productive pub-
lishers in this regard were the Hoflings-Verlag in Munich and the publishing
houses G. Danner in Mithlhausen and Strauch in Leipzig, which mainly pro-
vided material for amateur stages and youth theatre groups.
See Dorrer.
Exact numbers of how many WWI plays exist are almost impossible to as-
certain. Not only because they might be lost but also because of the problems
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When including all WWI plays, from August through December 1914 alone,
approximately 100 plays engaging with the war were published. By the end
of 1918, this number exceeded 500 plays and later rose to 750 published
works before WWI ceased to be a topic in German plays in the 1940s.3

2.1 Theatre repertoires during the war

The discipline of theatre studies has provided a number of analyses of the
time from 1914 to 1918 that shed light on the properties of the corpus of
plays published during this time and on the reasons for the surprising ho-
mogeneity of such a large number of texts, making it worthwhile to have a
brief look at the situation on German stages during the war.> Unlike today,
theatre was not only a medium for artistic but also for societal and political
discourse. Besides newspapers, all other mass media such as film or radio
were still in their early stages. Theatres, however, were established in cities
big and small across the empire.* They were regularly visited by a large
proportion of the population, making them a space in which current affairs
were collectively received and processed. Theatre reviews and discussions
in feuilletons of newspapers and in literary journals extended the audiences
even further.”

to universally define the term WWI. Christian Klein makes a good first at-
tempt to define the term (see Ch. Klein, 170-172). But since the text corpus
is still not fully accessible, all existing definitions are snapshots of the cur-
rent, very early state of research.
WWI all but disappears as a topic of German dramatic literature over the
course of WWIL The only plays known to me that represent WWI in any
form after 1945 are Heiner Miiller’s Germania 3. Gespenster am Toten
Mann and a play called Helden im Himmel, written as a Beitrag fiir den Ge-
schichstwettbewerb des Bundesprisidenten 2008/2009 by Luise Maidowski,
who at the time attended the seventh grade of the Marienschule in Miinster.
Not focussing on drama or theatre but very interesting with regards to the
literary landscape during WWI and the compilation of literary works that of-
ficials and publishing houses deemed suitable for civilians and soldiers dur-
ing the war is Thorsten Unger’s study Weltliteratur — Feldliteratur:
Buchreihen des Ersten Weltkriegs.
Although the records of small stages and local performances are difficult to
obtain, Das Verzeichnis der deutschen Weltkriegsdramen lists the dates and
locations of premiers of war plays and shows how active small local com-
munities were in performing dedicated war plays (see Dorrer).
35 Many of them have been collected in Giinther Riihle’s Theater fiir die Re-
publik.
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Studies show that patriotic discourses were very present on stages
throughout the German empire in the first months of WWI. After the war
broke out in August 1914, most of the capital’s big theatres started the new
season in September of that year with a classical repertoire that suited the
belligerent and patriotic spirit that had taken over. Kleist’s Prinz Friedrich
von Homburg as well as his Hermannsschlacht and Schiller’s Wilhelm Tell
were all performed in the first months of the new season.’® Max Rein-
hardt’s (1873—-1943) production of Schiller’s Wallenstein trilogy stands as
an example of the attempt to link past and present and shows the “nationale
Pathos, das [im Theater] lagerte” (Riihle, Theater in Deutschland, 263) dur-
ing the first months of the war. Reinhardt opened the performance of Wal-
lensteins Lager with a patriotic Kriegsvorspiel fiir die Biihne by Wilhelm
Schmidtbonn (1876-1952), titled 7914.57 This kind of prologue added to
performances became a rather typical method of creating a line of tradition
between the current fight and the heroic struggles of Germany’s past. The
fact that in the theatre season 1914/15 about half of all premiers were war
plays, often plays written after the beginning of WWI, further demonstrates
the great influence the war had on the dramatic production during the sec-
ond half of 1914.%8

However, the next season showed significantly different characteris-
tics. Although focussing mainly on bigger theatres or at least theatres in
bigger cities, most studies of theatre repertoires during the war show a
retreat of patriotic exaltations of the war on stage from as early as 1915,
and even a decline in the number of war play performances in general.*’
Many playwrights turned to the past and the so-called vaterlindischen
Stiicke gained great popularity. Besides performances of the classics that
had already been popular at the beginning of the war, theatres premiered a
great number of new plays in which the lives of historical German figures
like “Luther, Friedrich der Grofle, Goethe und die Heroen der Frei-
heitskriege, Bliicher, Arndt und Gneisenau” were “idealisiert auf die
Biihne gestellt” (Poensgen, 70). Poensgen sees the tendency that “weniger
die Gegenwart, weit mehr die Vergangenheit als Stoffgebiet fiir die dra-

% See Baumeister, 52.

57 See Riihle, Theater in Deutschland, 264.

38 Heinrich Stiimcke’s Theater und Krieg provides a long list of premieres be-
tween mid-August and the end of December. Furthermore, he claims that the
number of patriotic manuscripts that were offered to theatre directors in
those early months of the war but never performed is countless (see Stiimcke,
19). Unfortunately, the ideological bias of his 1915 publication reduces the
scholarly value of his analysis.

% Baumeister, 129; Krivanec, 184; Poensgen, 30.
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matische Dichtung in Betracht gekommen ist” as one of the direct
“Riickwirkungen des Krieges” (70).° He also argues that the increasing
popularity of innocent and inoffensive, often humorous and easily acces-
sible plays from the season of 1915/16 onwards is a direct consequence of
the people’s increasing exhaustion. Censorship, according to Poensgen,
intensified the tendency to de-politicise the stages by prohibiting plays
with political messages, which were considered to be inappropriate in
wartimes. %' This led to an increasingly de-politicised and often light-
hearted repertoire and demonstrates that performances did not have to be
political but if they were, they had to convey positive and patriotic repre-
sentations of the war.®2

2.2 The homogeneity of the text corpus

Many of the WWI plays published during the war, especially in the first 18
months, are works by amateur writers. Richard Elsner called these writers
“Dutzenddramatiker” (Elsner, Der Weltkrieg im Drama, 109), referring to
the simplicity and homogeneity of most of the plays published during this
time. Excepting Carl Hauptmann and to a certain degree Ludwig Thoma
and Rolf Lauckner (1887—-1954), he states that

[u]eberall — ob wir nun von dem Dutzenddramatiker auf einen Bauernhof, in
eine Schneiderwerkstatt, in die Zimmer des Offiziers oder des Beamten ge-

0 Although he only analyses the plays that actually premiered on stage, a clos-

er look at the entire text corpus of the dramatic production from the winter of
1915 onwards confirms his thesis. The total number of war plays published
in the last three years of the war, thereafter decreasing every year, is approx-
imately equal to the number of plays published in the first 18 months. The
available data in regards to their performances is difficult to analyse. How-
ever, the fact that the recorded number of patriotic war plays that premiered
in small theatres in smaller towns remains relatively consistent, while de-
creasing in the context of big stages, leads to the assumption that regional
theatres might have been more open to continue staging patriotic exaltations
than the ones in metropolises.

See Poensgen, 66—68.

Although slower than the theatres in its reaction to such tendencies and
therefore somewhat delayed, the dramatic production of war plays shows a
similar development. The number of war plays published annually peaks in
1915 and from 1916 onwards the dominance of WWI as a topic in published
plays decreases.
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fithrt werden oder aber in die Gesellschaft billiger Allegorien — {iberall tont
uns das gleiche Lied in mehr oder weniger schlechten Versen entgegen” (109)

and later adds: “Mit Bezug auf diese Literatur kann man beinahe von einer
Prostitution sprechen” (110).9

Elsner’s accusation of literary simplicity is in many cases correct and
does to a certain degree indicate a lack of dramaturgical talent. However, it
most importantly reflects the purpose of the plays. Many of them were
written to be staged at certain events like village fairs, Christmas perfor-
mances or even local celebrations of the Kaiser’s birthday by one of the
many Kriegervereine or other amateur groups.** The Dresdner Vereins-
biihne for example published plays aiming to cause “die geringsten Anfor-
derungen an Ausstattung und Darstellung” (qtd. in Lamm, 2). Alone more
than 100 plays were written to be viewed or performed by the nation’s
youth. The majority of all these plays are rather short, as they needed to be
easy to perform.% This created a text corpus characterised by the repetition
of common plot structures, very simply conducted characters and flat dia-
logues of little literary value.

Furthermore, repeated reports of theatres and publishing houses and
even theatre and literature critics preferring texts of timely nationalistic
content over literary quality indicate the contribution of commercial factors
to the homogeneity of the text corpus.®® In addition to influencing the pro-
spect of a play’s success, censorship restrictions seem to also have influ-
enced the decision to stage or publish a play. Censorship in Germany was
officially in the hands of the military high command, which was theoreti-

% In his article, however, Elsner acts as a literary critic not as a scholar and

therefore concentrates purely on the literary quality of the plays, missing
their value as documents for scholarly analysis.

Another indicator is that a substantial number of plays are written in a local
dialect, like Josef Mayer’s In Treue fest 1914, published in 1917 in Bavarian,
Adolf Stoltze’s Groffe Zeit, published in 1915 in Hessian, or have characters
that speak a dialect, like Max Simon’s (1884-1950) GOTTLIEB from Mutter-
und Vaterland published in 1916, who speaks a Tyrolese dialect.

Many of them contain a prelude by the author, stating that the play was ori-
ginally not meant to be published and was only edited because of successful
public performances: “Die reiche Anerkennung, die mir bei den Auffithrun-
gen zuteil geworden ist, ldsst es mich wagen, die Arbeit in Buchform heraus-
zugeben” (J. Mayer, 3) or “[d]ieser Erfolg und die Besprechungen in grof3en
Zeitungen ermutigten mich, das Biihnenspiel dem Druck zu iibergeben”
(Schmetzer, 4).

See Baumeister, 61; Sauermann, 192—193.
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cally able to apply any restrictions to freedom of speech.®’” It was “mit der
speziellen Aufgabe betraut worden, durch eine geschickte Propaganda die
Volksstimmung in einem promilitaristischen Sinne zu beeinflussen und
nach Moéglichkeit zu vermeiden, daf3 der Krieg zum Gegenstand einer kriti-
schen Darstellung gemacht werde” (Poensgen, 104).

Although Poensgen’s examination focusses on the influence of censor-
ship on the theatre repertoire during the war, his results suggest great paral-
lels to the dramatic production between 1914 and 1918. One example in
which plays were consciously used to convey a propagandistic message are
the previously mentioned youth plays. Gina Weinkauft’s study of Ernst
Heinrich Bethge’s (1878-1944) life and work points out the
“wehrerzieherischen” (Weinkauff, 50) character of his work as writer and
publisher, which explains the conformity of most youth plays published
during the war with official Wilhelmine views.®® The disappearance of war
plays written for Germany’s youth after the war confirms the suggestion
that they indeed had the purpose of ideologically involving the younger
generation in the war.

As mentioned before, many plays were written for performances at pub-
lic celebrations and festivities in small towns. Their uniformity with and as-
similation into the official propaganda can be attributed to the approval that
was required for their staging by local authorities. But at least at the begin-
ning of the war, the desire to perform patriotic plays rather than other mate-
rial seems to have been as high in cities as it was in rural areas. Poensgen
reports of an appeal published by the directors of the Miinchner Kam-
merspiele, asking all German theatre directors for the “Auffiihrung nur
deutscher und patriotischer Stiicke” (Poensgen, 26) and states that in the first
15 months of the war 81 plays were prohibited or banned from being per-
formed. Furthermore, he claims that the stringency of the censorship in-
creased over the course of the war, especially from 1916/17 onwards, when

7 See Sprengel, 137.

% Bethge, together with Paul Matzdorf (1864-1930) probably the most produc-
tive playwright and publisher of youth plays during and directly after WWI,
produced 90 individual publications for amateur acting groups between 1911
and 1918. Most of them were created in close collaboration with the 4r-
beitsausschuss fiir Jugendpflege and meant to be performed for or by youth
societies and schools in order to protect the nation’s youth, especially young
high school graduates, from participation in the entertainment offerings of
big city life. During WWI, he became one of the most prominent figures of
youth literature and, significantly, formed the appearance of the corpus of
youth plays during the war. He remained true to his patriotic views through-
out the entire war, publishing exhortations to hold out until the end of 1918
(see Weinkauff, 10; 50).
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it reacted to the increase in expressionist plays. Martin Baumeister generally
confirms this view for the duration of the war, stating that for the theatre
landscape in Berlin, the already existing censorship guidelines were moni-
tored even more closely. The playwright and Romanist Lothar Schmidt
(1862-1931) already polemicised in 1911 against the “sittenpolizeilich[e]
Kontrolle” (L. Schmidt, 735) as he characterised the common censorship
practice and Baumeister points out that this focus on sexual and immoral
content was extended to particular political plays from 1914 onwards.*

Furthermore, Poensgen provides a list with examples of plays that were,
not all for political reasons but also for moral reasons, banned from being
performed during the war. One very interesting title is Hans Franck’s (1879—
1964) Freie Knechte, which could not premier during the war and was not
published until 1919, suggesting that in some cases the censorship of theatre
and or print production coincided. Furthermore, plays underwent pre-
censorship and their performance or publication was therefore, unlike in the
case of other literary texts, stopped before they could reach the public.”

In Austria-Hungary, censorship seems to have been even stricter.
Scholars researching Karl Kraus often refer to his fight with censors and
expose the stringency of the guidelines.”! It also seems as if the guidelines
were applied more consistently, even in the periphery of the empire, in or-
der to stop the corrosive tendencies with which the Habsburg Monarchy
was confronted by the many ethnicities of its subjects. Its organisation was
also much more centralised and effective. The Kriegsiiberwachungsamt
was not only a censorship organisation but essentially an intelligence agen-
cy that surveyed all aspects of public and private communication through-
out the empire.”” All these arguments suggest that in Germany and Austria-
Hungary, censorship had a great influence on the homogenously patriotic
text corpus of WWI dramatic literature.

There are a few plays that seem to confirm this, as they include irregu-
larities. A small number of the plays that were actually published during
the war seem like they had managed to surpass censorship by hiding an at
least mild critique of the war under a patriotic surface and therefore prove
the presence of censorship in publication practises. Friedrich Schare’s
(1998-1930)" play In Siegesjubel und Todesqual from 1916, Agathe Do-

% See Baumeister, 31.

70 See Sprengel, 135-136.

" See Djassemy, Die verfolgende Unschuld, 113.

72 See Spann, 59.

73 These dates are not conclusively determinable but the available records in
the German National Library suggest that they belong to the author of this

play.
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erk’s Nachtwache from 1916 and partially Hans Schreyer’s Brandung from
1917 all show these characteristics. They sound patriotic at first but differ
from the usual representation of the war in important aspects.”

A look at German-speaking publications that were published beyond
the reach of censorship seems to suggest a similar phenomenon. Arnold
Merz’ Simon Ritter (1916), Dora Héberlin’s Besser Wunden heilen als
Wunden schlagen (1915), Willy Schalch’s Der Sieg — Ein Ruf nach Frieden
und Menschentum (1918) and Felix Moeschlin’s (1882—1969) Die Revolu-
tion des Herzens (1917) were all published in Switzerland and are all at
least critical towards the war. Die Wiederkehr, whose protagonist’s return
fails, ending in his suicide as a result of his wartime experience, was pub-
lished in New York in 1916 by the Vienna-born Clara Ruge (1856-1937)
and is most likely the earliest critical Heimkehrerstiick of WWI. The text
was written at a time in which Heimkehrerfiguren appearing in plays pub-
lished in Germany were only used to promote endurance and promise a
seamless reintegration after the war. Since the Swiss perspective on the war
is significantly different to the German and Austro-Hungarian and Clara
Ruge seemed to have moved to New York before the war, the existence of
these critical plays does not come as a surprise, they do, however, indicate
that the publication of critical plays was only possible outside of the reach
of the Central Power’s influence. This indicates the great influence of ex-
ternal factors on the unified patriotic character of plays published within
Germany during the war, particularly amongst determined war plays. More
research into the censorship system during WWI would certainly be bene-
ficial here.

7% This collection of plays by Agathe Doerk is in many ways an exception. Her

four plays are amongst the most critical war plays that were published in
Germany during the war and probably just passed censorship because of her
clever and tactful way of including just enough patriotism to get away with
the critique while simultaneously making the patriotic argumentation so
fragmentary that she cannot be accused of really supporting this line of ar-
gumentation. Even Der Sohn seems to walk the line between true patriotism
and doubts about war itself. In this short play, predominantly consisting of a
monologue by the title character’s mother, Doerk reflects on the relationship
between a woman and her son and husband in times of war. The similarity to
the structure of patriotic plays in the second phase of the discourse could
therefore very well be a strategy and its true intention the preparation of this
last monologue. See the analysis of Doerk’s Nachtwache in the context of
the contributions of the Heimat in the analysis phase of the discourse.
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2.3 The two phases of the discourse of legitimisation

Within those plays that participate in the discourse of legitimisation, a clos-
er look reveals that with regards to the homogenously patriotic tenor, early
plays have a different focus than later plays. For analytical reasons, the
plays of the discourse can therefore be divided into two phases. The plays
from the first phase represent the war as a fight for the survival of the Ger-
man nation forced upon the German people by their enemies and portray
the national stereotypes previously discussed regarding the enemy nations
in order to prove the latter's’ alleged aggression. The plays of this phase,
which lasts until late 1915 or early 1916, thereby portray the core aspect of
the Verteidigungskrieg narrative and lay the foundation for the argumenta-
tion of the entire discourse of plays written during the war. Using the exis-
tential character of the war for the German nation, they propagate a unity
within the German people, who will allegedly do anything necessary to
protect their fatherland against foreign aggressors. The fatherland thereby
becomes an almost religious concept and its defence the sacred duty of the
German people.” Although this representation of the unity narrative is, in
the first phase of the discourse, an accepted fact rather than part of the dra-
matic configuration, its portrayal lay the foundation for the discourse’s sec-
ond phase.

