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erman film censorship is almost as old
as the medium itself.! Under pressure
from the press and the ‘monopolistic
demands of the intelligentsia of written
culture to give significance and meaning to life’,2
fear of the popular and suggestive new medium of
film was especially pronounced in the nationalist,
militaristic, semi-autocratic German Empire.® A
series of different guidelines for film censorship
arose as aresultof discussions about cinema reform
in the separate German states. They were linked by
the merging of decision-making and administrative
powers in the respective film review offices. On 5
May 1906, film censorship was introduced for the
first time in the jurisdiction of Berlin, which did not
issue its first order until two years later® however .
As in all the other German states which introduced
film censorship, even in the smaller states like the
Grand Duchy Saxony-Weimar which only had four
cinemas,” film censorship was treated the same as
the censorship of the press. Since censorship in the
Empire had been done away with in the wake of
the Press Law of 1874, film-makers filed suit against
Berlin’s censorship order. According fo the judge-
ment passed down by the Prussian Higher Admin-

istrative Court, Berlin censorship rulings were legal
since they were based on the Theater Censorship
of 1850.4 This court approval of cinema censorship
laws was also applied in the other German States
in the ensuing years. A prophylactic police censor-
ship went into effect in April of 1909. Stemming
initially from the ministerial decree of 1909, Ba-
varia issued detailed censorship orders in January
1912.7 Wirttemberg followed this step in June of
1914 by issuing orders that were particulary
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severe. On 16 December 1910, by way of order,
all governing presidents were held responsible for
introducing film censorship. Within the framework
of simplification and administrative relief, the deci-
sions of the Berlin cinema censorship became auth-
oritative for the entire governmental jurisdiction.®
By contrast, Hamburg's senate only authorised a
commission of teachers to judge the appropriate-
ness of films for a young audience; no further orders
were issued.”

The censorship orders did notonly vary among
the separate German states. There were differences
between the various cities and governmental juris-
dictions. In Prussia there were a total of 24 film
censorship centres, of which Berlin was the most
important. Within that centre, film censorship was
annexed fo the theatre department, which was also
responsible for variety shows and circus perfor-
mances. In Bavaria, all films had to be presented to
a censorship centre in Munich. Paragraph 2 of the
Bavarian film censorship law determined that the
local centres in Munich could ban films that had
been censored, ‘if the local situation should so de-
mand’.'?
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Onthe national level, the Undersecretary of the
Interior asked the Foreign Office on 25 May 1911
for their ambassadors to provide papers on film
censorship policies for the various countries in
which they were accredited, ‘for eventual steps to
be taken by the Empire in the battle against dirt in
word and image’.!! After a short debate in the
Reichstag’Mumm and Co.’ offered a resolution with
the goal of forced concessions for cinemas and a
"tougher and more stream-lined surveillance of cine-
matographic theatre’.'? Despite considerable ef-
forts on various sides, by August 1914 not only had
all attempts to enforce film censorship failed in each
German state, but the attempt to come up with @
unified film law for the entire Reich had failed as
well.

Independent of these legislative efforts, a com-
parison of the films shown in Munich and Berlin
between 1912 and 1914 shows that the number of
movies generally banned for those under age had
reached its nadir by 1914. The comparison also
shows that we can only speak conditionally of @
homogeneous German film market for the period
immediately preceding the war: movies that could
be shown in Berlin were forbidden in Munich and
vice versa, just as in the prior years.!3

On 1 July 1914, without further explanation,
the Berlin police issued an order raising censorship
fees by 1,700 per cent. In response, many film-
makers refused to submit new films for censorship
review in order to avoid paying the fees.'* After
much protest, the Prussian Minister of Finance
signed a new order, which was atfirstlimited to one
year. However, the lowered censorship fees were
still higher than before 1 July 1914.'%1n April 1915
this fee ordinance was made effective for the dura-
tion of the war.'®

Atthe same time cinema reformers such as Karl
Brummer'” were unsuccessful in banning films using
court orders.'8 The Higher Administrative Court in
Berlin took the position that it is not the task of the
police “to march in with police orders whenever
doubts are raised from o pedagogical stand-
point’.'? Despite the relatively low actual number
of censorship cases in Bavaria and Berlin, public
attacks from opponents of cinema, the Wiirttem-
berg censorship law, and the raising of censorship
fees and entertainment taxes for cinema immedi-
ately before the outbreak of the war, gave the im-

pression that the economic existence of cinema was
seriously threatened. To this extent film censorship
remained one of the unsolved problems of the pre-
war period.20

During the War the number of censorship in-
terventions increased. The ensuing difficulties af-
fected not only the film industry, but also military
and governmental positions, which used film as a
medium for propaganda especially during the sec-
ond half of the war.

The legal basis of film censorship in time of
war

The imperial decree of 31 July 1914 placed the
entire Empire except for Bavaria under martial law.
With the order for mobilisation in accordance with
Article 68, the laws of 4 June 1851 for a state of
siege also went into effect in the German Empire.
This meant that 24 military commanders from the
army corps, as well as the 33 governors and com-
mandants, assumed power of enforcement within
the territories assigned to them. The army areas
were not identical with governmental districts, that
is, with province and state borders. Thus the military
areas overlapped with the civil government crea-
ting a break in the traditional administrative techni-
cal structures?! This also affected the previous
organisation of film censorship. The Reich’s plans
for mobilisation did not include any specific
measures for the press or for fitm. Immediately prior
to the onset of the war the commander in chief of
the army dispatched an instruction sheet for the
press in a state of war.22 After 1 August 1914,
public governmental work of the Reich was limited
to a conference of the general staff with repre-
sentatives from the press. At this meeting in the
Reichstag the governmental representatives guar-
anteed a generous interpretation of censorship
regulations. Press conferences held several times a
week in Berlin served as a source of further informa-
tion about war events in the following weeks. Rep-
resentatives from various ministries and from the
highest command ranks of the army parficipated.
These conferences were meaningless for film pro-
duction. This publicity, which was limited to written
media, is typical in that it makes apparent that the
use of pictures for reporting was far from the minds
of leading military and ministerial bureaucrats at
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the beginning of the war. Like

the later establishment of a de-
partment for censorship,?? this
example demonstrates that
film only received a marginal
role alongside other perfor-
ming arts and that primary at-
tention was focussed on the
press during the entire war. As
for the majority of the public,
the press was the decisive me-
dium in war reportage and the
propaganda efforts which
went into effect later. During
the war, film was increasingly
important as a publicity me-
dium, especially for German
domestic and foreign propa-
ganda. Yet during the Reich-
stag discussions on cinema
concessions in 1918, many of
the delegates were still unc-
ware that film censorship was
even being practiced in Ger-
many.?4

Official reportage of war
events was initially limited to
reports from the army.?> First
eight?® and then fifteen rigo-
rously selected war reporters
from the press fook care of fur-
ther information.?” After a
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corresponding order of the
general staff,?® several film
companies were allowed from

Fig. 1. Handbill for Messter Woche military newsreel, 1916.
[Der Film, no. 22, 1916.]

late September and early Oc-

tober 1914, to do front reportage: Messter-Film,
Eiko-Film GmbH as well as a film company from
Freiburg and Miinich.?? All remaining film com-
panies and newspaper reporters were barred from
direct war reportage.3° Department IlIB of the ac-
ting general command was responsible for the cen-
sorship of texts, pictures and films.3! Occasionally
pure ‘marine films’ were censored by the press di-
vision of the naval staff.3? In the various orders and
guidelines on censorship contents of the acting
general staff, military films were sfill treated in the
second half of the war as part of picture {and thus
press) censorship.®3 That s, film was considered by

military leaders to be a conditionally independent
medium of information.