From approximately 1916 onwards, the plays’ focus shifts from legiti-
mising the Verteidigungskrieg narrative to using it as a foundation for the
legitimisation of the sacrifices that have been — and will have to be — made
before victory can be achieved.” They often briefly refer to arguments le-

75 Klaus-Peter Philippi argues in his study Volk des Zorns (1979) that this reli-
gious exaltation is also an important topos in war poems. Analysing a poem
by Fritz Philippi (1869-1933), who also published a play called Al/tmutter in
1916, the author of the study highlights the literary construction of a unifica-
tion amongst the German people as well as between them and God — ex-
pressed in ‘we’, the first word of the poem. Philippi convincingly interprets
“das ‘wir’ als Instrument Gottes: sicher aber auch dieses selbst instrumental
zurechtgedachten Gottes. Dessen ‘Gerechtigkeit’ erfiillt sich durch das in-
strumentale ‘wir’ als Rache an den ‘Frevlern’. [...] Rache ist Gottesdienst,
Ekstase, ‘heilige Raserei’” (K-P. Philippi, 13). The fatherland thereby beco-
mes “eine Art innerer Uber-Welt” (13) and has to be protected because
“[s]ein Verlust machte ‘gottlos’ (13). The topos of religious exaltation is
omnipresent in plays of the discourse of legitimisation and although it will
not constitute the focus of this analysis, it is immanent in many important
aspects of the discourse.

The representation of the war generally started to lose its dominating status
within dramatic literature and other topics began to feature more frequently.
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gitimising the claimed defensive character of the warfare that dominated
the plays of the first phase, in order to blame the sacrifices of the German
people on the aggression of their enemies and thereby ultimately legitimise
continued sacrifice with the enemies’ sustained aggression. These devel-
opments appear parallel to a general change in the way people at home en-
gaged with the war. Because of the totality with which the war affected
most aspects of their lives, people were increasingly looking for a possible
distraction to establish some kind of normality amongst the increasing
shortages and the casualty lists that grew longer by the day. Cinemas, caba-
rets, theatres and literature could provide a distraction for the increasingly
war-weary people and the repertoires of Germany’s theatres prove, as pre-
viously discussed, that the people’s leisure time was now reserved for other
things.

Many farces tried to portray the war from an entertaining and humor-
ous perspective. The cleric Heinrich Mohr (1874-1951) for example had
already published an anthology called Kriegsschwinke aus alter Zeit in
1915 because he considered humour “einen guten Kameraden und brauch-
baren Waffenbruder in Heimat und Feld” (Mohr, 6). In a great number of
dramas about love and family intrigues, the war only serves as the impulse
for a plot that could just as well be represented in a variety of other set-
tings.”” As a consequence, the variety of the temporal settings within WWI
plays increases. The same applies to the plays of the discourse of legitimi-
sation. While the plays published in the first 18 months are predominantly
set between July and September 1914, frequently around the 1% of August,
the temporal settings of the plays published later depend on their topic and
are no longer restricted to the beginning of the war.

Instead of representing the reasons for the outbreak of the war and Ger-
many’s role in it, the focus shifted more to the unity narrative, the idea of a
German Volksgemeinschaft which would now, in times of a foreign threat to

Most scholarly works on the theatre during the war came to the same conclu-
sion with regards to the performances of war plays. The most detailed analy-
sis being Wolfgang Poensgen’s Der deutsche Biihnenspielplan im Weltkriege,
which examines most large German theatres and the types of plays per-
formed chronologically throughout the whole duration of WWI. Poensgen
comes to the conclusion that the number of performances of dedicated war
plays decreases from January 1915 onwards.

The war is often used as a reason for the absence of a father or lover and the
family or bride he left behind has to overcome all obstacles until he returns.
This is for example the plot of Poldi Neudeck’s Weihnachtswunder pub-
lished in 1917. In other plays, like in Siegfried Philippi’s Ein deutsches
Midel from 1915, this was used to provide a framework for a test of charac-
ter.
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the nation, form a united Verteidigungsgeminschaft. Kriegsanleihestiicke,
plays advertising war bonds, for example, have to be seen in this context, as
the topic was usually used to demonstrate the necessity of a united nation, in
which the people at home support those who are fighting at the front lines.”
Another very frequently found type of play is set in hospitals and emphasises
the great work of medical personnel, especially of the many voluntary nurses.
And while short, simple “Gelegenheitswerke” (Poensgen, 28) still dominated
the text corpus in 1916, in 1917 and 1918, Gelegenheitswerke, no longer
made up the majority of works. It seems as if they had adjusted to the in-
creasing physical and psychological demands on the soldiers at the front
lines as well as for the people at home and started to display more elaborate
dramatic conflicts. The disappearance of the urgent pressure to create easy-
to-stage plays, the people’s rejection of short, uninspired patriotic battle cries
and the refusal of many theatres to perform them had certainly facilitated this
development. The plays are, however, still extremely homogenous in their
patriotic representation. The representation of the legitimisation of the vic-
tims usually follows an often very simple antithetic character constellation in
which unpatriotic non-contributors and doubters are opposed by determined
figures who still belief in the German cause and dedicate all their power to
help save the fatherland.

Although the division into two phases is by no means to be under-
stood as a strict temporal classification, the focus on the legitimisation of
the war itself is significantly more frequent in publications of the first 18
months than of the last nearly three years of WWI. However, the defen-
sive character of the German warfare and the existential nature of WWI
for the German people are a constant topic in both phases. They serve as
the foundation for the legitimisation of victims and sacrifices, onto
which the focus of the discourse increasingly shifted during 1916. This
already indicates the continuity of important aspects of the discourse’s
first phase into its second, and there are in fact plays published during
later stages of the war that continue the argumentation of the first phase
without any changes.”

Richard GeBner’s 1916 play Der Feind circles around the rivalry be-
tween French civilisation and German culture and its plot is very similar to

78 The name Kriegsanleihestiick is derived from Fritz Kalesky’s 1918 play Die

Russen kommen which is subtitled Ein lustiges Sammel- und Kriegsanleihe-
stiick aus dem Landleben in 2 Aufziigen.

An additional factor that causes inconsistency in the division into two phases
is that the time of publication does not necessary coincide with the time of
the plays’ creation.
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many plays from 1914 or 1915.8° The typical stereotypes of the Russians as
dehumanised barbaric hordes are still present in plays published as late as
1918, for example in Willy Tharann’s play Kosaken. Even settings and oth-
er formal aspects are reminiscent of plays from the first phase of the dis-
course. Just like their predecessors, such plays are set in July or August of
1914, which becomes somewhat of a hallmark of plays portraying a ste-
reotypical representation of English, Russian or French characters, even
those published after 1916. Maria Krug’s (1855-1929) play Soldatenblut,
published under the alias Alinda Jacoby in 1917, represents this type of
play. Its beginning is set in the last days before the start of the war and rep-
resents the French motive of “Rache an [den] Deutschen, Revanche fiir
Elsal3-Lothringen” (Jacoby, 8), the “Niedertracht von dem Russen”, who
“heimlich seine Truppen mobilmachen [lieB]” (10) and the “bockbeinige
Englénder, der sich nur aus Neid und Habsucht in den Streit gemischt hat”
(16) who forced the Kaiser into a war he never wanted. These stereotypes
serve as the alleged motivations for the attack on Germany of which the
plays of the discourse accuse the other nations. And despite the war enter-
ing the third and fourth year, “[d]es Kaisers Friedensliebe” (Joerger, 6) re-
mained an often used argument to maintain the image of the war as an act
of defence and to legitimise Germany’s engagement in it, because
“[gJerechte Notwehr ist erlaubt und dieser Krieg ist auf Deutschlands und
auf Oesterreichs Seite der gerechteste, der je gefiihrt worden ist” (Jacoby,
14).

This demonstrates that the division into two phases expresses a tenden-
cy, not a strict separation into two groups. It can, however, provide a tool to
increase the precision of the analysis of the entire discourse, by allowing
extraction of two topoi that dominate the plays participating in the dis-
course of legitimisation: the legitimisation of the defensive character of
Germany’s warfare in the first phase and the legitimisation of the sacrifices
that the unity narrative, as a derivation of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative,
demands of all people.

80 In 1914, a similar distinction between the German and the French national

character exists in France. However, the concepts are allocated in reverse, as
Marc Ferro points out by quoting the French journalist and writer Henri
Lavedan: “The conflict before us is between two opposing forces — the
(German) force, which wears itself out because it is not supported by a high-
er ideal, and the (French) force, which can never be spent because it rests
upon an ideal of justice and liberty” (qtd. in Ferro, 295).
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3 The first phase — fighting (for) a defensive war

Dramatic literature starts to engage with the discourse of legitimisation
right after the start of the war. Some of the plays could even have been
written as war loomed ahead, considering that it took only six weeks for
Anton Ohorn’s Vorwdrts mit Gott to have its premier at the Neues
Stadttheater in Chemnitz.%' The Verteidigungskrieg narrative is such a
dominant topic, it appears in one form or another in almost all plays. Their
characters represent small town families during the early stages of the war,
simple allegorical figures like Germania, Peace, War or Justice, communi-
ties in the border regions to Russia or France and, of course, soldiers on
their way into or in the first battles of the war.

Regardless of the details of the individual plays’ settings, they all rep-
resent the central aspects of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. The first of
these aspects is the expectation of an imminent attack on Germany that
could not have been avoided, despite the Kaiser’s having used every dip-
lomatic measure available to him. The enemies, however, are portrayed as
having “sich ja schon jahrelang auf diesen Krieg vorbereitet, so daf3 uns die
schwere Zeit doch nicht ausgeblieben wire” (Eichler, 26), even if war
could have been avoided this time. The second significant aspect is the ex-
pectation that a defeat in this inevitable war would cause the annihilation of
the German people and their culture. Once more, this confirms the democ-
ratisation of war and, as this aspect is part of the narrative to convince the
people that the fight is in their best interest by defining it as inevitable to
save the fatherland, puts the Kaiser in the role of the defender of his people.

Martin Baumeister sees in the representation of the Verteidigungskrieg
narrative on the Berlin stages during the first months of the war, especially
when appearing in patriotic preludes like Schmidtbonn’s Kriegsvorspiel fiir
die Biihne, “cine spezifische Schwiche der deutschen Position” (Baumeis-
ter, 76). Agreeing with Jeffrey Verhey and Michael Jeismann, he interprets
the focus on the defensive nature of Germany’s warfare as a desperate at-
tempt to blame the enemy, but understands it as inferior to the argumenta-

81" This was followed by premiers of Hermann Freund and Will Wolff’s Immer

feste druff! on the 1%, Fritz Redl, Alexander Pordes-Milo and Hermann
Frey’s Berlin im Felde on the 2", Max Neal and Max Werner’s Infanterist
Pflaume on the 24™ and Carl Hauptmann’s Die Toten singen on the 31 of
October. In many other cases, it is not possible to say if or when the plays
have premiered, especially since many of them would only ever have been
performed on small local stages. Thus, the number of plays that premiered
within the first weeks of the war was probably even higher than the number
of actually recorded premiers.
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tion of the Entente, which could actually refer to the invasion of Belgium.
He sees therein the origin of the reactivation of stereotypes of the enemies,
which were necessary to back up the narrative. This strategy is not limited
to the performance of patriotic monologues and poems recited before thea-
tre productions but is also immanent in the dramatic literature of WWI. But
while these scholars’ argument is certainly valid on a social historical level,
Baumeister’s view that Germany’s literature had no argument to counter
the Entente’s allegation that Germany had started the war is a retrospective
assessment and does not take into account the conviction of contemporaries
of being in the role of the defender. The propaganda narratives and the au-
thority the Kaiser’s speeches gave them fuelled this conviction in many
people and WWI plays picked it up in large numbers in accordance with
the argumentation of the narratives. The plays’ representations de-
legitimise the Entente’s accusations that Germany had started the war by
portraying the attack on Belgium as an act of self-defence against an inevi-
table attack. Although their argumentation is, just like that of the narratives,
a huge simplification of historical events and seems all too obviously con-
tradictive to later generations, which is what Baumeister’s critique is main-
ly referring to, such an understanding was not yet evident at the time the
plays were written. Moreover, at the level of their dramatic configuration,
the argumentation of the plays is in itself a logical consequence of the fun-
damental beliefs on which they are based, not only when considering indi-
vidual plays but also when seen across the text corpus of the discourse of
legitimisation.

“Sollen wir denn warten, bis die russischen Armeekorps unsere Gren-
zen {iberschritten haben” (Schare, Deutsche Helden!, 3) is the fifth sentence
of Friedrich Schare’s play Deutsche Helden! referring to Russia’s mobilisa-
tion. The tone, character and message of this play is typical of a large group
of short plays, all set around the first of August 1914. SCHRODER, a small-
town blacksmith, leaves no doubt that it was Germany’s obligation to en-
gage in this war for “[w]enn ich jemand aus meinem Hause halten will,
dann darf ich ihn nicht erst hereinkommen lassen!” (3). The time to strike
has, in his opinion, arrived, “ein weiteres Zogern [wiirde] flir uns schon
Verlust bedeute[n]” (3). These few statements are representative of the core
argumentation of early German war dramas. They portray the German at-
tack as a pre-emptive and therefore defensive action. The almost unfailing-
ly positive reception of these at their core very aggressive statements by
other characters once more demonstrates the conviction that Germany has
been attacked and that this justifies, if not obligates the German people to
defend themselves. Referring to the Russians as the nation that first crossed
the line by mobilising their troops, as SCHRODER does in the quote above, is
a rather common way to interpret the events unfolding in July 1914. The

58



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

The first phase — fighting (for) a defensive war

plays, once more in accordance with the official version of the events, rep-
resent this step as proof of an inevitable Russian invasion. The full mobili-
sation of the Central Powers’ armies was therefore without alternative, as
the actor and author Vollrath von Lepel (1879—-1937) represents in his 1915
play Fiir’s Vaterland: “Es gab ja eigentlich kein Zuriick mehr, nachdem die
Feinde unverholen [sic] ihre Absicht, den Frieden zu storen, klargelegt hat-
ten” (Lepel, 13).

The lack of literary quality, which is apparent in plays like Lepel’s and
which caused the harsh judgement by contemporary critics like Richard
Elsner, frequently leads to a focus on affect creation that is supposed to
capture the recipients’ reception of the represented narratives on an emo-
tional level. The plays therefore connect German characters to positive af-
fects such as kindliness, gentleness, faithfulness and determination, while
the enemies, often in absentia, are characterised by negative affects such as
hate, aggression and perfidy. These affective antitheses are used to give
additional credibility to the protagonists’ arguments by confirming the ac-
cusations they make throughout the play and to thereby legitimise the prop-
aganda narratives. The prevalent usage of affects in conveying these
aspects is, however, frequently a sign of the authors’ lack of alternate
dramaturgical and literary tools.

Equally as homogenous as the plays’ argumentation are the dramatis
personae through which it is expressed. Honest and peace-loving German
characters discuss or encounter stereotypical representations of their ene-
mies. Depending on the plays’ geographical settings, they usually focus on
the negative portrayal of the motives of a given enemy nation, blaming the
outbreak of the war either on the barbaric nature of the Russians, the
vengefulness of the French, or the envy of the English, in order to gain
credibility for the legitimisation of the arguments created by the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative.

3.1 The rapacity of the Cossack hordes — Russia’s alleged invasion

It was certainly easier to legitimise the campaign in East Prussia and Gali-
cia as an act of self-defence than the campaign in Belgium and France. Not
only because Russia’s mobilisation preceded Germany’s but also because
of the German campaign strategies. The Schlieffenplan required a concen-
tration of troops on the western front in order to defeat France in a very
short time frame before redeploying the troops to the Russian front. The
defensive stalling tactic and the frequent retreats of the German troops in
the East allowed the Russian army to advance onto German soil during the
first weeks of the war. At the same time, the military weakness of the
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Habsburg Monarchy allowed an advance of Russian troops into Galicia. It
was not until the end of August that German troops were able to push the
Russians back and out of East Prussia.®?

This meant that the German’s own military strategy had an additional
propaganda benefit as it confirmed what the Verteidigungskrieg narrative
had propagated — an imminent Russian attack on Germany. Early war plays
frequently use this development to legitimise the Verteidigungskrieg narra-
tive. Set in small towns in the border regions, they represent the East Prus-
sian people’s fight against the Russian invasion and the danger it poses to
the survival of German culture by portraying the invaders as a “Réuber-
und Mérderbande” (Engelbrecht, 4), which destroys everything in its path
like a swarm of locusts. These plays thereby emphasise the unprovoked
nature of the Russian attack by portraying Russian troops as uncivilised
hordes, whose goal it is to extend their reign and further spread a forced
“Panslawismus” (F. Hillmann, 6), as Franz Hillmann (1881-1954) very
clearly expresses it. The villagers in these plays are often shown in a state
between hope and fear as they await the arrival of the invading Russian ar-
my. In some plays, like Wilhelm Ernst’s Fiirs Vaterland! from 1915 and
Louis Engelbrecht’s (1857-1934) Ostpreuflen from 1916, the German
troops reach the mostly small villages in which they are set in time to de-
fend them against the approaching Russian invaders. In other plays, like
Paul Enderling’s (1880-1938) Ostpreufien or Felix Renker’s Von der Knute
befreit!, both published in 1915, German troops have to free a village after
it has fallen under Russian occupation.

In both cases, the Russian attack on East Prussia is characterised as
being devious and the enemies are alleged to have “gelogen und Frieden
geheuchelt, wihrend hinter der Grenze die Russen in Scharen standen, be-
reit, unser Vaterland mit den Kosaken zu {iberschwemmen” (Renker, Von
der Knute befreit, 21). Choosing the word iiberschwemmen, Renker uses a
stereotype of the Russians that is important in the context of the narra-
tive.®3 The Russian invaders are not portrayed as soldiers, but as undisci-
plined, barbaric, as “wild[e] Horden” (Radermacher, 60), almost
untameable by their officers, who in fact hardly try to contain them. This
is a clear reference to the stereotype of the Russian people as uncivilised

82 See Miinkler, 142-143.

8 After the war, Felix Renker wrote plays for the Neue Arbeiter Biihne. In his
1920 play Um Recht und Freiheit, set in the aftermaths of the Kapp Putsch,
he takes a clear stance against reactionary forces. This indicates how com-
prehensive the stereotypes were, and how they were by no means a sign of a
mindset that would almost inevitably lead to reactionary and right-wing
ideologies after the end of the war.
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savages living in small self-governed communities across Russia’s large
eastern territory in the tradition of Marx’ writings. The popularity of this
image of the Russians in early war plays demonstrates that it was very
well established in the German cultural memory, suggesting that it made
the Verteidigungskrieg narrative quite plausible in the context of the
summer of 1914.

Especially in the plays set in the first weeks of the war on the eastern
front, these images are consequently used to create strong negative affects,
to enhance the resentments against the enemy and to legitimise the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative. Paul Enderling uses the mayor of the little border
town in which his play Ostpreuflen is set, to demonstrate the impossibility
of mediation between the villagers and the Russians and to expose the al-
leged cultural difference between the civilised Germans and the barbaric
invaders.® Those villagers who are still alive after the attack serve as eye-
witnesses to the Russian barbarism. They report of drunken Russian sol-
diers, who have “die Schrinke und das Klavier” of a villager’s house “als
Klosett beniitzt” (Enderling, 64). Even the commanding officer lacks man-
ners and “[w]ischt sich mit einem Zipfel des Tischtuchs [...] die Nase” (81)
when he comes to the mayor’s house to discuss the lack of discipline in his
soldiers. But instead of taking seriously the mayor’s concerns about the
thefts and cruelties committed by the foreign occupiers, the Russian colonel
mocks him, emphasising the accusations Enderling is trying to make.
Enderling lets him explain to the mayor that if he were Russian, his zeal
could make him rich if it were not for his honest nature. Thus, the Russian
officer concludes an anecdote from before the war, “[dJumm und ehrlich ist
bei uns ziemlich dasselbe” (84). By locating this anecdote in peace times,
Enderling is suggesting that it is the Russian nature itself and not the excep-
tional situation of war that is responsible for their behaviour. Even the adju-
tant to the Russian general Nicholas Nikolaevich, a Grand Duke, whose
German counterpart would embody great honour balanced by strict disci-
pline and integrity, is reportedly a bon viveur and womaniser, who has
“[jleden Tag eine andere” (86).

8 The play premiered on the 30" of April 1915 in the Neues Schauspiclhaus in

Konigsberg and received a very mixed reaction. Ludwig Goldstein admitted
in a review on the day after the premier in the Kdnigsberger hartungsche
Zeitung that Enderling did not reach “die Wipfel des Literarischen” (Gold-
stein, 2) but praised the patriotic tenor of the play. Hans Franck, however,
who reviewed the play for Das literarische Echo, called it “Abonnen-
tenkriegskunst” (Franck, Rev. of Ostpreufien, 1334) about which one should
not “schweigen” but emphasise “immer aufs Neue ihre Schidlichkeit”
(1335).
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All these characterisations serve to portray the Russian people as bar-
baric and despicable by nature. They appear lost when encountering ‘civi-
lised” German people, crossing the line into almost comical figures
compared to the superior cultural standards with which Enderling imbues
the German characters. Despite this comical but nevertheless repulsive
characterisation, the Russian soldiers, first and foremost the Cossacks, are
not meant to be taken with humour, as they are murderers and opportunists
of the worst kind. Enderling’s description of the KOSAKENOBERST in the
dramatis personae provides an insight into the “Typus des Slawen” (5) that
is conveyed in these plays. They are “nicht rein als komische Figur zu er-
fassen” because “unmittelbar neben kindlicher Naivitdt steht rohe Brutali-
tat” (5). Another frequent characteristic of Russian characters is alcoholism.
Peter Saget for example points that out in the “Bemerkungen fiir die
Auffithrung” (Saget, 2) for his 1915 play Im Lande der Knute, which uses
the description of SUKOFF’s “dicke[r] ‘Kartoffelnase’, die stark blaurot ist”
as a sign to indicate “den Schnapstrinker” (2).

To pre-empt this behaviour, the first scenes of many East Prussia plays
are dominated by villagers pondering whether to flee and give up their homes
and possessions or stay and hope to be rescued by German troops. These
scenes are used to contrast the bravery and innocence of the German people
with the cruelty and barbarism of the Russian invaders. The positive affects
these scenes attempt to attribute to the German characters are meant to in-
crease the cultural gap between the two nations and to enhance the negative
affects the representation of the Cossacks was intended to create. This creates
an affective mode within plays set at an eastern front dominated by fear and
terror and used to enhance the image of the Russian soldiers as barbaric
hordes. This atmosphere facilitates a dehumanisation of Russian characters,
which is only matched by the rather rare portrayals of colonial soldiers.

Being the most feared of all Russian troops, the Cossacks are portrayed
to be “Hollenhunde” (Engelbrecht, 5) and “Mordbrenner” (C. R. Schmidt,
20) who are “schlimmer als wilde Tiere” (Lepel, 17). Often referred to as
murderers, in many different varieties of the term, legends of the Russian
soldiers pillaging and burning everything in their way precede their ad-
vancing armies in the plays and represent the danger to the German nation
of which the propaganda narratives warn. In many scenes they appear indi-
rectly, described by refugees fleeing from villages which have already been
attacked. KACZMAREK, one of those refugees, is used by Enderling to in-
scribe the cruelties the Russians are accused of into the play. When asked
why he fled his village, he answers, “[h]aben Sie einmal Gutshdfe und Dor-
fer von weitem brennen sehen? [...] Haben Sie das Gequiek des verbrann-
ten Viehs und das Geschrei gequélter, maltritierter Menschen gehort?”
(Enderling,44). Another refugee puts it in even more graphic terms when
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she reports “in Prostken haben sie den Frauen die Briiste abgeschnitten und
die Kinder auf die Lanze gespieft” (104). Others claim the Russians had
“Greise erschlagen aus purer Mordlust, [...] und wehrfahige Ménner, so-
weit sie noch im Heimatdorfe waren, verstiimmelt” (Lepel, 17). To empha-
sise this, Felix Renker has a father in a Russian occupied town threaten to
kill himself and his daughter, rather than let a Cossack get a hand on her;
“Ehe mir einer das Maidel beriihren diirfte, eher machte ich uns beiden
selbst ein Ende, das weill Gott” (Renker, Von der Knute befieit, 6) is how-
ever only the clearest expression of what is indicated in many ways in
many plays.

Comments like “[s]o fithrt Ruland Krieg” (Lepel, 17) are often used to
extend these anecdotes. Such comments attribute anecdotes like these to the
entire Russian campaign and, like the example of the burning estates
proves, legitimise the Verteidigungskrieg narrative by explicitly including
the destruction of representations of German culture in East Prussia. They
allow the plays to label the Russian campaign as one not led by soldiers but,
as Carl Hauptmann expresses it, by “Morder [...] mit roten Periicken ...
mit blutunterlaufenen Augen ... mit greulichen Krallenfausten” (C.
Hauptmann, Kosaken, 40).%° In combination with their characterisation as
de-individualised hordes, this strategy contributes to the dehumanisation of
the Russian soldiers.®” Animal metaphors like “Russenhunde” (C. Haupt-
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86

See for example Radermacher, 63—64.

His Krieg, written and published before the war had started and which can be
seen as one of the first WWI plays, is free of such images. Instead, it focus-
ses on the state of the secular world, which cannot be saved but must be de-
stroyed in order to be reborn. In a letter to Armin Theophil Wegener dated
17" of Mai 1914, Hauptmann writes that Berta von Suttner was so impressed
by the play that she tried to convince Max Reinhardt “‘dieses Meisterwerk
beim internationalen Weltfriedenskongress im September in Wien zur
Auffiihrung zu bringen’” (C. Hauptmann, Leben mit Freunden, 209). But in
his five one act plays published in 1915 in the collection Aus dem grofien
Kriege, particularly in Kosaken, Carl Hauptmann joins many other renowned
writers who turned to the representation of old stereotypes.

The argument of the enemy’s civil inferiority has often been used to legiti-
mise the strategic use of violence in colonial wars, as they were said to be
fought against savages who do not have to be treated like equals (see
Langewiesche, 12). Although the legitimisation of violence is not evident in
the analysed dramas, the dehumanisation serves as a means of legitimisation
as it increases the cultural gap between the civilised, peaceful German peo-
ple and the barbaric foreign invaders. A variation of this method can be seen
in the context of the colonial troops used by France and England in plays like
Schmetzer’s Deutschland und seine Feinde.
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mann, Im galizischen Dorfe, 78) are frequently used to this effect. Mixing
these reports with stories from before the war, Russian refugees are also
used to position brutality and uncultured behaviour as part of the Russian
nature, rather than the results of being at war. Wilhelm Ernst uses the char-
acter of the Russian immigrant JOSEF who fled from his home after the Tsar
had “Vatter [sic] und armes Mutter aufhdngen lassen” (Ernst, 18), to pre-
cisely this effect. Linking Russian wartime behaviours to times of peace
disconnects the displayed cruelty from the inevitable atrocities of war by
locating it in the nature of the Russian culture itself.

As a consequence, the Russian army as it is commonly represented in
East Prussia plays appears like a swarm of locusts which “pliindern und
morden” (Engelbrecht, 21) in every village and “stecken die H&user an”
(21) if there is “nichts mehr zu pliindern” (5), before finally moving on.
This biblical allusion, also used in non-literary propaganda, enhances the
religious exaltation that underlines the defence of the German fatherland.
Central to the argumentation is, again, the Verteidigungskrieg narrative.
God, so the logic, will side with Germany, whose people are peaceful and
devout and have been innocent victims of an attack by pagan hordes. The
characters’ faith, which is frequently the only weapon they have against the
invading armies, directly draws from the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. God,
so the logic, will eventually help those who are fighting for a just cause,
and the almost miraculous last minute rescue or liberation of a German vil-
lage that often concludes East Prussia plays proves the justness of the Ger-
man cause.

Besides this religious connotation, the liberation of East Prussia is also
used as a sign for Germany’s superiority. It is usually preluded by the rep-
resentation of the nature of the Russian occupation, the portrayal of which
serves as additional justification for the German counter-attack. During the
occupation, the Russians drink and eat everything they can find and their
barbarism and arbitrariness endangers the villagers at all times, especially
since they only move on when “sie sich [...] satt gepliindert haben, wenn’s
nichts mehr zu morden und anzuziinden gibt” (Lepel, 20).

For the German characters, the plays thereby create an almost hopeless
situation and the only reason they do stay in their villages is their faith in
the German troops. The hope for the liberators to arrive before the Russians
slaughter everybody, burn the town to the ground and move on to the next
village is often the entire plot of the plays. It is of course part of the mes-
sage of these plays that the German troops, frequently with lost or es-
tranged sons of the protagonists fighting amongst them, eventually come to
the rescue. Many early plays, such as Hans Radermacher’s Die Helden der
Ostgrenze oder Lieb’ Vaterland, magst ruhig sein (1914), whose third act is
entitled “Einbruch der Russen und ihre Vertreibung” (Radermacher, 3),
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Carl Robert Schmidt’s (*1879) Auf treuer Wacht (1915) and, Carl Haupt-
mann’s Im galizischen Dorfe (1915), in which it is at least implied, finish
with the victory of the German army, in order to demonstrate that the Ger-
man people will eventually overcome the horrors that the Russian cam-
paign brings and emerge from the war stronger than they were before. The
conviction amongst the German characters that bravery, unity, endurance
and sacrifice will eventually lead to a happy end has to be understood as
the main message of these plays. Although the plays of the first phase of
the war put a strong emphasis on portraying the guilt of the enemy, this
plea for bravery, unity and endurance already lays the foundation for the
second phase of the discourse.

Since the attack on Germany was, in reference to the Russian mobilisa-
tion, historically evident and did not need to be substantiated, the writers
focused on the display of the violence and cruelty of the invading enemy.
The eastern front was the only front that was, at least for a certain period of
time, in the Central Powers’ territory. It was therefore easy to portray the
alleged crimes committed in East Prussia as crimes against the German
people and their culture and to thereby legitimise the official Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative by simply confirming what it predicted.

3.2 Rivalry and revenge — the portrayal of France’s motives

Plays not specifically set in East Prussia mainly engage with France’s al-
leged war culpability. Despite all the differences in the portrayal of the en-
emy in the east and the enemy in the west, the basic representation is the
same in plays of both contexts. In a way, the definition of the attack on
Belgium as pre-emptive warfare is even reliant on the events in East Prus-
sia. But in their scope, the plays set on the western fronts go beyond the
defence of German territory and define the war to a much greater extent
than plays set in the East as a fight for the survival of the German culture.
Legitimisation in western front plays is thereby not only based on the right
to defend one’s own nation against an invader, but also on the necessity to
defend it against the influences of French civilisation.

With this rivalry being inscribed into the cultural memory of both
Germany and France, with essays like that of Thomas Mann demonstrating
how present it was in the contemporary consciousness, any conflict be-
tween the two countries ultimately exceeded its immediate magnitude.
Consequently, defeat weighed doubly as heavy as it normally would and
could damage the pride of the defeated nation for a long time. Whether or
not this was true, the German propaganda instrumentalised France’s al-
leged humiliation after the war of 1870/71 and positioned it as the motive
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for the alleged French aggression. French humiliation became an important
part of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative and its literary representation was
ultimately used to legitimise the German attack on Belgium as an act of
self-defence against France.®®

Since playwrights could not factually portray a French army advancing
through German territory, murdering and pillaging everything along the
way, they had to use different strategies than in those plays set in the East.
As mentioned, the plays legitimise WWI as a pre-emptive war and in the
first phase of the discourse predominantly base this on two aspects. The
first one refers to the long-lasting rivalry between Germany and France,
whose last violent confrontation, the Franco-Prussian War, left France as
the losing side with a thirst for revenge. Mentioned in the Thronrede, re-
venge is a vital keyword within the Verteidigungskrieg narrative and is
used in the plays as France’s alleged motive for an attack on Germany. The
second argument is based on the treaty between France and Russia, the fre-
quently referred to “Zweibund” (Treichel, 25), and constant mentioning of
the already launched Russian attack serves as alleged evidence for an inevi-
table and imminent French invasion.

Franz Eichler’s 1915 play Die allgemeine Mobilisierung transforms the
complicated implications of July 1914 into a rather simple chain of events
that characterises the common representation of the Verteidigungskrieg ar-
gumentation in the plays. Eichler has his character WENZEL explain that
England has “dos ganze Theater arranschiert, um Deutschland zu ver-
nichten” (Eichler, 9) and thereby makes an accusation that spreads the dis-
course of legitimisation more or less explicitly across all media. The chain
reaction he accuses of having turned the whole of Europe into a war zone
then has the following logic: for the young boy WENZEL, who has learned
this from his teacher, it is indisputably clear that “der Mord in Sarajewo
von den Russen angezettelt war, und daher Ruflland den Serben helfen
muB” (8). Germany, as their ally, will fight on the side of Austria-Hungary
and, as a consequence, “greifen die Franzosen Deutschland an” (9). Alt-
hough this Styria play does not explicitly mention the French’s own mo-
tives, the fact that they will attack Germany and get involved in the war is
undoubted and represents the discourse’s usual logic.

Other plays focus more directly on the French motives. Hans von Ja-
nuszkiewicz’ (*1855) Die Rose von Gravelotte (1918), published under the

88 After Germany experienced the loss of a war first hand in 1918, the increas-

ingly influential fascist ideology is, ironically, founded on revenge for the
loss of WWI, arguing that the inner and outer enemy must be destroyed in
order to reverse the humiliation Germany had to endure after the defeat and
under the Treaty of Versailles.
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pseudonym Hans von Reinfels, is one of them.®® GASTON, the father of
ROSE-MARIE, the female protagonist of the play, fully supports and accepts
his daughter’s marriage to a German officer, whom she met during the
Franco-Prussian War. Despite his approval of this marriage, his heart still
belongs to his native France and when the signs point towards a new armed
conflict, Januszkiewicz uses this conflict to expose France’s alleged mo-
tives. He lets the French father warn his daughter about the determination
that will in his mind decide the war in France’s favour because “[e]s geht
um die Revanche” (Reinfels, 91). Although GASTON is portrayed as a lov-
ing father who is merely trying to protect his daughter as well as her Ger-
man husband, his confidence in the French victory serves as a symbol of
the alleged arrogance of the French army, which, according to many plays,
will eventually backfire.

Furthermore, his idea of a solely militarily led war between two armies
dates back to 1871 and is not adjusted to the totalisation the upcoming war
will bring about. As an admirer of German culture, caring about German
people like his son in law and his grandson, who are both officers in the
German army, does not contradict his hope for a French victory that would
eradicate the shame of 1871. But as a member of a family of two Prussian
officers, he suffers reprisals by the French authorities and the play uses ex-
actly this development to portray the usual propaganda arguments. Through
French officers who come to interrogate the family, the play exposes the
nature of France’s intentions further by basing their reprisals on
“Verdachtsmomente [...], noch zuriickgehend auf die Zeit des Krieges von
1870 (97). Setting the play in the town of Gravelotte is also noteworthy.
Located in the Alsace region, the town saw the longest battle of the Franco-
Prussian War and symbolises both France’s “Hoffnungen” of regaining the
lost territory and its “Groll” (Wilhelm II, Thronrede).

The way the French treat GASTON’s family highlights the French rejec-
tion of anything that is connected to Germany and is supposed to show how
nationalistic France has become by contrasting this behaviour to the ger-
manophile character of GASTON’s daughter ROSE-MARIE, who represents
the true spirit of “‘[...] was ehrenhaft, frei, mutig und treu ist’” (Reinfels,

8 Although published in 1918, the play was “[ilm Dezember 1914 [...] fertig
gestellt, genau im Wortlaut und in der inneren Gestalt” (Reinfels, 9) in which
it was published four years later. Unlike the discourse of de-legitimisation,
which would not be established until after the war because of a lack of par-
ticipating plays, the discourse of legitimisation was established at the time of
the play’s completion. The publication date is therefore, analytically, seen as
secondary and the play belongs into the first phase of the literary discourse
of legitimisation.
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93). In the last scene of the play, the people of Gravelotte, spurred on by
JEAN, whom ROSE-MARIE had once rejected and who manifests the motif
of revenge on a personal level, forcefully enter her home, causing the death
of her father GASTON. JEAN even ends up stabbing ROSE-MARIE to death
before he is killed by her son, who arrives at the scene with Prussian sol-
diers. By portraying how she prevents the Prussian troops from killing any
other French perpetrators, even after being stabbed and left dying, Janus-
zkiewicz means to further emphasise “wie viel hoher Deutschland in allen
Kultur- und Gefiihlswerten steht als das schone Frankreich, das sich einst
riihmte, an der Spitze der Zivilisation zu marschieren” (132).