Apart from the decisions made by the general
staff, the military commanders, who were respon-
sible in their respective divisions for ‘insuring public
order’, alsotook over press and film censorship. On
the basis of an order of the military commander and
by order of the acting general command the state
and municipal cinema censorship centres conti-
nued their activity from August 1914 onward. A
specified film censorship was now introduced in all
of those states which had previously done without.
Due to the military subordination of the censorship
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cenres, the Higher Administrative
Court could only conditionally be
called on to mediate as a decision-mak-
ing power in legal differences between
the censorship office and film pro-
ducers.3* Many general commanders
did not feel bound by the censorship
decisions of Division IlIB of the deputy
general staff, in Berlin, which was re-
ponsible, among other things, for mili-
tary censorship of press and film. Thus
the first censored war footage which
came into the moviehouses in October
of 1914 was banned in Hannover,
Halle and Bremerhaven out of fear of
espionage.?’ Since from the start only
afew cameramen were allowed to take
pictures at the front, and even those
were strictly censored, the moviehouses
were unable to provide the up-to-date
war pictures which viewers were ex-
pecting.®® The few pictures which could
be shown were ‘completely damaged'.
They ‘increasingly lost the right ... to be
considered as such, since they were
only harmless genre scenes, which had
no drawing power’.%” Beyond this they
were missing the reality which movie-
goers wanted due to lengthy censorship

decisions.3® These additional interven-
tions in military censorship first
changed when, in April of 1917, the

Fig. 2. Major Walter Nicolai, Chief of Division Ill B of the
general staff (signal section and counter-espionage).
[Bildarchiv Preussischer Kulturbesitz.]

highest censorship  office  under
General Quartermaster Erich von ludendorff be-
came the enforcing organ of the highest army com-
mand, and the Chief of Division Il B, Major Walter
Nicolai ~ who had assumed this function since the
beginning of the war — had directive power over
the deputy general command. Already in the first
days of the war the military commanders issued
bans on film production which were later partially
raised. From 3 August to mid-September 1914 it
was forbidden fo film departing troops in Dresden;
and in Hamburg®? and Berlin“? it was forbidden to
take pictures of squares and streets without police
permission. In Lubeck, musical performances were
forbidden as unpatriotic and Munich moviehouses
had 1o close for ten days in observation of mobili-
sation day.*! In Strasbourg all movie houses were

closed in August for almost two months. A ban on
photography was generally in effect.2 War cover-
age was forbidden in all moviehouses in Berlin.43
On 11 August, the President of the Police gave the
following order: “With respect for the present time
of war, it must be expected that performances can
only take place which are in keeping with the seri-
ousness of these times and with the patriotic sense
of the public. Further, performances are to be
avoided which could have the effect of inciting the
public to do violence to unarmed foreigners living
here. Entrepeneurs who do not abide by this order
and create irritation or disturbances to the public
order through their performances can reckon with
aretraction of the postponement of curfew, and that
the closing of their premises will be considered’ 44
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In as much as film censor-

ship did not affect military sub-
ject matter, the following writ
from the Prussian Ministry of
War served the relevant offices
during the war as a basis for
decision-making:  ‘Feelings
have been voiced here that

Frel 1 Programm
per 4. Sept. (Nahe Berlin)

2 Programme
per 11. September
und 2 Programme
per 18. September

7. Jahrgang 1914 Seite 5

Des enormen Erfolges

Wir empfehlen
sofortige Entschliefjung
RAile Anfragen
werden der Reihe nach
erledigt.

wegen muften wir

noch 2 weitere

[the] cinematographic theatre ——— Kopien anfer- %
presents many pieces which, tigen lassen

because of their superficiality von

and shallowness, are unsuited — unserem

for the seriousness of our times, erfolg-

and that many of these are reichen

French and English films de-
serving of the same description
which can only be seen as trash
of the lowest sort. How much of
the people’s healthy common
sense is destroyed by such poi-
son? On the other hand, by
presenting pictures of the
fatherland and other noble im-
ages of a serious or humorous
nature, these wellfrequented
theatres could contribute to the
cultivation and preservation of
a love for the fatherland and
valuable moralsingeneral. The
Ministry of War can only sub-

Muunpuliilm;VeLlriehs-ﬁes.