Similar motives are used in J. Herman’s 1914 play Im Vogesenkampf,
which also legitimises the Verteidigungskrieg narrative by basing the play’s
conflict predominantly on the discourse. The French officer appearing in it
is looking for “Revanche pour Weillenbourg, Worth, Gravelotte” (Herman,
20), again mentioning three places which signify prestigious German vic-
tories in the Franco-Prussian War and thereby serve as proof of France’s
thirst for revenge. Following the logic of many plays, the Russian attack on
Germany provides the perfect opportunity for French revenge and, as Paul
Treichel expresses it in his 1915 play Deutscher Geist und deutsche Treue,
“diesen Augenblick werden die Franzosen benutzen, um Rache zu fordern”
(Treichel, 28).

This conviction is combined with the fear of a treaty between Russia
and France, which would allegedly oblige the latter to support any Russian
aggression. The bare mention of the keyword revenge combined with a ref-
erence to the French-Russian treaty is in most plays enough to convince the
German characters of the inevitability of a French attack and they generally
do not question these accusations but simply accept them as fact. Written in
retrospect, the plays use the factual advance of Russian troops into German
territory as confirmation of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative and in turn
justify the German attack on Belgium as an act of self-defence.

The vengeful and opportunistic character that the plays assign to the
French people is ultimately used to justify the resentful and spiteful emo-
tions with which the honest German characters are imbued. At first glance,
the affective mode created by these representations seems significantly dif-
ferent to that of fear and horror created in East Prussia plays. However, the
plays engaging with France also try to evoke affects which go beyond sim-
ple repugnance. Besides providing a clear explanation for the inevitability
of the French attack, the fact that the French are willing to “benutzen”
(Treichel, 28) the Russian aggression in order to get their revenge serves in
the plays as evidence of their malice towards the Germans. It attributes a
very calculated and actively aggressive nature to France’s course of action
in the summer of 1914. Furthermore, it makes the French at least partially

68



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

The first phase — fighting (for) a defensive war

responsible for the invasion of East Prussia and the image of barbarism to
which it was connected for contemporary recipients.

Just as in the East Prussia plays, the maliciousness of the French plans
is contrasted with the peacefulness of the German characters in order to
enhance the affects. The Verteidigungskrieg narrative is omnipresent in this
context and the German characters are often used to directly refer to its
source. They generally adopt the image of being “mitten im Frieden [...]
von miflglinstigen Feinden iiberfallen” (Ewald, 20), like Fritz Ewald’s
(*1870) character LOTTE whom he uses to introduce the Kaiser’s speech
into his 1914 play Der Weckruf®® The parts of Wilhelm II’s speeches in
which he refers to the peacefulness of the German people and his own at-
tempts to prevent the outbreak of the war are frequently incorporated into
the plays.”!

They lead to a certain image of the Kaiser that is best summed up in the
antonomasia “Friedenskaise[r]” (17), which can be found in a variety of
different versions in many plays.”> Although these references appear in
plays of all settings, the emphasis on them is stronger and more frequent in
plays set on the western front. If they do not employ the previously men-
tioned antonomasia, or directly or indirectly quote the speeches, the plays
represent the Kaiser’s claim through the behaviour of their German charac-
ters, which are used to emphasise the maliciousness and aggression of the
enemies with their honesty and attempts to maintain peace.

Typical of the representation of this contrast is the first scene of Paul
Treichel’s previously mentioned play Deutscher Geist und deutsche Treue.
It is set in October 1913 at the annual harvest celebration of a small town.
The people are shown celebrating “die blithende, goldene Zeit” (Treichel, 9)
with music, dance, food and drink, inviting wandering strangers into their
midst, generously sharing what they themselves have and rewarding their

% Although Fritz Ewald was also a pseudonym for Eva von Rappard, neither

the German Literature Archives in Marbach nor the German National Li-
brary has birth nor death dates of Eva von Rappard, while they provide at
least the birth year for the author of Der Weckruf, Fritz Ewald. Although this
inconsistency makes it difficult to ultimately confirm that the two names be-
long to the same person, it remains highly likely considering the publication
history of Der Weckruf and its cataloguing in the German National Library.
Another example would be Franz Hillmann’s 1914 play Des deutschen
Reiches Schirmherr (see Fr. Hillmann, 8). It also serves as an example of
plays written to be staged at particular events like a Kaiserfeier, as Hillmann
suggests in the subtitle.
2 See for example Kellert, Heimkehr, 34; Jacoby, 7; Joerger, 6; Flinterhoff, 7;
Herman, 3; 27; Schare, Deutsche Helden, 5. It also appears in Heinrich Hou-
ben’s (1875-1935) 1914 play Weihnachts-Feldpost (Houben, 12).
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guests for their contribution to the festivities. This exaltation of the hospi-
table German nature and the peaceful way of life of the villagers is then
abruptly contrasted by the plays’ second act. When the curtain rises for the
second act, it is late July 1914, war is imminent, and the previous peaceful
times seem like a distant memory.

The dialogues in this act all revolve around the expectations for the up-
coming war and Treichel uses them to confirm the argumentation of the
Verteidigungskrieg narrative. Written in retrospect, the characters already
anticipate the magnitude of the war.

Daf3 dieser Krieg furchtbare Opfer an Menschen und Material kosten wird,
ist sicher. Ungeheure Summen verschluckt ein moderner Krieg. Selbst wenn
Deutschland siegend in diesem Kampfe, welcher zum Weltkampf ausarten
wird, hervorgeht, so hat es doch Wunden erhalten, die einer langen Reihe
von Jahren der Heilung bediirfen (27).

France’s opportunistically motivated aggression is just as responsible for
this catastrophe as the barbarism of the Russian hordes.

Furthermore, the way in which the relation between the Russian and
the French aggression is portrayed reinstates the view of the “verdammte[n]
Russenvolk” (25) whose undiplomatic aggression enabled others to take
advantage of their rough, martial nature. By using Russia as an ally, France
willingly accepts their methods of warfare. The plays include references to
the inevitable loss of life and destruction of hard earned prosperity that will
come with this great war to represent a reaction of despair amongst the
German characters, which over the course of the plays regularly turns into
hate and rage. This allows the plays to link the portrayal of France’s role in
the outbreak of the war to the same strong negative affects as Russia’s role
and emotionalises the reception of France’s alleged motivation on whose
basis the attack on Belgium is legitimised as a pre-emptive act of self-
defence.

The frequent appearance of established stereotypes regarding the
French in these plays show once more how widespread they were and
might provide an explanation for the narratives as well as the plays’ initial
success. Just as in the East Prussia plays, they are used to give additional
credibility to the argument of a defensive warfare supported by the empha-
sis on the peacefulness of the German people. Plays engaging with Eng-
land’s role in the outbreak of the war show similar strategies, ultimately
representing the British Empire as the mastermind behind a conspiracy that
aims to destroy Germany.
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3.3 The puppet master — England’s role in early war plays

England’s role in the discourse of legitimisation is linked to both France
and Russia and is not limited to a geographical setting within the plays.
This can be explained with the role the plays assign to it. England is ren-
dered the driving force behind the Russian and French attacks on Germany
and represents an extension of the usual argumentation of the Vertei-
digungskrieg narrative as it was established in the speeches that outlined its
argumentation. English characters demonstrate the cunning strategies with
which they allegedly manipulated the other nations, while cowardly re-
maining in the background. This role is frequently referred to by German
characters, who label them as “Brandstifter” (Bram, 3), whose “gewis-
senlose, chrgeizige Gesellschaft” ensured that “Russen und Franzosen”
were “in den Krieg hineingehetzt” (Flinterhoff, 7).

This accusation is again based on historical stereotypes that are evocative
linked to Heinrich Heine’s characterisation of the personal- and material-
freedom seeking Englishman, amongst others. They are, like all other stereo-
types represented in early war plays, used to provide the motivation for the
alleged attempt to destroy Germany as England’s most feared competitor and
to label Germany’s war effort as an act of self-defence. Although the assigned
role remains the same as in other plays of the discourse, the representation of
England is more varied than that of the other nations. It includes (1) single-
line sidenotes that the plays have German characters make, (2) the appearance
of English characters in supporting roles and (3) plots which explicitly focus
on England’s deceitful actions. The first of these three strategies is the most
frequent one, however, it is not the most analytically conclusive one because
the core message of its application can be summed up in the one word —
Brandstifier — from Max Bram’s (1855-1935) 1914 play Opfer, quoted earlier.
Although the focus of the following analysis will be on the representation of
this aspect, the textual evidence will be taken from plays which represent it in
a more dramatically elaborate way than Bram.

The nature of the English character is again often emphasised in con-
trast to other characters. Flinterhoff’s 1914 play Ums eiserne Kreuz, for
example, portrays an English officer who shows his arrogance even in de-
feat, in order to expose this behaviour as a characteristic of the English
mindset. He treats the German enlisted men who captured him with disre-
spect, calls them “deutsch[e] Barbaren” (Flinterhoff, 28) and refuses to sur-
render to anybody but an officer. Although the latter would not be
particularly uncommon in military customs, it enhances the officer’s arro-
gant appearance, especially compared to the play’s grateful, humble French
prisoners of war, who appreciate the way they are treated and follow com-
mands unquestioningly. Having the captured French soldiers accuse their
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allied English officer of being “schuld an [ihrem] Ungliick” (28) supposed-
ly demonstrates England’s role in the outbreak of the war, but the main fo-
cus in this play remains the characterisation of English snobbishness. The
subsequent behaviour of the good-natured German soldiers, who treat all
prisoners of war humanely, fairly and respectfully, finally deprives of any
reason the Englishman’s “hochmiitig[e]” and “zornig[e]” (39) reaction to
his treatment and thereby emphasises the existence of arrogance in the very
nature of the English mindset.

In his 1915 spy-drama Tsingtau, Robert Hillmann (*1870), a teacher by
profession, who published over 50 works between 1914 and 1925, portrays
an English agent with similar features. The written manuscript contains a
“Charakteristik der Personen” (R. Hillmann, 4) that precedes the text and
provides instructions for directors and actors. It characterises LOSWORTH,
the agent, as of “schlanke[r] Figur mit riicksichtslosen Manieren und zyni-
scher, kalter Ausdrucksweise” (4). But this description of the stereotypical
Englishman moreover serves as a background for the deceitful methods
Hillmann has him apply in the play, and for the motive he accuses him of,
in order to create the image of an English interest in the destruction of
Germany. This motive is, following another stereotype, purely monetary.
The English appear as “Geschiftsleute” (8), as LOSWORTH himself admits
to his Japanese co-conspirator, OKA, when asked for financial support for
Japan. His explanation for the rejection of the proposal serves the same rep-
resentation. Japan, according to LOSWORTH, first needs to provide proof
that England will profit from its investment.

By using the more profitable investment in Russia as an example of
what LOSWORTH is looking for, Hillmann emphasises the greed of the Eng-
lish, simultaneously exposing their alleged role in the outbreak of the war
and legitimising the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. His comment that Eng-
land “dem russischen Béren erst die Tatzen griindlich vergolden muBt[e],
che er tanzen konnte und wollte” (8), implies that Russia’s attack was insti-
gated by England. England’s interests can so be revealed as pure calcula-
tion. They are aiming to harm their rival Germany, while, by remaining in
the background until they can be assured that the campaign will end victo-
riously, bearing very little risk. This representation of the English methods
is contrasted by an expression of German culture, which helped to improve
the area in which they settled. According to one of the defenders, when the
Germans first leased the province from China they found nothing but

[e]lende Lehmihiitten [...] mit verarmten, von Seuchen heimgesuchten Be-

wohnern. Deutsche machten die Scholle urbar; Deutsche schufen men-
schenwiirdige Lebensverhéltnisse, Deutsche legten Verkehrswege an. So ist
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Kiautschou eine Musterkolonie geworden durch deutsche Arbeit, deutsche
Griindlichkeit, deutsche Opfer! (30).

England’s materialistically driven imperialism, which sees colonies as mere
resources, is here criticised and opposed by the German way of ‘enriching’
the territories they occupy.

This characterisation of the English motives as monetary and of their
methods as manipulative in the play’s opening scene contains the two main
features of how England’s role is portrayed in early war plays. The con-
tempt of French characters evoked by French opportunism pales in compar-
ison to the portrayal of English characters. The derogatory connotation of
“englischer Moral und Denkart” (15) that permeates the play is typical of
the affects created by the portrayal of the English strategy. While France
and Russia at least fight their battles themselves, England is represented
only by agents and officers who plot and instruct others on how to fight
their battles for them. This is the foundation on which the plays base the
defiant reactions of their German characters, whose honesty and morality is
once more used as a contrast.

These inherent features also dominate the portrayal of the English war
effort in Ilse Nebinger’s drama Pflicht from 1915. The play follows a Ger-
man merchant and his family in Antwerp from August to October 1914. It
uses the dramatic conflict created by the different loyalties of the individual
family members to expose that England only used Belgium as an excuse to
expand the war. While the wife and two children are native Belgians, the
father of the family, who immigrated to Belgium as a young man and is
now a Belgian citizen, as well as his son-in-law, were born in Germany. As
the title suggests, the question of duty towards the fatherland constitutes the
core topic, represented by the tensions between family members. In the first
act, ELOGIUS’ Belgian son and German son-in-law have a falling out over
what they see as their duty. It ends with the latter leaving Antwerp to join
the German troops, setting up a climax similar to that in many East Prussia
plays. Basing both their points of view on their duties towards what she lets
them see as their fatherland, Nebinger establishes the tension between the
family members as a representation of different ideologies.

Over the course of the play, those characters who initially feel obligat-
ed to their Belgium home have to admit that they made the wrong decision
as the play reveals the morality of the German and the deceitfulness of the
English natures, the latter of which blinded the Belgians with propaganda
and false promises.”® This is indicative of the way the Verteidigungskrieg

% A similar antithetic structure dominates the plays of the second phase of the

discourse of legitimisation.
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narrative is represented in regards to the role of England. The predominant
perception represented in the plays is that England’s role as the protector is
only pretence, designed to allow them to pursue their own interests without
being blamed for the outbreak of the war. This is one of the reasons why
the focus of many plays is on the exposure of the alleged English “Kramer-
tugend” (Heine, 223), which was used to gain credibility for this argument.

Unlike many other early plays, Nebinger’s plot does not deny the suf-
fering caused by the German campaign in Belgium. Instead, it addresses
this issue in the person of AGNES, the daughter, who shows compassion for
the refugees arriving in Antwerp. The play depicts these sufferings through
a report from AGNES to her father, ELOGIUS. It is after this report that her
mother, MARIA, starts to accuse Germany, which “unser friedlich Land /
mit Kriegesschrecken iiberzog” (Nebinger, 28). She thanks the “edlen Bri-
tenscharen” (28) who “eilten, uns zu schiitzen / [...], um zu retten / die
Uberfallenen” (29). Her statement is immediately opposed by her hus-
band’s opinion on the English and their actions:

Verriter!

Heuchlerisch sind sie!

Ja, es gebiihret ihnen Dank,

daB sie den Feind auf uns gehetzt

und unser schones Land

zum Festungswall gestempelt,

ihr stolzes Inselreich

mit unsrem Blut zu schiitzen.

[...]

[D]aB unser Volk sein Land, sein Gut,

die Ehre selbst hat eingesetzt —

ins Ungliick sich hat treiben lassen,

um neid’schen Kridmerseelen

die niedertracht’ge Habsucht zu befriedigen.
[...]

[D]aB3 — als der Friede rings das Land noch deckte —
sie planten schon

des Neides Kriegesplane

in stiller Heimlichkeit,

der Kunst der Spinne folgend (29).

In the scene quoted above, Nebinger unmasks what she understands as
England’s “hinterlistge Liigen / und schmaihlich falsche Worte” (31), which
prompted Belgium to side with the wrong ally.

Directly after this dialogue between ELOGIUS and MARIA, Nebinger in-
tensifies the portrayed reprisals against Germans in Belgium. After all
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German citizens living in Antwerp had already been banned from city and
country, the same fate was now destined to befall all people of German de-
cent, even if they were Belgian citizens, like ELOGIUS. His refusal to follow
the new law eventually gets him arrested and sentenced to death. During
his arrest, Belgian officers are revealed as marionettes, with Nebinger hav-
ing them justify their actions by monotonously and constantly claiming that
they act “als Schiitzer unsrer Vaterstadt” (70), while in fact condemning
their city to destruction by executing England’s orders.

They doom one of its landmarks by transforming the cathedral’s clock
tower into an armed fortress, which forces the advancing Germans to see it
as a military target and destroy it. This example can serve as a representa-
tion of the scenes in which propaganda and its literary representation are
almost identical. The play reacts to an accusation frequently used in Eng-
lish propaganda and, answering to it on an intertextual level, becomes
propaganda itself. But the scene also fits in the overall strategy of legitimi-
sation. The destruction that comes with the German invasion is excused
and even justified as a terrible result of the decisions of their enemies, and
the English propaganda campaign, accusing Germany of the unprovoked
destruction of Belgian culture, is portrayed as a lie. ROBERT, a Belgian of-
ficer and family friend, reveals the English influence on the Belgian strate-
gy to defend Antwerp when he reports about the discussions between the
English and Belgian strategists in which everybody wants “das letzte Wort
behalten” (38).

Following these developments and after all attempts to save ELOGIUS
fail, MARIA starts to understand that her husband was right in the first place.
Throughout the third act, when the Belgian characters increasingly reveal
the naivety and credulity with which they followed England’s false promis-
es to their own downfall, all family members start to see the truth which
ELOGIUS had already predicted in the previously quoted scene of the second
act.

In the last act, Nebinger uses MARIA’s conversion to finally confirm
her husband’s initial accusations. Antwerp is now destroyed, civilians and
soldiers are fleeing and the city sinks into chaos. MARIA, believing she’s
the last one of her family to still be alive, falls into a long monologue in
which she depicts the scenes she is witnessing. In a teichoscopy, she de-
scribes the fleeing English soldiers, the self-proclaimed “heldenmiit’gen
Schiitzer / unsrer starken Festung” (76) as they

in tollem Laufe

von hinnen flichen miifi[en]
vor den Verfolgern,

die [sie] selbst gefordert (77).
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Furthermore, she mocks Churchill, who showed his true face as a deceiver
of the Belgian people just as ELOGIUS had predicted. He was celebrated as
the saviour when promising troops to defend the city but actually just
forced the German army to attack it.