Zentral-Buro: Berlin SW48
Friedrichstr. 25-26
Tel: Moritzplatz, No. 14584, 14585
Telegr.-Adr.: Saxofilms Berlin.

Kriegs-Programm

Insgesamt sind
sieben komplette
Programme
faniWochen lang
hintereinander besetzt.

Von tberall her werden
uns unaufgefordert die
groBten Erfolge gemeldet;
u. a, schreiben die U.T.-1!ch-
splele Dresden:

,Wir teilen Ihnen hierdurch
mit, daB wir mitden beiden Films
,,Lieb Vaterland magst ruhig sein‘
uind ,,Unsere Marine‘* gestern ein
fast ausverkauftes Haus erzielten
und das Publikum zum SchluB unter
starmischem Applaus d.Theater verlie8:’

Hanewacker & Scheler
Filialen:
Minchen, Bayerstr. 7Ta
Tel.:No.8710. Telegr.-Adr. :Saxofilms

Dasseldorf, KaiserWilhelmstr.52
Tel.No 2822 : Telegr.-Adr : Saxofilms

scribe to these ideas, making a
humble plea to the royal com-
mander in chief and the royal

Fig. 3. War film advertisement, Licht-Bild-Buhne, 7 October 1914.

general command to bring
their influence to bear on the responsible authorities
so that these outgrowths can disappear.’4° This cir-
cular was sentin Mid-December 1914 to all deputy
general commands, the Chancellor of the Reich, the
Prussian Minister of Interior and to the commander
in chief in Mark Brandenburg province. The com-
mander in chief answered the Minister at the end of
December that this writing corresponded fully with
his views, continuing: ‘| have been influencing the
censorship boards in this direction since the begin-
ning of the war and the insititutions within my juris-
diction are under surveillance in this regard’.4¢ He
also forwarded this ministerial letter to the appro-
priate police headquarters, who reacted against
the cinema. The Chief of Police in Berlin issued the

following order on 4 January 1915: ‘An ordinance
issued by the Minister of War sentto me in the Mark
Brandenburg mandates that all films not in keeping
with our earnest times due to shallowness or bo-
nality should not be shown in ourcinemas’. A notice
for movie theatres dated 13 January 1915, con-
tinues in this vein: ‘This is where, above all, the
so-called trashy backstair novels belong, presenta-
tions of events from the lives of whores and criminals
{all detective films as well), further films with hu-
mourous contents which are either offensive to the
heart or mind of the viewer, or, for want of any
larger idea, comprise a chain of crazy, outlandish,
exaggerated and often meaningless scenes. Rec-
ommended, in contrast, arethe presentation of solid
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pictures of a serious and humourous character
which are suvited to maintain high morals and to
cultivate love for the fatherland. Non-compliance
with this order can lead to coercive measures lead-
ing ultimately to a closing down of the movie
theatre.”4” The commander in chief in Altona strictly
interpreted the mandate of the Minister of War.48

In the summer of 1915, the Berlin censorship
ruling was rendered obsolete for the VIl Army Corps
{Dusseldorf) and its jurisdiction. It was replaced by
local censorship. Officials as well as literary and
pedagogical advisers were employed there as cen-
sors. 4

The various orders from the General Command
based on interpretations made by the Minister of
War could not be translated into legal action be-
cause the specifications placed a focus on very
general qualitative moments. Since corresponding
criteria could not be described more precisely and
there was no consensus about tra nsposing concep-
tual contents into film, film censorship was based
more and more on questions of taste. This meant
that subjective ideas about morals and conventions
determined the nature of prohibitions and partial
prohibitions. Under these conditions, arbitrary de-
cisions could not be ruled out, thus adding to the
already reduced viability of the German film market
before the war. Valid film censorship laws from
before the war only remained in effect in Bavaria®®
and Wiirttemberg.®! There only supplementary spe-
cifications for the censorship of war pictures were
issued.

Censorship measures were extended not only
to films submitted for review during the war, butalso
to old films. Forexample, in Berlin alt films censored
before August 1914 had to be censored again.?
By adding regulations for young viewers, film cen-
sorship became even more nebulous. The local vari-
ance from state to state in viewer age-limitations
had an effect on the development of cinema.>3 An
ordinance in Hannover ordered the separation of
sexes for one group of viewers.> Under penalty of
school disciplinary measures, young viewers in
Wiirttemberg up to the age of 18 were required o
see films specified for children or young audiences,
regardless of the fact that such showings were
rare.>> An ordinance in Rhineland Palatinate and
Westphalia demanded ‘the honorary cooperation
of voluntary forces’, to prevent youth and children

from going to the movies. > Visits to the movies were
forbidden for those under sixteen years of age un-
less school officials or the police gave special per-
mission.>” In Munich shows for young audiences
were forbidden. Occasional special shows with
‘programs arranged by teachers themselves’ were
allowed.>® The First Bavarian Army Corps issued a
decree on 7 March 1916 forbidding all viewers
under 17 from going fo the movies. As a protective
measure, cinema owners were only allowed to dis-
play written announcements. Offenders could be
sentenced to up to a year in jail >°

Following the Berlin ordinance of the end of
April 1915, all films which had been approved for
young audiences before 31 December 1912 had
to be censored again by 1 October 1915 if they
were to continue to be shown fo this age group. Due
to the acute lack of such films, a cost-free re-censor-
ship on the part of the Berlin police expedited the
process. At the same time the rigorous surveillance
of movie houses was further intensified.® Beyond
the qualitative moments contained in general film
censorship specifications, the initiator of the ordin-
ances issued especially for young viewers also at-
tempted to establish pedagogical guidelines for the
medium itself, which were not only limited to the
age group in question. The Berlin Youth Censorship
explicated the ordinance further: ‘It has been re-
peatedly observed in recent times that owners of
movie houses in greater Berlin have ignored police
ordinances. Some of the movie house concessio-
naires in greater Berlin have recently been actively
engaged in making the children’s shows more at
tractive to unsupervised youth by showing forbid-
den pictures. In parts of the city with a high
population of children these shows do in fact draw
large numbers. Countless movie house owners are
able to prevent observation by adults who would
like fo protect our youth from moral danger and the
threat to their safety in overfilled rooms by prevent-
ing adult admittance to shows for younger audi-
ences. Such inappropriate transgressive action will
be met in the future with harsh measures. In order
to enable authorities to move forward with more
weight, police headquarters has been empowered
by Higher Command in the provinces to close viol-
ating movie houses temporarily or permanently if
necessary.’®’

The German press was allowed to print army
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reports during the entire war without censoring.
Furthermore, all larger German newspapers were
allowed to regu|0r|y publish reports of events in
enemy territory. In addition, with the increased dur-
ation of the war, articles appeared aboutwar events
from the distant past, which at first could not be
printed for fear of espionage. In contrast to all the
larger newspapers, which regularly reported
various events in foreign states, the showing of all
films from countries with which Germany was atwar
was strictly limited. This self-isolation was a result of
the impression made by the ‘August experience’®2
and hefty attacks from a broad spectrum of the
population against all French and English films®3
which were initially instigated by the cinema
owners themselves.®4 Movie house owners, who
had joined the Deutscher Filmbund founded after
the beginning of the war, hung up a coloured pla-
card with the text: ‘No films from enemy countries
will be shown here and no posters will be displayed
which come from such countries. This movie theatre
is a member of the German Filmbund.’®> At a con-
ference of the Society for the Protection of Common
Interests of Cinematography and Related Branches,
called in October 1914, many of the members de-
bated, whether films brought from England and
France prior to August should still be shown or not.
The Minister of War had already expressly referred
to the negative influence of French and English films
in October 1914,57 yet had not specifically forbid-
den them.®® During the period after the ban on all
movies from allied nations which were not in Ger-
many by August 1914, these were made a solid
part of film censorship in agreement with many
movie goers themselves.®” As a result, old English
and French films were shown in many parts of Ger-
many due to a lack of films.”® Thus, the deputy
commanding general in charge in Minster placed
special emphasis in his ordinance issued on15 Fe-
bruary to keep the ban on English, French and
Belgian films.”! The verbal disparagement of films
from the entente states on the part of broad segments
of the German population shows that the historical
significance of these films for the development of
the medium was ignored due to the influence of the
war. At the same time the import embargo issued
in 1914 meant that the German Reich could not
participate internationally in the development of the
medium for almost an entire decade.