Befriedigt zog drei Tage drauf

Held Churchill still

bei Nacht und Grauen

nach Frankreichs sicherern Gestaden (77)

not only labels him as a coward but also legitimises the German attack on
Belgium as provoked by England. Nebinger has MARIA express this when
she finally understands the true nature of the deceivers: “unsre Retter selber
halfen, / Vernichtungswerke zu vollbringen” (77-78). By blaming England
for the destruction of Antwerp, England’s justification to avenge Germa-
ny’s violation of Belgium’s neutrality is portrayed as a mere pretence to get
involved in a war that they themselves had initiated.

But plays like Nebinger’s are the exception with regards to the role of
English characters. Unlike characters of other nationalities, they never ap-
pear alone and are rarely the protagonists of the plays. Moreover, they ap-
pear in the background and manipulate others. On the one hand, this
delegitimises the propaganda of Germany’s attack, on the other hand, it en-
hances the impression that France and Russia were planning an attack by
emphasising that England had manipulated them to do exactly that.

3.4  Arguing with the enemy — the use of enemy characters in early
war plays

The representations of these three essentially different types of enemy
characters, despite the fact that their characterisations and specific roles
within the plays have different nuances, have a clear purpose within the
legitimisation discourse. They portray the German characters’ stereotypical
perception of their enemies, in order to ‘prove’ the alleged motives of the
English, French and Russians and to legitimise the Verteidigungskrieg nar-
rative. Their greedy, dishonest, vengeful or barbaric behaviour establishes a
set of negative affects that contrast and at the same time amplify the posi-
tive affects created by the good, honest, peace-loving German characters.
Often, the representation of enemy characters does not exceed this purpose.
However, in some plays they have an additional effect, which has been
used in ancient rhetoric: the capitatio benevolentiae.
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Their negative representation captures the audience’s good will for the
German characters and, in consequence, for their argumentation and for the
narratives they represent. Rhetoric provides a number of strategies in order
to achieve this. These strategies or formulas make use of the characteristics
usually attributed to the individual sides of the argument. In the case of a
drama, these are represented by the characters of the play. As long as Ger-
man characters speak about the enemies’ motives and plans, these ultimate-
ly remain the subject of speculation. If the enemy itself reveals the plans,
however, these accusations gain an almost truth-like character. This strate-
gy uses enemy characters to strengthen the German perspective; by con-
firming the enemies’ accusations, the credibility of the intended message of
the play is enhanced.*

This rhetorical technique can be observed throughout early war plays,
including some of the previously mentioned works. The KOSAKENOBERST
in Paul Enderling’s drama Ostpreufien confirms the Pan-Slavism that the
Russian campaign is allegedly trying to spread when he says, “[m]ul} alles
russisch werden. Alles” (Enderling, 83). This statement is not just the anx-
ious talk of villagers in the border regions with Russia, it rather reveals
Russia’s intentions through one of its own officers, who can be assumed to
be well informed. The statement gains additional authority as it is not just
said in a casual dialogue between enlisted Russian soldiers but by an of-
ficer to the mayor of an East Prussian town. In this way the statement al-
lows Enderling to portray it almost as a glimpse into Russia’s plans for the
future of East Prussia and enhances the claim that Germany’s warfare is
necessary to protect the fatherland.

Carl Hauptmann uses the same strategy in his 1915 play Kosaken by
having one of the Cossacks who invade an estate in East Prussia shoot a
girl “vor [den] Augen” (C. Hauptmann, Kosaken, 53) of his comrades ra-
ther than letting them violate her. As part of the invading force, the Russian
soldier knows of the terrible things his comrades would do to their prisoner.
By basing it on the knowledge of a co-perpetrator, Hauptmann increases
the credibility of his accusation that the Russian campaign would be carried
out with inhumane violence against civilians. Other plays show more di-
rectly how Russian soldiers demand sexual obedience, like the Russian of-
ficer in Radermacher’s play, who claims that only “wenn hiibsches
Kétzchen ist sehr lieb — und sehr siil — Vater soll sein frei” (Radermacher,
63).

In Robert Hillman’s play Tsingtau, LOSWORTH, the British agent, con-
firms the ally’s plans for the war: “Sofort bei Beginn iiberschwemmt
RuBland Ostpreulen, Frankreich das Elsa3. Lange kann es nicht dauern,

% See Ueding 1, 1439-1440.
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und der Dreiverband tafelt in Berlin” (R. Hillmann, 7). Although set just
before the outbreak of the war, the Triple Entente has already established
their plans to destroy Germany. With LOSWORTH talking to OKA, a Japa-
nese spy, Hillmann portrays the enemy’s intelligence discussing the plans
for the upcoming war against Germany and thus conferring additional cred-
ibility to the declarations made in this dialogue. These few examples indi-
cate how common this strategy is in early war plays. The most
comprehensive use of this strategy, however, can be found in Ludwig
Schmetzer’s Deutschland und seine Feinde.

Schmetzer represents WWI as a conspiracy against Germany and
thereby legitimises the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. After this is estab-
lished, he praises the peaceful, hardworking, cultured and inventive Ger-
mans, personified by representatives of different German regions and
professions, each stating the achievements they are famous for. In the last
scene of the play, Germany’s enemies are brought in front of WALA, a fig-
ure from Nordic mythology who possesses the gift of seeing the truth. This
contextualisation is another religious exaltation, positioning the German
fight for survival within the realm of divine interest that has arisen as a re-
sult of the deceitful methods with which Germany’s enemies have alleged-
ly provoked the war. In these court scenes, representatives of the enemies
are presenting their accusations against Germany before the character
called DER DEUTSCHE disproves them. Schmetzer thereby lets WALA’s im-
partial messengers, who are “der Erdentaten alle kundig” (Schmetzer, 31),
confirm the arguments of DER DEUTSCHE, using their divine knowledge as
alleged proof of the German position.

In order to further increase the validity of the play’s message, and of
the effect Schmetzer wants to achieve, England and France are represented
by prominent figures: England by Edward Grey, who served as English for-
eign secretary from 1905 to 1916, and France by Raymond Poincaré, Presi-
dent of France from 1913 to 1920. In scene two, in which Schmetzer lets
them discuss and reveal the conspiracy with which he aims to legitimise the
Verteidigungskrieg narrative, he includes a character simply called RUSSE.
He does not, however, reappear in scene seven, where GREY and POINCARE
make their accusations in front of WALA.

The behaviour Schmetzer has the RUSSE display represents a stereotype
commonly ascribed to the Russian hordes. He does not contribute to the
strategic discussion of POINCARE and GREY but is noticeably drunk and
keeps burping in their face. They have to turn “ihre Nasen seitwérts” (11)
in order to escape the disgusting bodily functions with which their ally’s
barbarism is portrayed. Schmetzer only lets him use short exclamations
such as “Bravo! Bravo! Gotts Dunner! (Riilpst.) Bravo, Briiderchen! Da
helfen wir mit! Prost, Briiderchen!” (11), and he is the only one whose
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speech is represented in grammatically incorrect German.” His desperate
response to GREY and POINCARE pointing out the achievements of their civ-
ilisation, “Wir haben auch Freiheit und Ziwilation [sic]. (Riilpst.)” (11) is
then supposed to display exactly what he lacks. The impersonalising syn-
ecdoche Russe used as the character’s name, exposes him as an allegorical
representation of the faceless and uncivilised Russian hordes, a strategy
that is also used for DER DEUTSCHE but of course with different attributions.
Furthermore, especially the interaction of GREY with the RUSSE makes
Russia and its brutal hordes not much more than puppets of the other allies.
Because of his absence in the scene of the trial, Schmetzer ultimately con-
firms this impression as it indicates that he would not be able to make a
case of his own.

POINCARE’s motives are also nothing new. They are intended to repre-
sent the superiority of German culture over French civilisation. Schmetzer
does this by having him claim that Germany had stolen France’s place “an
der Spitze der Zivilisation” (10), which it had earned in twenty years of
wars following the French Revolution. In those wars, France overcame, in
POINCARE’s opinion, the old Europe and was holding “[d]as Panier der
Freiheit in der Hand” (10). He claims that Germany first “stahl [...] unsere
Siege weg” before Bismarck betrayed them until “er uns das Elsaf3 stehlen
konnte” (10). Not stopping there, “stahl dies Deutschland unsere Wissen-
schaft” (10). Portraying POINCARE as almost foaming, Schmetzer lets him
finish with what the play shows France’s true motive to be: “Rache! Rache
und Freiheit fiir Europa!” (11). This freedom being exposed by
Schmetzer’s earlier representation of POINCARE’s logic, is the freedom Na-
poleon gave Europe. This labels it, from a German point of view, as an at-
tack and subsequent oppressive occupation and allows Schmetzer to define
the war against France as a pre-emptive defence that aligns with the content
of the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. The enemies’ general misconception of
freedom is further confirmed when the RUSSE almost sarcastically states
“[d]ie Tiirken, denen mul} ich die Freiheit bringen! [...] Ich brauch’ die
Dardanellen!” (12).

While France and to a degree even Russia are represented as having
their own motives, England is, eventually very bluntly, exposed as pulling
the strings. At first, Schmetzer has GREY provide his allies with a new kind
of munition with which he claims to have “die Welt erobert” (16). He even
has him bring out marionettes, representative of the different peoples he is
using to achieve his goals. He includes puppets of a Belgian, whose neu-

5 This is a frequent characteristic used to demonstrate the alleged cultural su-

periority of Russian characters like Saget’s SUKOFF or the RUSSISCHE
UNTEROFFIZIER in Carl Robert Schmidt’s Auf treuer Wacht (1915).
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trality GREY plans to use as an “Angel” (16) to lure Germany into the war.
He presents a “Serb’ (17), whose purpose according to GREY is
“Meuchelmord” (17) and with whom England will not officially be allowed
to be associated, telling the Russian that with “dieser Puppe [...] Du spielen
[muBt]” (17).

In this scene, GREY is clearly displayed as the driving force behind all
the intrigues which drew Germany into the war and displays Schmeltzer’s
interpretation of the alleged conspiracy with which he legitimises the
Verteidigungskrieg narrative. He further shows puppets of an
“Italienermdnnchen” (16), who will stab Germany and Austria-Hungary in
the back as well as a “Japs” (16). Letting him call the puppet a ‘Jap’, is one
of the methods Schmetzer uses to demonstrate how little GREY allegedly
thinks of the nations for and with which he is pretending to fight, and em-
phasises the egoistic and deceitful nature with which he characterises the
representative of England.

His next comment has to be understood in a similar way but simultane-
ously adds another notion to England’s methods. He shows puppets of his
colonial troops, the “Gurkha, Sikh, der Freund vom Senegal, Australier, der
von Kanada” (16) and sarcastically comments “[s]ind das nicht schone
Schiitzer der Kultur!” (16). Colonial troops were commonly seen as savage
fighters who would, because of their uncivilised nature, habitually violate
the rules of war. Christian Koller’s essay Wilde in zivilisierten Kriegen
(2001) shows documents that prove that German officials have tried to la-
bel the use of colonial troops as a breach of the Rules of War and that sto-
ries of crimes against humanity, allegedly committed by colonial troops,
were often unrightfully spread by nations with little or no colonial soldiers
of their own to confirm this accusation. Schmetzer’s representation of sol-
diers from Senegal and other colonies is yet another strategy to confirm the
illegitimacy of England’s war effort.”

Indeed, through the sarcastic way in which GREY speaks about these
troops, the play exposes him as being fully aware of his wrong-doing and
intensifies the deceitful image Schmetzer is trying to evoke. The whole
puppet-sequence of scene two portrays England as evil and deviant and le-
gitimises the Verteidigungskrieg narrative by allegedly unmasking as pre-
tence the allies” official reasons for overthrowing Germany. This is

% This explains why the plays refer to their enemy as England instead of Great

Britain, as only England and not the British colonies were regarded as repre-
sentatives of European civilisation and therefore as the only legitimate oppo-
nent in a civilised war. Consequently, the plays referred to the deployment of
colonial soldiers by England when trying to demonstrate the illegitimate and
uncivilised character of England’s warfare.
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exemplified by the protection of nations like Belgium, which the play rep-
resents as nothing more than an angel, and the upkeep of European freedom
and culture, which the allies just use as a slogan to hide their real motives.
The use of the press to spread propagandistic lies, with which they are pur-
posely turning the world against Germany, is the final evidence for the al-
lies” falseness. They are planning to feed the press with “Ubertreibungen”
with “kiihn geschriebenen Artikeln, mit Schauermiren aller Art” (13) and
are not at all concerned, “wenn der Wahrheit in solchen Artikeln ein wenig
Gewalt angetan wird” (13). Schmetzer employs a common strategy here,
which aims to reinforce Germany’s own narrative by de-legitimising the
enemies’ allegations of Germany’s campaign in Belgium as an unrightful
attack and by trying to expose the Entente’s accusations as propagandistic
lies spread by the English Liigenpresse. This represents the at the time typi-
cal counter-propaganda arguments that were used to de-legitimise the por-
trayal of Germany’s campaign in Belgium as an invasion, and to legitimise
their own propaganda narratives.

After POINCARE and the RUSSE have left the stage, Schmetzer lets
GREY reveal that he is manipulating them, too.

Es miissen ja Hénde verbrannt werden am deutschen Eisen. Es ist heif3! Ge-
fahrlich heif}! [...] Die Hinde miifit Thr verbrennen. Angefasst muf3 es ja
doch einmal werden. Habt Thr’s erst aus dem Ofen gerissen, dann verliert’s
ja auch wohl seine Glut. Und — (hohnisch lachend) Thr werdet euch dann
freilich die Héande kiithlen missen fiir einige Zeit — dann aber sind die unsri-
gen da, um am gekiihlten Eisen gliickhaft zuzufassen (17-18).

This representation extents England’s guilt and charges its representation
with the full extent of negative affects created by the brutality of the Rus-
sians and the opportunism of the French for which it makes them at least
partially responsible. The main goal of this strategy is of course once again
the legitimisation of the German war effort as an act of defence. Letting
high ranking officials of the enemy explain their own motives thereby en-
hances the credibility of the allegedly uncovered conspiracy to destroy
Germany.

3.5 The victory imperative
Derived from the enemies’ alleged motives that are established by the
plays’ argumentation, WWI is also portrayed as a struggle for the survival

of the entire nation in which defeat would coincide with the disappearance
of the German nation and culture. This made it clear from the very begin-
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ning that victory in this fight was imperative and although the plays of the
first phase of the discourse of legitimisation put great emphasis on legiti-
mising the war itself, the existential character of this fight is already present
even within these plays.

Many of the alleged motives and reasons for the enemies’ aggression
represented in early war plays can be summed up as envy. Envy of Germa-
ny’s thriving economy, its great cultural achievements and the prosperity
that their diligence had brought the Germans since 1871. Wilhelm II inscri-
bed this aspect into the Verteidigungskrieg narrative, claiming that Germa-
ny’s enemies “neiden uns den Erfolg unserer Arbeit” (Wilhelm II, An das
deutsche Volk). In the same proclamation, he declared the war as a fight for
Germany’s existence and thereby established a causal chain between the
enemies’ alleged envy and their plans to destroy Germany. This causal
chain is processed in early war plays with significant consequences for the
development of the discourse of legitimisation.

“[M]an will uns vernichten, wir sollen untergehen” (Schare, Deutsche
Helden!, 5) is the blacksmith’s clear verdict about the importance of the
upcoming war in Schare’s 1915 play Deutsche Helden. This war will not be
fought for a small piece of territory or to improve Germany’s political posi-
tion within Europe, it is rather expected to be a struggle for existence. The
aforementioned statements of enemy characters like “[m]uf3 alles russisch
werden” (Enderling, 83) are supposed to serve as further evidence for this
allegation. As a result, the notion of the fatherland, for whose safety every
individual has to fight, becomes a core concept of the plays’ argumentation.
It is used as an all-purpose argument to legitimise not just Germany’s in-
volvement in the war but also individual sacrifices, as the survival of the
fatherland is defined as the requirement for the survival of the individual.
The plays process this perception in accordance with the Verteidigungs-
krieg narrative and thereby further legitimise it by stating that every indi-
vidual German soldier “kampft [...] fiir seine Existenz” (Treichel, 27). In
doing so, these plays already lay the foundation for the later shift of focus
to the legitimisation of the sacrifices demanded by the war, by identifying
the contribution of and benefit for the individual as representative of the
entire Volkskorper.

Furthermore, the constant repetition of the enemies’ devious motives
creates affects of fear. Fear of the enemies themselves, fear of their actions
during the war and, most importantly, fear of what would happen if Ger-
many lost the war. It also creates a dynamic that legitimises individual sac-
rifices on an immense scale by portraying the consequences of defeat as
many times worse than the demanded immolation. Letting all German
characters react with absolute determination and solidarity to this threat
propagates a unity of all German people under the banner of “Kaiser und
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Reich” (Ewald, 21) that was inscribed into the German collective memory
as the Augusterlebnis or the Ideen von 1914.°7 Although the impact of these
concepts on society as a whole has been relativised in recent research, they
dominate the image of the German spirit in early war plays, and represent it
as a united stance of resistance against this historical threat.

Klaus-Peter Philippi’s study Volk des Zorns verified this phenomenon
as a significant aspect in the poetry of WWI. The poems analysed in his
work portray the emergence of Germany as a people, a unity which had,
according to some of the poems, not existed prior to WWI, as a result of
transpersonal, historical events, while simultaneously establishing the no-
tion of a divine calling of the Volk des Zorns.*

The view that “die helfende Hand Gottes” (Schare, Deutsche Helden,
25) is unmistakably with the German people is also immanent in dramatic
literature and is used in many ways to represent the Verteidigungskrieg nar-
rative of the innocently attacked nation with whose “gerechten Sache”
(Ewald, 17) the just Gods will undoubtedly side. Like Ewald’s and Scha-
re’s, almost all plays contain this belief in one way or another. The title of
Anton Ohorn’s 1914 play Vorwdrts mit Gott even uses the principle slogan
of this aspect, which appears in almost identical form in many plays, as its
title.” The Verteidigungskrieg narrative is here represented by direct refer-
ences to Wilhelm II’s address An das deutsche Volk, from which the ex-
pression stems. In many cases, the deity the characters call upon is the
christian God and many of the divine characters appearing in the plays are
angels or other biblical figures. From the beginning of WWI drama, how-
ever, there is a great number of representations of Nordic, pagan Gods or
allegorical figures such as Germania, Austria or Victoria.!® The militarisa-
tion of the divine repertoire, where its representation becomes “[d]er Gott,
der Eisen wachsen lie3” (Arndt, 212), is an intricate feature of German po-
etry from the beginning of the 19" century. Jiirgen Schroder convincingly
argues that “aus der christlichen Sakralisierung des Befreiungskrieges die
omindse Formel von ‘Eisen und Blut’ [entsteht]” (J. Schroder, Deutschland

7 Tts significance for the perception of the war at the time as well as in retro-

spect has been supported by multiple studies. See for example Bruendel,
285-288.
% See K-P. Philippi, 12.
% See for example C. R. Schmidt, 23; Herman, 18. This aspect remains imma-
nent in plays throughout the war as the analysis of Bunzel’s and Seiffert’s
plays of the second phase of the discourse will show.
These religious and pseudo-religious figures are often given the ability to see
the truth behind all the enemy’s lies or are capable of predicting the future,
normally the victory of Germany.
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als Gedicht, 165). He also emphasises the solidarity between the allies
against Napoleon within the poetry of the time, which “jene deutsche Nibe-
lungentreue an[kiindigt], die Osterreich und Deutschland hundert Jahre spi-
ter in den Ersten Weltkrieg gerissen hat” (160), and which is represented in
plays like Deutsch-Osterreich oder: Durch Kampf zum Sieg (1914) by Ed-
mund Braune (1890-1940). In WWI poetry, Schroder sees the “Militarisie-
rung des Geistes und des Glaubens, die in den Befreiungskriegen begann
und im Umkreis der Reichgriindung gipfelte, [...] bis ins Irrwitzige gestei-
gert” (253) and thereby emphasises a continuing line of radicalisation, at
least within literature

Unity is the core aspect both of the Ideen von 1914 and within their
representation in the plays of the discourse of legitimisation. Such plays
process the narrative of the Verteidigungsgemeinschafi by frequently refer-
ring to Kaiser Wilhelm II’s remarks about the overcoming of political and
class divisions. Almost all German characters appearing in the plays are
convinced that the people will follow their Kaiser’s lead because, as Trei-
chel has BERGER explain, “[w]enn es eben heifit, das Vaterland steht auf
dem Spiel, so steht dem Kaiser ein starkes, edles Volk zur Seite, auf wel-
ches er sich gewi3 getrost verlassen kann. Da mogen alle kommen” (Trei-
chel, 26). The belief is that everybody should put the greater good, the
fatherland’s survival, over their own. Or as Ewald has a veteran officer of
the Franco-Prussian War express it, “[jleder darf jetzt nur den einen Ge-
danken haben: wie und wo kann ich meinem Vaterland helfen, und selbst
die schwache Kraft des Einzelnen wirkt im Ganzen als ein Grofies” (Ewald,
15).

The plays thereby claim that dividing categories like wealth, social
status or position within German society now cease to exist. “[D]ie Unter-
schiede existieren nun nicht mehr. Jetzt sind wir alle gewissermaf3en blof3
noch Menschen. Deutsche” (Enderling, 39). In early plays, this notion is
often set in the first days of the war, basically an assumption, a first im-
pression, while in later plays of the discourse it will be portrayed as a vir-
tue of the German people which will eventually lead them to war, before
the plays of the discourse of de-legitimisation deny that this unity ever
existed. However, the previous quotes are examples of a common strategy
that uses the official propaganda narratives to create positive affects of
brotherhood and determination as a reaction to the enemies’ threat to the
fatherland.

This is defined as a particularly German phenomenon, while in other
nations, for example in Russia, “das Volk nur [kdmpft], um den Blutdurst,
die Habsucht der Grolen zu stillen” (Treichel, 27). Representations like
this show the close connection between the Verteidigungskrieg and unity
narratives and how both are used to legitimise each other; the alleged exist-
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ence of one proves the existence of the other. A similar strategy is used
within the propagation of the unity narrative. Representing the conviction
that Germany has never been “liberwunden, wenn es einig war” (Wilhelm
Il, An das deutsche Volk), the collective and individual sacrifices of the
German people become not only a guarantee but also a requirement for
their victory. This is used in the plays to legitimise these sacrifices because
it essentially means that “das Vaterland [...] jedes Opfer fordern [darf]”
(Treichel, 25). This aspect already points towards the shift which occurs in
the focus of the plays commencing from about 1916. The characters in
early plays are still portrayed as happily, “freudig” (Lepel, 15), accepting
the sacrifices because “[iJn dieser ernsten Zeit [...] der Mann nicht mehr
sich selbst [gehort], er gehdrt dem Vaterland” (Herman, 16) and “[f]iir’s
Vaterland ist nichts zu teuer” (Ernst, 11). Sacrifice thereby becomes the
duty of all Germans, necessary to win a war that threatens to destroy the
whole nation.

Emphasising the responsibility of the individual for the wellbeing of
the people ultimately legitimises the sacrifices that will be asked of them
over the course of the war and at the same time creates a context of mean-
ing for them. The explicit discussion of the war’s horrors within the plays
feeds into this purpose. It is in fact a logical consequence of the argumenta-
tion. The characters’ abundance of determination and the will to make any
required sacrifice is only convincing if the plays portray them as being
aware of the sacrifices they have committed to make. Thus, that “der Krieg
[...] kein Erbarmen [hat]” (Treichel, 23) is by no means being concealed.
Moreover, death is accepted as “Kriegsgeschick” (Schare, Deutsche Hel-
den!, 19) and “[l]iegt in der Natur der Sache” (25). This allows the plays to
propagate the idea that faith in the nation’s determination is “[f]elsenfest”
(Enderling, 112), as well as to reinstate the created context of meaning by
having the characters imagine how their loved ones will soon “hier als
Sieger vor uns steh[en]” (H. Marx, &) before the first battles have even
been fought.

The plays, as the East Prussia plays demonstrate very well, establish a
causal chain which links perseverance and sacrifice with the achievement
of victory. And this victory is represented as an ultimate and final one, in
order to enhance the spirit of determination. The present threat, however,
needs to be fully removed if peace is to last. This dictates that “[...] nicht
eher Friede geschlossen werden [darf], bis wir die sichere Biirgschaft haben,
dall eine nochmalige solche Aktion gegen uns fiir alle Zukunft ausge-
schlossen ist” (Schare, Deutsche Helden!, 14). Europe needs to be reshaped,
even reborn, as some plays metaphorically state, and “beim Gebéren geht
es nicht ohne Blut und Schmerzen ab” (Enderling, 52). This ultimate goal
of the ‘war to end all wars’ legitimises all sacrifices made to achieve it, as
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Hans Engler has the volunteer ERNST express very clearly in his 1915 play
Das Franktireurdorf:

Wir miissen siegen, und wir werden siegen! Erst wenn sich alles unserm
Willen beugt, geht Deutschlands Schwert zuriick in seine Scheide! Doch
dann sind all die Opfer nicht umsonst gebracht, dann stehn wir groler da,
denn je zuvor! Und nicht nur unsre Kinder — nein, selbst unsre Enkelkinder
werden keinen Krieg mehr sehn (Engler, 13).

The conviction of the German people towards peacefulness and the belief
in the prosperity they will bring to the world is once more used to eradi-
cate the contradiction between bringing peace and forcing one’s own will
on other people. Although the consequences for the continuation of the
fight are here secondary to the achievement of peace, the context of mean-
ing on which the plays of the second phase focus is also very directly ex-
pressed.

Many plays set in East Prussia even show an immediate rebuilding
process, highlighting what will happen to the entire nation after the war
has been won. Paul Enderling’s Ostpreufien ends with the death of the
long-lost son who returned from America in order to free his home from
the Russians. Lethally injured after the battle which pushed the Russian
oppressors out of his hometown, his last words are: “Vater! Bau ... das
Haus ... wieder auf ...”, to which his father replies “nicht nur ... das
Haus! ...” (Enderling, 141). References like the final words of this 1915
play, in which the rebuilding of the house symbolically pre-empts the
German revitalisation after the victorious end of the war, are very com-
mon for early war plays. Many of these plays, however, were presumably
written before it became clear which direction the war would take. Its full
extent only became evident as time went on and the casualty lists grew
longer. The focus shift towards the legitimisation of sacrifices in the plays
from 1916 onwards seems to reflect that. However, the foundation on
which later plays base their legitimisation strategies is already present in
the early plays analysed above.

4 Phase two — legitimising sacrifices and victims
With the war entering its second winter, it became increasingly evident that
it would not be the short war many people hoped for and expected. The bat-

tles of Verdun and the Somme, which would become the epitome of the
attrition warfare on the western front, exposed the horrors of modern war-
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fare to the people at home.'”! Consequently, the representation of the war in
dramatic literature starts to change, once again potentially prompted by
censorship. Wolfgang Poensgen states that one of the jobs of censorship
was to serve “als Gegengewicht gegen die demoralisierenden Auswir-
kungen des lange dauernden Krieges” and over the course of the war sup-
ported “solch[e] Kunstpflege, die eine moglichst zuversichtliche Stimmung
im Inneren des Landes gewéhrleistete” (Poensgen, 104). It is therefore pos-
sible that the promotion and prohibition of certain plays amplified the ten-
dency to write plays of the kind that dominate the second phase of the
discourse of legitimisation.

The biggest change is the previously indicated shift in focus from the
legitimisation of the defensive character of the war to the legitimisation of
its victims and sacrifices. It is inseparable from another change that fore-
grounded the efforts and plights of the people at home, significantly bring-
ing this aspect of wartime life into the centre of the plays. The third major
change concerns the structure the plays used to legitimise the propaganda
narratives. Authors started to include characters who displayed a loss of
faith in the senseless suffering and who started to doubt the prospect of a
German victory, concepts which were previously entirely ignored by earlier
plays. The plays thereby create an antithetic character constellation, in
which the two principles of dedication to the German cause on the one
hand and doubting the sense of this dedication on the other each fight for
the prerogative of interpretation. This conflict, however, is only created to
eventually be resolved in favour of determination and thereby only serves
the purpose of promoting a context of meaning that legitimises the continu-
ation of the sacrifices and the propagandistic calls for endurance.

The plays also continue to demand a full and decisive victory rather
than a peace treaty, for which chances occasionally appeared until 1917.'

101" The symbolic significance of these battles lives on to this day, even though

their legacy is perceived very differently by the participating nations. For
France, Verdun signifies the “Moment der entscheidenden Bewidhrung der
ganzen Nation” (Leonhard, 444), and this battle boosted the career of the
commander of the second army, Philippe Pétain, as the defender of Verdun.
In Germany, the insignificant amount of won territory, despite the extremely
high number of casualties, created the image of the “Menschenmiihle an der
Maas” (Ettighoffer, 6) in the German commemoration of the battle of Ver-
dun (see Leonhard, 444-449). The battle of the Somme signifies a similar
national trauma for the British Empire as Verdun does for Germany and
coined the famous narrative of ‘lions led by donkeys’, describing the bravery
of the common soldiers and the incompetence of the British commanders
(452-457).
102 See Miinkler, 620—621.
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Such an end to the war, however, is not communicable within the logic of
the discourse, as it would have contradicted the constant emphasis on the
existential character of the war and the imperative of a victory as the re-
quirement for the survival of the fatherland against the alleged envy and
barbarism on which the enemies’ motivation was based.!”> The plays there-
fore portray any emerging calls for peace as attempts of the Triple Entente
to prevent their alleged imminent defeat, regain strength and begin a new
war.'™ “Ein Friede ohne Sieg — und iiber Nacht ein neuer Krieg” (Giirtler,
84) is a conviction that appears in many plays.!%

The victory imperative can, however, according to the plays only be
achieved if the German people maintain their willingness to make sacrifices
until it becomes reality. This argumentation connects past and future victims
by defining the latter as a condition to preserve the context of meaning for
the former, whose deaths would lose their meaning in case of a defeat.!%

While the way the war was represented in the first phase of the dis-
course did not engage with the implications of a total war on the civilian

103 Furthermore, annexationist groups within the German parliament gained in-

creasing influence and ultimately affected the public perception of the war,
which might have influenced the atmosphere in which the plays were written.
This perception is, as Langewiesche and Buschmann point out, a typical
property of a Volkskrieg, in which the government can lose control over its
dynamic as a consequence of the involvement of a radicalised nation, which
might find it harder to accept defeat than military strategists would (see
Langewiesche/Buschmann 163-164). Although this was not the case for the
German population in 1918, the years to follow would see the rise of a fas-
cist ideology which was yet to fully accept defeat and was trying to reverse
its repercussions.

Friedrich Schare’s In Siegesjubel und Todesqual! is an exception to this rule.
The play ends with a call for peace based on the perception that the war had
caused enough suffering. The play represents peace as a humanitarian neces-
sity that stands above national interests. Furthermore, an immediate end to
the war would secure Germany’s survival. Due to this interpretation, the play
manages to maintain the context of meaning for all the sacrifices and suffer-
ing, while denying that their continuation is necessary. Schare’s drama is a
rare occurrence amongst the many plays that represent the continuation of
the war as a matter of national security and the achievement of victory as the
only way to honour the victims.

In retrospect, this argumentation is almost like a literary representation of the
war of attrition. It claims that the war can only end if either victory is
achieved or the number of casualties exceeds the human resources available.
From the perspective of the plays, however, a continuation would certainly
lead to a German victory and thereby bring the aggressors to justice.

104
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population, their contribution became increasingly important for the war
effort the longer the war lasted. WWI plays reflect this by embedding civil-
ian contribution in the same context of meaning as that of the soldiers and
making them subject to the same rules. Furthermore, the spatially separated
spheres of Front and Heimat are increasingly connected in plays from 1916
onwards and the interdependent relationship between both spheres is used
in the plays to represent the narrative of the Verteidigungsgemeinschaft.
The contributions and sacrifices that were now demanded of both Heimat
and Front lead to an increasing merging of their ideological distinctions.
Every heroic or patriotic deed executed by a representative of either sphere
becomes an act of solidarity that benefits the entire German nation and in
turn motivates its counterpart sphere to contribute even more and fight even
harder. Using the exalted idea of the fatherland as an ideological link be-
tween the two spheres, the plays ultimately legitimise all sacrifices with
reference to the unity narrative.

Plays continue to introduce negative characters in order to enhance the
recipients’ sympathy for their patriotic and determined counterparts. Due to
the increase in the representation of the Heimat’s contribution to the war
effort, however, the plays no longer recruit negative characters from
amongst the enemies’ representatives but from the German population of
the villages in which the plays are set. This shift is a consequence of the
discourse’s new focus. The plays of the first phase of the legitimisation dis-
course had to represent the enemy’s culpability for its outbreak. As a con-
sequence, the negative affects are created by enemy characters, who
represent the threat to the fatherland that made Germany’s war effort inevi-
table. The plays of the second phase, however, focus on the legitimisation
of the people’s willingness to continue the war until the final victory is
achieved, defining the loss of faith in its victorious end and the people’s
refusal to endure more suffering as the biggest threat to the German war
effort.!”” The negative characters are therefore represented by those Ger-
man characters who fail to fulfil their patriotic duty to contribute to and
support the German war effort and thereby violate the demands of the
Verteidigungsgemeinschafft.

These aspects already indicate that the role which representatives of the
Heimat were assigned in the first phase of war plays had now changed.
While in early war plays all German characters were convinced of the
cause and the victorious end of the war, this impression was now frequently
interrupted by characters who lost faith in the necessity of the war and be-
gan to refrain from total solidarity. Such characters are used to create dia-

197" This already implies the notion of the ‘inner enemy’ that characterises espe-
cially the right-wing rhetoric of the post-war years.
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logues in which the plays dispute the propaganda narratives. Based on anti-
thetical character constellations, which vary in comprehensiveness from
play to play, the dialogues always end with the argumentative victory of the
side representing the narrative and thereby serve as a means to reactivate
the argumentation and affects established in the first phase and to confirm
their legitimisation.!%®

4.1 The new role of Heimat

The German term Heimat is often used to conceptualise the inclusion but
also exclusion of cultural belonging, origin and identity, rather than refer-
ring to a place of birth. The English term ‘home” can therefore be too nar-
row in its scope to be an accurate translation. In the context of war,
especially of wars not fought on home soil, the Heimat represents the
peaceful counterpart to the violent sphere of the Front and the battlefield.
It can serve as a space of yearning for the soldiers, who have not seen
their home for a long time, or as a source of motivation if the home is to
be defended. In WWI, however, the clear distinction between Heimat and
Front as respective representations of peace and war disappears, because
it saw, as a total war or Volkskrieg, entire populations with all of their fi-
nancial, economic and human resources at war with each other. Heimat,
therefore, no longer just serves as a space of yearning for those who are
spatially separated from it, nor as a representation of peace, but also be-
comes a decisive factor for the nation’s warfare, gaining importance the
longer the war lasts.

Consequently, Heimat and its connection to the battlefield becomes in-
creasingly important in the second phase of the discourse. The play Heim-
kehr by the journalist Franz Kellert (1876-1934) represents this. It was
published in 1918 and premiered in January 1918 in the Tivoli-Theater in
Greiz, a small town in the Vogtland region of Germany. The strong con-
nection between Heimat and Front is, in the case of Heimkehr, already rep-

108 Sometimes it constitutes the structure of the entire play, other times it is part

of a sub-conflict between two or more characters within the plot. The choice
of the textual evidence used in this analysis is therefore a compromise be-
tween the aspect of the discourse it is used to exemplify and the level to
which it uses the antithetical structure to represent it. The previously men-
tioned increase in the variety of topics that the plays use to legitimise the
people’s sacrifices means that not all plays represent all facets of a certain
aspect, as was the case in the first phase. This is also reflected by the exam-
ined textual evidence.
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resented in a patriotic poem that preludes the play, a common feature of
plays, particularly of performances during the war.'®

Heimatkldnge sollen klingen,

Heute lind in Eure Herzen,

Und die alten Lieder singen,

Die geweiht die Not der Schmerzen;

Lieder heilig uns geworden

Durch der Opfer schwere Wunden,

Da, umdroht von Feindes-Horden,

Wir die Heimat neu gefunden. — — (Kellert, Heimkehr, 3).