In November1915 the deputy general com-
mand extended its censorship domain fo cinema
advertising. After August 1914 advertising was
done by artists and caricaturists, who, as a result of
the war, had no more work in their own field.”2
Against the guidelines of the Press Law, on 8 No-
vember 1915, the Leipzig Police Department sub-
jected all newspaper announcements, posters and
advertising pictures for films to censorship before
and after, threatening them with fines and imprison-
ment.” In Baden an ordinance of March 1916
limited the announcements of film showings to ‘a
simple announcement of the title of the piece to be
shown without any reference to its content and with-
out the addition of advertising pictures’.7* After
colour film posters in Stettin, Coburg, Disseldorf
and other cities gave in fo censorship and were no
longerallowed, almostall other cities inthe German
Empire followed suit.”> The Vili Army Corps estab-
lished for Koblenz that film adverstising posters with
pictures be subject to pre-censorship. Furthermore,
these were only to be allowed if the corresponding
films were also approved for young audiences.”® A
police ordinance issued on 11 July 1916, estab-
lished that cinema and variety shows were to be
limited to dimensions ‘typical for theatre’. ‘Rendi-
tions of crime, violence and other such shocking
things as well as morally offensive pictures were
forbidden’. In addition, the letter print size for pos-
ters, with a maximum of 10 c¢m for large and 6 cm
for small letters, was precisely stipulated.”” As with
many other censorship specifications, this one also
used the term ‘morally offensive,’ that is, ‘a thing
about which not even a hundred people have ever
been able to agree on’.”8 In September of 1916
poster censorship in Disseldorf became more strict.
Coloured posters, which enjoyed particular popu-
larity on the front, were fundamentally banned dur-
ing the second half of the war.”? Press releases were
no longer allowed to use scenes from movies for
advertisements. Despite pre-censorship, advertis-
ing posters were only allowed to be hung on bill
posts and theatre entryways.®%In some Corps areas
not only posters but even advertising photos were
forbidden.®' Some cities had to rescind poster bans
in practice on the basis of court rulings, since the
police could not prove ‘their detrimental moral in-
fluence’.8?

The uncoordinated inferventions of the second
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that division existed between the
larger theatres showing two long
films at a time & and the smaller
movie houses which showed one
long film and several short ones. 8

The dissatisfaction with these
disparate censorship practices on
the part of the press and film pro-
ducers led
sessions and debates in the Ger-
man Parliament. The Reichstag
alone spent some 20 controversial
sessionson press censorship.8? Dur-
ing these debates, the plenum also
addressed issues concerning film
censorship in May/June 1916 and
in  October 1917 and in
March/April 1918. On the state
level the Prussian House of Repre-
sentatives dealt with the same topic
inFebruaryof 1916and 1917.The
opinions on film censorship
diverged considerably between the
individual parties of the different
parliaments. Thus on 4 May 1916,
in a plea to the Chancellor of the
German Empire, Representative
Ferdinand Werner demanded of
the German Social Economic Unifi-

to numerous exira

Fig. 4. Traugott von Jagow, Berlin police chief from 1909-191¢,
was responsible for motion picture censorshiﬁil in that city during
the first years of the war. [Bildarchiv Preussicher Kulturbesitz.]