The expression “neu gefunden” (3) must in this case be understood as
erneut gefunden or wiedergefunden so that the verse represents the attack
on Germany as the origin of a new sense of Heimat. Simultaneously, it em-
phasises the shared cultural heritage and tradition, here represented by the
old songs, whose value has been revived because of the Not the war causes.
This Not is not limited to either sphere but refers to the physical pain of the
soldiers as well as to the fear and eventually the grief of those at home, ul-
timately connecting the sacrifices of both spheres. The verse also reac-
tivates the Verteidigungskrieg narrative by blaming the Not on the Feindes-
Horden and thereby links the suffering that is portrayed in the following
play to the aggression of the enemies that started the war. These two con-
nections, between Heimat and Front, as well as between the sacrifices of
the war and the culpability of the enemies, are crucial for the understanding
of the second phase of the discourse. Although they can interchangeably be
portrayed by representatives of either sphere, the majority of the plays are
set, at least for the most part, in the Heimat.

Kellert’s play for example tells the story of HEINRICH WERNER, a fic-
tional soldier, who was wounded in battle but heroically held his position
rather than fleeing to safety upon the enemy’s advance. Undetected in his
hideout, he overheard the enemy commanders discussing their strategy for
the battle and communicated the information back to the German com-
manders, enabling them to outmanoeuvre the enemies and win the battle.
While Kellert unfolds the story of HEINRICH’s heroism through dialogues
set in a hospital, he uses the preparations for and celebrations of his return
to incorporate this individual deed into the usual propaganda narratives.
The other characters of the play are all motivated by HEINRICH’s heroism
and Kellert has them discuss its meaning in the greater context provided by

199 Other examples are Erich Matzker’s Brudervolk published in 1917 or Bun-
zels’s Deutsche Volksopfer im dritten Kriegsjahre.
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the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. This way, HEINRICH’s heroism becomes a
deed executed for the security of the entire fatherland, which in turn moti-
vates the characters representing the Heimat to do everything they can to
support their heroes fighting at the front lines.

This already indicates that the connection between Heimat and Front is
not just an affective or ideological one but also serves a very concrete pur-
pose. The 1917 play Des Vaterlandes Dank by Hulda and Albin Schmidt
represents an important aspect which exceeds the suggestion of gratitude
communicated via the play’s title. While telling a rather uninspired story of
hidden identity, the play contains various examples of how a direct connec-
tion is established between the two spheres. A farmer promises his step-
brother that he will look after his child when he emigrates to America, but
the farmer’s wife convinces her husband to give the child away and to use
the money his step-brother regularly sends for their own children. After
contact with the step-brother has long ceased, and those who know about
the story are dead, it seems her plan has succeeded. But when the step-
brother unexpectedly returns from America, the fraud comes to light and he
chases the late farmer’s wife off the farm and is reunited with his daughter.

Throughout the rest of the play, now set during the war, the two repre-
sent the true patriotic spirit and fully commit to the duties demanded of the
people at home in the context provided by the unity narrative. The play par-
ticularly emphasises, as one of the main responsibilities of the Heimat, the
care for those who are affected by the war, including not only the wounded
soldiers but also the bereaved of those who do not return. The interdepend-
ent connection between the two spheres is in this context expressed by a
reciprocal duty of care. The young men at the front lines make sure that the
Heimat stays safe and protect the people who cannot fight for themselves
while at the same time the people at home care for the families of the sol-
diers during their absence and the soldiers themselves once they return.

This is also omnipresent in the 1917 play Grenzwacht by the east Prus-
sian teacher Franz Lidtke (1882-1945), who publicly and influentially
campaigned for East Prussia to remain part of Germany after the war. Liidt-
ke gave speeches in the province as well as in Berlin, in order to raise
awareness about the threat that he still perceived to his Heimat.!'° His

110 See H. Menzel, 4-6. Liidtke later associated himself with the National Socia-
list regime and in 1932 gave an interview stating that he fought for the re-
presentation of German culture from a very young age: “[W]ir horten
polnische Laute, polnische Wiinsche und so gestaltete sich in uns Landschaft,
Volkstum und Schicksal zu einem Bilde, das die Farben der Romantik und
des gegenwirtigen, kdmpferischen Lebens zeigte. [...] [A]ber wir lauschten
doch auf den vélkischen Kampf, in dessen Brennpunkt wir hineinwuchsen.
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commitment indicates that the connection between Heimat and Front in
most plays was not only a literary device within the discourse of legitimisa-
tion, but the literary representation of an ideological concept of the time.!!!
In Grenzwacht the connection between the two spheres is very strong as
they are both represented as being at war. Liidtke uses FRIEDEL’s farewell
to her husband to express this. Promising to take care of the wounded and
to do whatever she can to support the fighting men, she emphasises the im-
portance of all contributions: “Du, Liebster, kimpfst da draufen fiir die
Heimat, und ich kdmpf® hier fiir sie!” (Liidtke, Grenzwacht, 24). In this
quote, Liidtke represents the understanding of the German Vertei-
digungsgemeinschaft propagated in the official narratives.

In Kellert’s previously discussed play, nurse GERDA expresses a similar
connection. At first, one of her cases reminds her of how “Weib und Kinder
[...] verlassen da[stehn]” (Kellert, Heimkehr, 11) when the husband or fa-
ther falls. “Doch nein, verlassen nicht”, she adds immediately, “[d]as Va-
terland vergil3t nicht seine Helden. Und alle in der Heimat helfen mit. [...]
Gibt’s etwas Grofleres, als der Verwaisten treu sich anzunehmen und so zu
danken denen, die fiir uns gestorben?” (11). Although the fatherland main-
tains its almost religious status as “das hochste und heiligste Gut der
Menschen” (Schmidt/Schmidt, 44) and Germany’s soldiers continue to be
seen as being “zu dem heiligen Amt erlesen, das Vaterland zu retten” (Lii-
dtke, 23), this argumentation adds a utilitarian value to the usually ideo-
logical concept of the fatherland. The soldiers fight for the survival of the
fatherland, which will take care of them when they return, promising the
continuation of the newly created unity of all people after the war.!!?

The same aspect is represented in Des Vaterlandes Dank. The authors

portray the importance of the help for the “Waisen unserer Krieger”!'3,

All das wurde fiir mein spéteres Schaffen bedeutungsvoll” (Liidtke, Worte zu
meinem Schaffen, 125).
1 According to Herybert Menzel’s (1906-1945) homage to Liidtke on the oc-
casion of his 50" birthday, “gab [es] eine Zeit, da wurde dies Schauspiel viel
in der Grenzmark und tiberhaupt im Osten [PreuBlens] zur Auffiilhrung ge-
bracht” (H. Menzel, 11). This can suggest a reciprocal influence between lit-
erary works and theatrical performances on the one side and the public
debate on the other, which would be worth exploring in further detail.
This aspect is missing in the plays of the first phase, which provide Germa-
ny’s victory as sufficient solace for the fallen and do not contain wounded
soldiers at all.
Orphans are frequently used to represent the duty to care for the weakest of
the fallen’s bereaved. Remarks as to their great numbers are also rather
common within the plays. However, the destiny of the mothers of the many
orphans is hardly ever mentioned. This demonstrates the one-sidedness of

112

113

93



© Copyright Erich Schmidt Verlag GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin 2021. Open Access. Creative Commons-Lizenz 4.0 (BY-NC-ND).

The discourse of legitimisation

whose fathers have given “ihr Herzblut” (Schmidt/Schmidt, 73) for the
people at home, as one of the ongoing expressions of gratitude for their du-
ty. They have RENATE, “die Verkorperung des edlen deutschen Weibes”
(42), explain to everybody that it is now up to the Heimat to show “wie das
Vaterland seinen Helden dankt” (73) and thereby emphasise that the sup-
port for the children of fallen soldiers is not only a moral obligation but al-
so a way to thank their fathers for their sacrifice.

The fact that the plays predominantly portray the contribution of civil-
ians rather than the role of the state as the second agent that constitutes the
fatherland is due to their strong connection to the propaganda narratives.
Besides establishing the peacefulness not only of the people but also of the
state, they focus on securing the support of the masses by convincing them
to fight for their own future rather than out of obligation for the state. The
fatherland therefore remains an ideological concept and manifests itself, if
at all, through the Volksgemeinschaft. As a consequence, the state plays a
minor role in the discourse. Kellert’s Heimkehr, however, contains a scene
in which the character of HELENE is used to refer to the state’s contribution.
Her nephew has just died for the fatherland and she is asked how her sister
is coping with the loss. After admitting that nothing can fully replace the
loss, the scene continues to display the peoples’ acknowledgment of foun-
dations like the Nationalstiftung, which “hilft den Witwen allen und den
Waisen und trocknet mancher armen Mutter bittre Tréanen” (Kellert, Heim-
kehr, 24). But like in most plays, this is a sidenote and the main focus of
the play is the connection between the local community and their men on
the front lines.'!

the representation of suffering in early plays, which predominantly ignore
the destitution and even deaths of people at home and focus on the sacrifices
of those who fight. The orphans are thereby representative of an indirect way
to refer to the sacrifices of the Heimat without having to actually represent
them in the play.

This promise is relativised in plays published after the war, even if they gen-
erally belong to the discourse of legitimisation like Kurt Prager’s (1901-
1969) play Des Kriegsgefangenen Heimkehr oder ‘Harre meiner Seele’ pub-
lished in 1919. Prager has the wife of a missing soldier state that the “weni-
gen Pfennige, die mir die Unterstiitzung bringt, bei weitem nicht
aus[reichen], den Anforderungen des Alltaglebens gerecht zu werden” (Pra-
ger, 5). These representations are used to emphasise that it is up to the Ger-
man people to take care of their own future after the state has failed to do so.
This is typical of plays published after the war calling for a rebirth of the na-
tion, even if they, like Prager’s play, cannot directly be linked to a particular
political ideology.
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One particular setting in which the two spheres overlap and work to-
gether is the hospital. Besides material contributions supporting the soldiers
at the front lines and the aid given to their bereaved, plays frequently repre-
sent the medical and psychological care given to wounded soldiers in hos-
pitals as an important duty of the representatives of the Heimat. Its
significance is new to the discourse. For most of the first phase, the plays
represent an entirely different and often naive image of the war; the magni-
tude of the physical and especially psychological impact of the war on the
soldiers was probably still unimaginable to authors of the time, and reality
only slowly found its way into the representation of the war in dramatic
literature. In the second phase, however, military doctors, civilian doctors
and voluntary nurses establish the hospital as a setting in which civilians
and military representatives are used to further the portrayed connection
between the spheres of Heimat and Front.

Agathe Doerk’s Nachtwache, for example, the play that gave her col-
lection of four short plays its title, is set in a hospital in an unspecified loca-
tion. This play is in many ways extraordinary. Firstly, Doerk’s realistic
representation of the war is uncommon among plays published as early as
1916. But more importantly, the suffering of the war is not disregarded by
patriotic narratives but embedded in a religious context of meaning, while
the nationalistic ideals represented in the play are missing some of the key
arguments usually apparent in plays of the time.!'> Although female charac-
ters are often more emotional and tend to focus more on the suffering of the
men than on the necessity of this suffering, the constellation in which Do-
erk represents her nurses is unusual. The play lacks male characters, which
are normally used to balance the emotionality of the female characters by
rationally embedding the suffering in a context of meaning that is based on
the Verteidigungskrieg narrative. This in contrast to most other plays high-
lights the missing elements a reader, who is familiar with the discourse,
normally expects and provides a good insight into the discourses’ mecha-
nisms.

15 This is only noticeable when looking more closely at the representation of
the usual narratives. They appear as if they might only be part of the drama,
in order to surpass censorship. However, due to the lack of information about
the author and the fact that no other works by her are available, this must ul-
timately remain tentative. But it does raise questions with regards to a num-
ber of other plays, for example Friedrich Schare’s In Siegesjubel und
Todesqual, which contain critical voices but might have been published due
to a generally patriotic tenor. Further research into this aspect might be able
to provide valid new perspectives on the text corpus of WWI plays and the
publication practises under which it developed.
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Without any patriotic male characters, the only meaning for the suffer-
ing is produced by SCHWESTER ANNA’s religious point of view. This way,
Doerk is able to expose the war as a devastating catastrophe for all man-
kind, rather than as a crime committed against Germany by its enemies.
She portrays the cruelty of war through the observations and thoughts of
the hospital’s nurses, whose professional and private firsthand experiences
again represent the involvement of the entire population in this war. Fur-
thermore, SCHWESTER RICARDA’s report that her husband and her two
brothers “[...] alle drei tot, jeder in einem andern Winkel der Welt [liegen]”
(Doerk, 59), represents the geographical magnitude of the war.

Doerk does not conceal the difficulty of the nurses’ job and the effect it
has on their minds. She creates affects of sympathy for the soldiers, using,
for example, SCHWESTER GISELA’s lament “dal in jeder Minute dieser
Nichte und Tage hunderte von Lippen ihr letztes Wort sagen und ebenso-
viele Seelen von da an in Einsamkeit zuriickbleiben” (62). She seems to be
overwhelmed at first, as she admits it is “so schwer, so schwer” (63) to
witness the deaths of so many young men, who, as Doerk adds, “‘Deutsch-
land, Deutschland iiber alles’ singend, ins Sterben gestiirmt waren” (64).
Furthermore, Doerk has GISELA admit to having dreams in which the hos-
pital’s walls are “bespannt mit einem endlosen Muster von Antlitzen” (65),
which all ask the same question: “Warum, Gott, warum lieBest du mich so
enden?” (65). When she finds her way back to her old strength, the purpose
of her character is finally revealed. It serves to promote determined solidar-
ity with those fighting at the front lines and the perseverance that the war
demands of the people, despite the hardship she had to endure. Her state-
ment that she “hielte es ja nicht aus, zu Hause, wihrend die da draufien
immer mit dem Gewehr stehen miissen oder den Spaten fithren” (65)
thereby represents a connection between Heimat and Front that is not just
ideological but active.

In the final dialogue of the play, Doerk provides the context of meaning
for the promoted perseverance. Again using SCHWESTER GISELA, she repre-
sents the war as a humanitarian catastrophe. By introducing the character’s
father, a sculptor, and mother, a painter, through SCHWESTER GISELA’S
memories, the play provides a humanistic background on which the defini-
tion of the war is based. She tells of educational travels during which she
has incorporated the ideals of classic arts, connecting these ideals with the
German culture that her character represents. Her belief that every human
is a “Wunder” (66) opens up the final dialogue, which represents the anti-
thetical structure that is typical for dialogues and sometimes entire plays of
the second phase of the legitimisation discourse. Two sides, determination
and despair, argue about the correct interpretation of the events.
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In Nachtwache, they are represented by SCHWESTER GISELA and
SCHWESTER ANNA. The former expressing her doubts in her last lines of the
play, exclaiming that “jeder Mensch ist ein Wunder — — und zu hunderttau-
senden werden sie geméiht, ah, warum nur, warum?” (67). SCHWESTER
ANNA’s role is to counter these doubts by referring to the invalidity of indi-
viduality.

Ah, dal} wir nicht davon ablassen konnen, Aufschliisse zu fordern fiir alles,
was geschieht. [...] Aber ich sage Thnen — und wenn wir das hundertmal
nicht erfassen: ein Denken ist da, ist, ist, ein zuendedenkendes Denken, — das
blithen 146t durch Zermalmen, das fiigt durch Vernichten, das baut durch
Zerstoren, ja durch Zerstoren kraft- und wunderreicher Leiber (67—-68).

Such a belief in religious renewal of mankind is not uncommon and can
already be seen in Carl Hauptmann’s Krieg. Ein Tedeum from 1913. How-
ever, it is, especially in early plays, always connected to the idea of the re-
newal of the nation after it has repulsed the enemies’ attacks. This normally
represents the Verteidigungskrieg narrative by claiming that the referred-to
deity, be it the christian God or the Germanic Wotan, will side with Ger-
many because it is fighting for a just cause.

This nationalistic tenor is missing throughout the majority of Doerk’s
work. Even when it is represented by a letter one of the nurses finds in the
belongings of a deceased soldier at the end of the play, it appears rather su-
perficial: “Aber wir wollen nicht fragen: MuBte es sein?”, he writes,
“[w]enn ich das hore [...] dann lodert in mir von neuem das heilige, geseg-
nete Feuer der ersten Kriegstage empor. Hore: Behielte ich Leben und
Kraft [...] zoge ich wieder mit hinaus, als einer der ersten” (68). What at
first sounds like the usual representation of a soldier’s determination to
give his life for the fatherland, falls apart after a closer look and especially
when compared to other plays.

The letter does not refer to the Verteidigungskrieg narrative in order to
create a context of meaning for the sacrifices, because the expected connec-
tion between the religious ideals represented by the nurses and the national-
istic ideals of the soldier is missing. This makes the two concepts appear
detached and leads to the aforementioned assumption that the soldier’s na-
tionalism might only have been added in order to bypass censorship or to
include, but not justify, the motivation of many young men, especially in
the beginning of the war. The previously mentioned scenario of soldiers
facing their deaths while singing Deutschland, Deutschland iiber alles sup-
ports this thesis. Because the usual aspects represented in other plays to
legitimise the Verteidigungskrieg narrative remain superficial, but must
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first be exposed as such, the play provides an opportunity to sharpen the
understanding of the discourse’s mechanisms.

These mechanisms are more complex than they were in the early plays
which largely just processed the propaganda narratives into a literary form
and represented them as fact, unopposed and unchallenged. Later works
still contain representations like these, especially when it comes to the por-
trayal of what the authors understand as the duties that are necessary to win
the war. But with regards to the demand for a unity of all German people,
the plays increasingly use resistances to this demand in order to ultimately
legitimise it. They do so by either stigmatising negative behaviour as un-
patriotic or by exposing the consequences a lack of solidarity can have for
the individual as well as for the fatherland. This development results in the
introduction of negative German characters into wartime plays, which were
entirely absent in earlier plays.

4.2  Arguing with the inner enemy — the use of German antagonists

While in early war plays all German characters were represented as patriot-
ic and determined, later plays contained German antagonists. The failure to
fulfil their obligation to the fatherland is these characters’ predominant of-
fence. The homogeneity with which early plays accept and reinstate the
unity narrative does not allow for negative German characters, who would
have contradicted the rhetorical strategy of the plays, which were instead
based on the oppositional representation of German and foreign characters,
in order to externalise negative affects from the German nation. In later
plays, however, the danger is internalised and represented as the failure to
meet the obligations that the war requires of the German people. These ob-
ligations and the failure to meet them appear in a variety of different ways
and are interwoven in many different topics.

Hulda and Albin Schmidt’s aforementioned play Des Vaterlandes
Dank addresses a misbehaviour that frequently appears in plays of the sec-
ond phase of the discourse of legitimisation. “Ehrlose Maiadchen”
(Schmidt/Schmidt, 50) are said to have been spotted, “wie se [sic] mit den
gefangenen Russen und Franzosen schon getan haben” (49). The play pre-
sents this behaviour as a form of adultery and betrayal, which is elevated
from an individual to a national level. This is emphasised by the nature of
FRIEDRICH, the character used to report the offence, who represents the
simple but hard working and loyal ideal German. He is tied to the land he
was born in and is happy with his modest way of life, personifying the
peaceful, diligent German that the Verteidigungskrieg narrative propagates.
The inappropriateness of the sexually connoted contact with the enemy is
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in this context increased by the chosen representatives of the enemy. The
cultural inferiority and dehumanised representation that constitutes the ste-
reotype of the Russians allows the authors to increase the stigma connected
to this type of misbehaviour. However, other forms of moral failure play a
more significant role in the plays.

The propaganda narratives needed to reach the masses, and, as a conse-
quence, they created the image of hard working, diligent and modest Ger-
man people as the ideal. This guaranteed that as many people as possible,
especially amongst the classes that most crucially needed to be reached,
could identify with this image. At the same time, this image distinguishes
the German people from the allegedly arrogant and greedy French and Eng-
lish. The plays of the second phase of the discourse reflect this aspect of the
narratives by frequently using characters representing wealthy upper clas-
ses to demonstrate stigmatised behaviour. The plays’ accusation is result-
ingly that such people are living a lifestyle that is not appropriate for the
hard times the fatherland is encountering.!'® They are often accused of
shirking and thereby breaching the solidarity that is demanded from all
German people. The play Die Patrioten by Rudolf Hawel (1860—-1923), a
teacher by trade, was published in 1917 and premiered in the Deutsches
Volkstheater in Vienna on the 15" of December the same year. It demon-
strates in detail how German characters are used in this phase of the dis-
course, in order to emphasise the importance of maintaining a unity
amongst all German people and to reinstate it as the requirement for and
guarantee of a German victory, as established in the unity narrative.'!’

Hawel uses a rather satirical tone to represent the upper classes’ misbe-
haviour in the second and third acts of the play. The first and the final act,
however, in which the honest patriotism of a middle class family is por-
trayed to set a contrast with the misbehaviour of the upper class characters,
is missing this ironic undertone. The tenor of the two individual ‘parts’ is
so significantly different, that a critic described the play as “eine Ver-
schmelzung zweier nicht ganz rein zur Entwicklung gekommener Dramen:
ein zweiaktiges gemiitvolles Volksstiick umarmt eine zweiaktige satirische

16 n fact, this describes the background of many of the authors, who seem to
predominantly belong to the middle class. Especially teachers and clerics are
frequently identifiable as authors. This might, however, not be fully repre-
sentative since many authors are unknown and the chances for teachers and
clerics to be published and recognised are possibly higher than those for au-
thors belonging to other parts of society. They might therefore be overrepre-
sented amongst those authors that can be identified.

The fact that it has evidently been performed and was reviewed in a newspa-
per indicates that the play was known to a wider audience than many others.
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Komddie” (Michael, 158). While this adjacency certainly appears rather
rocky on a stylistic level, the structure serves to emphasise the intended ef-
fect by contrasting the positive and negative characters who are brought
together in the last act, not only in their representation but also via the sty-
listic mode of the play.

Using ministers and industrialists who abuse their positions to pretend
that their business “Kriegszwecken dient” (Hawel, Die Patrioten, 34) in
order to be excused from serving in the army, Hawel criticises their indi-
vidualism. Remaining at home, they occupy themselves with banquets and
patriotic evenings, in order to glorify themselves for what they see as their
contribution. HOHENSTAMM, a poet who proudly claims that he has already
written 200 war poems, serves as a representative of this type of misbehav-
iour. His report about the newest “Heldengedicht” (41) he wrote is used to
expose the pretentiousness of their self-proclaimed contribution:

Ich bin eigens auf den Semmering gefahren, um in die richtige Stimmung zu
kommen. Vier Gldser Punsch habe ich getrunken — dann aber erfafite mich
glithende Begeisterung. Vom Fenster des Hotelzimmers aus hatte ich den
wunderbarsten Uberblick iiber das Gebirge (42).

The topic of his poem is the battle of the Isonzo, which was fought along a
river that flows behind the mountain chain which HOHENSTAMM was look-
ing at when composing his Heldengedicht. The cosiness of the punch and
the hotel together with the double safety of spatial distance from the actual
front lines and the protection of the mountain chain that separates him from
the battles on the other side characterises the cowardice Hawel aims to ex-
pose with these representations.

Furthermore, HOHENSTAMM’s type of contribution is entirely useless
and only serves the group he associates himself with. Hawel uses the privi-
leged daughter of one of the guests at a banquet to expose this further by
having her admit to never having been “so gut unterhalten, als in dieser
grof3en, herrlichen Zeit” (40), and then emphasises his accusation by show-
ing the guests at the dinner party as they amuse themselves by watching
two women fight over coals on the street. Their elevated position, sheltered
behind windows, separates them physically from the sphere of regular peo-
ple and the derogatory comments about the behaviour of the “Pobel” (43)
and “Gesindel” (45) display their inner distinction from the Volksgemein-
schaft.

The last scene of act two amplifies this impression. The dinner party is
interrupted by a policeman who makes sure everybody follows the order to
have a day without meat in order to ration the decreasing supply. This
appears to the company as “unverantwortlich von den Behdrden” (60), be-
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cause “[s]olche Héiuser — wie dieses hier — sollten iiberhaupt von solchen
Amtshandlungen verschont sein” (60). Their attitude goes against the unity
of the German people and Hawel characterises it as a betrayal of those who
put the fatherland’s needs over their own. The representation of the charac-
ters in the middle two acts is reminiscent of the strategies Karl Kraus uses
to de-legitimise the unity narrative. But while Kraus contradicts the unity
narrative by portraying the war’s victims to expose the complicity of those
who demand of others to continue the fight, Hawel contrasts these self-
indulgent Germans with the representation of an ideal German family. This
structure propagates the patriotism and solidarity that is attributed to and
simultaneously demanded in the propaganda narratives.

Another level of treason frequently portrayed in plays of this phase
concerns financial profit. Hawel portrays it as underlying the pretentious
facade analysed above, exposing it as the real offence against the fatherland
and using it to postulate the subordination of the individual to the father-
land and the national community. A newspaper article is used as the medi-
um through which the misbehaviour represented in the play is exposed as
such, as well as to expose the power of the state as initiator of the punish-
ments meted out. In the article, Hawel calls the industrialists “Aasgeier”
and accuses them of making profit “auf Kosten des allgemeinen Wohles
und des ohnehin iiberbelasteten Einzelnen” (70). Their imprisonment fol-
lowing the newspaper revelations displays the power the state has over in-
dividuals who betray the fatherland. Hawel thereby establishes a different
connection between state and people than is established in most other plays,
as here the state does not only represent an embodiment of the religiously
inflated fatherland, but also a superior and powerful institution that, if nec-
essary, is able to enforce its rules on its subjects.

However, the moral implications of breaching German unity are more
significant. These actions are represented as moral failures and sanctioned
by revoking the perpetrator’s right to be part of the Volksgemeinschaft. The
appearance of ROLLER, one of the guilty industrialists, in the last act is
Hawel’s poorly executed portrayal of the consequences for these crimes.
He lets ROLLER accept that he has

[s]ich am Vaterland versiindigt in seiner schwersten, herbsten Zeit. Und nun
hat sich das Vaterland an mir gerdcht. Weib und Kind hab’ ich verloren.
Gliick und Ehre hab’ ich verloren. Und so einer verdient es nicht, dal} er eine
Heimat hat. Und darum geh’ ich in die Fremde (105-106).

Although the loss of wife and child are not directly linked to his crime,

Hawel uses ROLLER to inscribe a notion of faith into the play that allegedly
punishes those who commit a crime against the Volksgemeinschaft.
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In Hawel’s representation, this crime is twofold. It is of a legal nature,
as ROLLER helped supply black market goods, and was punished by the
“voriibergehenden Verluste der Freiheit” (71). The other aspect is a moral
one, given that ROLLER gained personal profit from the hardship of the
German people and is punished by “dem dauernden [Verlust] der biirgerli-
chen Ehre” (71), ultimately resulting in his exile. The fatherland appears as
a privilege that the individual can lose if they violate the moral codes of the
Volksgemeinschaft in which the fatherland is manifested. Hawel emphasis-
es the play’s warning even more by characterising ROLLER as “ein durch-
aus rechtlicher Mensch”, who has been “mitgerissen” and “betort” (93) by
the promise of big profits, but who should have actually known “daf} er Un-
recht tut” (93). The moral of this representation is that the sacrifices caused
by wartime shortages can tempt even otherwise honest people to commit
crimes and conduct business on the black market. However, the message of
the play is clear. In times of war, solidarity amongst the people is, so Hawel,
more important than individual needs and profits.

While Die Patrioten shows the methods of the so-called Kriegs-
lieferanten on a large scale, many plays portray it instead on an individual
level. The Hamsterstiicke, as Margarete Reichert subtitled her 1920 play
Laf} dich nicht erwischen, represent the mainly humorous attempt to dis-
credit a phenomenon that was very common in Germany during the short-
ages of WWI and even the Weimar Republic. Hamstern was an expression
used to describe those who bought and hid provisions from farms or
through other connections, in order to bypass the rationing implemented by
the government. Plays like Eva von Rappard’s Der Hamster (1916), Peter
Michels’ play of the same name (1917), Werner Henschel’s Die Hamster-
fahrt (1918) or Richard Weber’s Hamster Nimmersatt (1918) all approach
the topic in a humorous way and stand alongside a great number of chil-
dren’s plays on the same topic.

Typical for publications of this phase, the formal structure of Hawel’s
play supports its cathartic message. The unpatriotic and criminal characters
of the play appear almost exclusively in the central two acts of the four-act
play. They are framed by the portrayal of the working-class family of
ROLLER’s brother in law, SCHNELLER, whom Hawel uses to contrast the
selfishness of the high society and the greed that led ROLLER into his per-
sonal catastrophe. SCHNELLER’s portrayal is the manifestation of the unity
narrative. He accepts that they must “mitkdmpfen in der Art, wie sie uns
gegeben ist” (12). The social class to which SCHNELLER’s family belongs
represents the majority of the German people, who play their part in the
total war by making ends meet while relinquishing everything the fa-
therland needs to continue the fight for its existence until it has won.
SCHNELLER’s oldest son MAX is set to go to war and patriotically states he
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“mocht’ [s]ich schidmen, wenn ich daheim bleiben miifit’” (31). In the last
act, he returns injured, promoted to Lieutenant and decorated with the
“groflen silbernen Tapferkeitsmedaille” (97). His return serves as a repre-
sentation of the fulfilment of his duty for the fatherland and the play pro-
vides a context of meaning for his sacrifice by portraying peace to be
imminent and the war to be as good as won.

The obvious dichotomy between the families ROLLER and SCHNELLER,
their values and, most importantly, their contribution to the national cause
is concluded after ROLLER’s downfall. Hawel uses ROLLER’s farewell bid
to the family of SCHNELLER to demonstrate that he has lost the right to be
treated as an equal. ROLLER declines to shake hands with the patriotic
SCHNELLERS and even says to the war hero MAX, who has “in treuer
Selbstverleugnung fiir das Vaterland [s]eine Pflicht erfiillt” (103), that it
would be “eine Schande fiir dich, neben so einem wie ich bin, zu sitzen”
(102). Using an already familiar strategy, Hawel contrasts the model be-
haviour of the SCHNELLERS with the pretentious and self-absorbed mem-
bers of the upper class and the greedy industrialists throughout the play in
order to amplify the affects linked to both attitudes. The fact that a lack of
solidarity is so heavily sanctioned demonstrates the significance the play
places on the unity of the German people. Considering that the propaganda
narratives defined solidarity as the requirement and the guarantee for Ger-
many’s victory, it is not surprising that patriotic plays increasingly turn
their focus to it the longer the war lasts. Hawel’s particular focus on the
immorality of individualism represents an important aspect that is por-
trayed in one form or another in many plays of the discourse of legitimisa-
tion.

Helmut Bunzel’s play Deutsche Volksopfer im dritten Kriegsjahre pro-
vides a good example of another aspect frequently represented in plays af-
ter 1916. It is another patriotic play that evidently did make it onto the
stage. Typical for these plays, it premiered in a small-town Stadttheater in
Lauban, Niederschlesien, on the 22™ March 1917, the same year it was
published. It emphasises the utilitarian aspect of financial donations and
attempts to motivate people to contribute:

Wenn jemand kommt — in Kriegsanleihesachen:

Er soll nur, was er hat, zu Gelde machen —

Das Vaterland gebraucht’s — und weiterhin

Liegt auch fiir ihn der groBite Vorteil drin! (Bunzel, 7).

The benefit for the individual is represented as being twofold. Firstly, based

on the Verteidigungskrieg narrative, every contribution is seen as a contri-
bution to the war effort which will ultimately secure the fatherland’s sur-
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vival and, secondly, every financial contribution is an investment that will
pay off after the war is won.

Die Leute haben Geld und wissen’s jetzt
Allméhlich immer besser, wie sie’s nirgend
So gut und sicher unterbringen konnten,

Als wenn sie’s willig ihrem Staate leih’n. —
Die Geiz’gen bringen’s wie die Patrioten (15).

The play focusses for the majority of its three acts on the financial contri-
bution that the people at home can make in the form of war bonds. The date
of its premiere is therefore hardly a coincidence as it falls into the closing
days of the issuing of the sixth war bond in March 1917.

The revenue of the war bonds of 1917 exceeded those of the previous
years. In total, the nine war bonds issued in Germany during WWI raised
the enormous sum of 97 billion marks. This was in part due to the great ef-
fort that was put into advertising, which from November 1916 onwards was
organised by a special department, whose sole responsibility was the pro-
motion of war bonds (Zilch, 627-628). This does suggest a correlation be-
tween the increase in promotion of war bonds and the increase of explicit
Kriegsanleihestiicken published in the last two years of the war. Richard
Wilde’s (1872-1938) Zum Kampfe entschlossen zum Frieden bereit (1917)
and Bunzel’s play, which has a strong emphasis on war bonds as a great
way to contribute to the war effort, were published in 1917 and, with the
publication of Wilhelm Hausmann’s Die Kriegsanleihe (1918), Fritz
Kalesky’s Die Russen kommen, Paul Matzdorf’s Kriegsanleihe, Hellmuth
Neumann’s (1884—1835) Wir zeichnen Kriegsanleihe (1918) und Max Res-
sel’s Bdarmchen zeichnet Kriegsanleihe (1918), the year 1918 saw another
increase in dramatic promotion of war bonds.

Besides representing the benefits of contributing, and this is the more
interesting aspect in the context of propaganda narratives, Bunzel also rep-
resents the negative consequences of failing to do so. By stigmatising such
failure as a moral offence that corrodes the unity of the German people,
Bunzel represents the propagandistic claim that the unity of all German
people is an essential requirement to ensure victory. He uses the character
of KUNO ScHOLZ, whose failure ultimately ends with his death by divine
punishment, to expose this alleged moral misdemeanour. It begins when
SCHOLZ cunningly convinces the “Veteran von 66 und 70”8 and “wiirdi-

118 The dates refer to the Austro-Prussian War in 1866 and the Franco-Prussian
War in 1870/71. The result of Prussia’s victory in both wars was ultimately
the foundation of the German Empire in 1871.
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ge[n] Greis” (2), FRANZ HILGER, to sell him his house in order to rent it out
for profit. HILGER only agrees to the deal because it will enable him to buy
more war bonds, which, as he himself said earlier in the play, “[d]as Va-
terland gebrauch[t]” (7). His selflessness and devotion to the fatherland
serves as representation of a true patriotic spirit and of the claim to totality
regarding the people’s commitment which defines the plays of this phase of
the discourse. SCHOLZ’ motives on the contrary are portrayed negatively, as
he only wants to buy the house as an investment and is only motivated by
personal profit. The way in which HILGER and SCHOLZ, who speaks with
“verstellter Freundlichkeit” (21), are used to personify right and wrong,
good and evil is once more very obvious. While this might also be a conse-
quence of diminished dramaturgical talent, it shows the purpose of the play,
whose moral message is quite clear from the very introduction of the char-
acters and does not have to be deciphered by the audience.

Also typical of plays like this, the end provides justice for the wrongdo-
ings and creates affects of satisfaction in the recipient in a very simple and
foreseeable way. Shortly after FRANZ HILGER sells and moves out of his
house, an enemy plane drops a bomb on it and SCHOLZ dies in the fire.
HILGER’s relatives see it as a “Wunder” (30) that the bomb hit the house
just hours after the former owner moved out and claim that God must have
deliberately “nicht verwehrt” (30) the bombing, after it had come into
SCHOLZ’ possession, thus confirming the moral nature of this misbehaviour
by defining the event as divine punishment.

Bunzel labels SCHOLZ’ death as God’s way of preventing further dam-
age to the German unity, thereby legitimising the Verteidigungskrieg narra-
tive by having God side with the just German cause, evidenced through the
divine intervention necessitated by SCHOLZ’ dangerous lack of solidarity.
While SCHOLZ’ death is portrayed as divine “Gericht” for his “Arglist” (30),
the play uses HILGER’s devotion to the fatherland one last time to represent
it as a path towards eternal peace of the soul. The death of the patriotic pro-
tagonist in the line of duty opens the part of the play in which the focus
shifts away from the issue of financial contributions to the concept of phys-
ical sacrifice for the fatherland. While on sentry post HILGER sees the ap-
proach of an enemy aircraft and, while fulfilling his duty to alarm the town,
is shot by the plane. He is therefore “als Held gefallen” (31) and dies in his
granddaughter’s arms who later reports that “[n]Jicht Schmerz, nur Stolz
und Freude” were seen in his “Heldenaugen” (31) in the moment of his
death. Besides the personal salvation gained by dying a Heldentod,
HILGER’s example also motivates his grandson ALFRED “[s]ein Alles, Seele,
Leib und Leben / Dem Vaterlande hinzugeben” (32) and is used to estab-
lish a link