cation to successfully avert the es-

capades of the cinema which were

especially shocking at the time’.%°

commander in chief were not only limited to film
and fo the press. Berlin censors banned the Sar-
rasani Circus which had just held 75 performances
in Dresden.® Between August 1914 and the end
of 1916 around 2,000 censorship orders for the
presswere issued altogether.84 311 films during the
same time were banned in Berlin, 244 of which
were banned for the duration of the war.83

The implications of these figures are significant
inas much as ‘no film was shown in Germany during
the war which did not pass Berlin censorship’.8¢
Since it was not possible to show all the films ap-
proved in Berlin in the provinces as well, a divided
movie market arose between the capital city and
censorship practices in the provinces. Within Berlin

The Minister of the Interior
answered to a similar demand from
the Reich Chancellory with the request, ‘that it be
emphatically conveyed to Representative Werner
that his description of the situation contains gross
exaggeration and unacceptable generalisations
about specific negative situations, whose rectifica-
tion should be entirely left up to the individual states,
who have been giving these problems their atten-
tion for sometime’.”! The newspaper Vorwirts re-
sponded critically to the enterprising nature of the
film producers and those running the movie
houses.?? During a censorship debate in the Reich-
stag, social democratic delegate Gustav Noske
pointed out ‘how ruinous the effects of censorship
and the state of occupation had been for the cine-
matographic theatre’. He continued further: 'the
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deputy general commanders have further aggra-
vated the situation with the cinema by extensive
limiting of viewing time, and disallowing young
viewers from going to the movies after 6 o'clock.’??
Representative Georg Gothein of the German Pro-
gressive Party elaborated before parliament:

The incommodation due to film censorship is
really unheard of and we are in dire need of
uniformity and a reduction of the inconveni-
ence, if we are going to keep this film censor-
ship at all.?

During the same session, Gustav Streseman,
later Chancellor of the German Reich and Foreign
Minister, sided with demands for uniform censor-
shipthroughoutthe Empire made by representatives
of cinema concessionaires in cooperation with
those affected in the corresponding committees.?®
All of these discussions had no effect whatsoever
until afterthe war because oflegal rulings regarding
the state of war and the various notions of censor-
ship.

Independent of these discussions, the Bunde-
sratattempted on 3 August 1917, to circumvent the
Reichstag by introducing compulsory business for
movie houses ‘according to need’ and declaring
this order as a war time measure.?® The concept of
‘need’ however was not defined in the law. Initial
steps taken by the states foward enacting this law
show that this lack led to very different interpreta-
tions. The proposed law was turned down on 11
October 1917 on formal grounds.?” It was main-
tained that the present version of the parliamentary
order touched on areas governed by business law.
These far-reaching consequences did not conform
to the content of the empowerment law from 4 Au-
gust 1914 giving the Bundesrat far-reaching com-
pefence in war-related and economic issues. As a
consequence the Bundesrat had to lift the law re-
garding compulsory business at the end of October
1917 once more. A second version of the law
presented by the Bundesrat was also vetoed by the
Reichstag in the summer of 1918.

In addition to the censorship boards installed
by the deputy general commanders, local com-
munities also attempted to place limitations on film
consumption. The municipal office of Angermiinde
determined that it was a criminal act for war-sup-
ported wives of servicemen to go to the movies.”®

The Weida parish council in Saxony-Weimar
threatened the same people with a withdrawal of
support if they were found visiting the movies.?” Due
to the intervention of a pastor, two wives of ser-
vicemen with six children each lost their weekly
support of two loaves of bread.!®

independent of concrete censorship ordin-
ances and all other attempts to limitthe population’s
film consumption, all measures demonstrated the
attempt to enforce conformity with regard to expec-
tations of relaxation and enfertainment by making
use of power politics and the consciousness of an
elitist distance toward moviegoers. The political
orientation for the conceptual shaping of the orders
and all other measures was less a result of specific
interests than of ideal purposes, which, at the same
time, offered larger social guidelines for ordering
thought and action.

Censorship interests of individual social
groups during the war

Just a few days before the war started, the Licht-Bild-
bithnenewspaper praised 'Die Waffen nieder’ (Lay
Down Your Arms), a film produced by the Nordic
Film Co., based on a novel by the same name
written by Margarete von Suttner.'®! The same
newspaper declared on 1 August 1914, that now
‘apparently all insignificant disruptions of business
have naturally withdrawn totally behind the burning
danger of war itself’.’%2 There was little sign in the
cinematographic press of the hawkish enthusiasm
that was apparent during the first few days of the
war in some segments of the population; rather,
concern about the future predominated.'® On the
other hand, decisions to withdraw French and Eng-
lish films from schedules and considerations on the
future of German film'%* showed that even the film
industry had become caught up in the patriotic en-
thusiasm that struck Germany in August 1914, push-
ing, 'for the time being, all internal conflicts and
tensions to the side’.'%° For a short time, this respite
alsoimplied that the film industry would refrain from
encounters with state agencies such as the censor-
ship board or local governments regarding enter-
tainment taxes. No protfests took place in Berlin
against film censorship, !9 which was intensified at
the start of the war, nor against the forced closings
of movie theatres in various parts of the Empire. The
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ban on allied films, harsh censorship and insuffi-
cienttransportation all contributed to an acute short-
age of films inthe early days of the war. At the same
time, war recruitment efforts caused the number of
movie house patrons to drop dramatically. More-
over, movie theatres as an institution and the films
shown there were subjected to increased criticism
during the first few weeks of the war. And finally,
there was a shortage of projectionists since they
were drafted, or even enlisted, for military ser-
vice.!% All of these reasons led to the closure of
many cinemas, especially in August 1914,

Under the circumstances, some members of
the film press and cinematographic associations
feared the end of their industry. This is why they
started defending themselves against new attacks
as early as late autumn 1914. They declared an
end to the truce that had meant deliberately refrain-
ing from public debate and pressure regarding dif-
ferences of opinion in both the political and
economic spheres. In late October and November,
the Licht-Bildbihne had already printed numerous
articles polemicising against the legal restrictions
placed on film documentation from the front.'°8 Der
Kinematograph compared the manipulation of pub-
lic opinion through the press in general and film in
particular with the impact of the 42 cm cannon, one
of the most powerful German artillery weapons,
indirectly demanding the authorities approve more
films.19? On 16 February 1915, thirteen companies
from a variety of branches submitted a several-page
statementto the Prussian ministry of war, describing
the circumstances facing German cinematography
and requesting that measures be taken to improve
the situation.!'? For the first time, the film industry
was relatively unanimous in protesting the restric-
tions placed on motion picture advertising when it
submitted a statement signed by approximately 70
companies and associations to the Prussian ministry
of war, ministry of the interior and other depart-
ments.'!! Movie theatre owners in Saxony turned
to the emperor, requesting that he mitigate the
cinema decrees issued by the IVth army corps,
which was responsible for their area.''? In the
course of the war, film industry representatives at-
tempted to take preventive action to avert possible
attacks. The Association of Cinema Owners of
Greater Berlin and the Province of Brandenburg,
for example, sent several letters of protest directly

to the imperial chancellor in connection with a pro-
posal for even more severe film censorship infro-
duced on 4 May 1916 by Reichstag representative
Dr. Werner.''3 During the second half of the war,
the censorship board and the Society for the Protec-
tion of Common Interests of Cinematography pro-
posed having regular meetings ‘to initiate and
preserve mutual understanding’.!'4

Al the protest forms clearly show that the cine-
matographic associations and companies did not
profest censorship in general. Despite many dif-
ferences on specific issues, there was broad con-
sensus that censorship was necessary, or at least
inevitable. All existing documents reflect the asso-
ciations’ objectionto excessive resolutions only. The
respective authors demanded a uniform film censor-
ship law within the ferritory of the German Empire
and the right to participate in all decisions on cen-
sorship.''® In addition, film producers tried to de-
velop material that experience showed would just
barely make it past the censors, since this promised
the highest box office returns.!"¢

'The World War brought in new elements. It
was the first war that mobilised nations in their
entirety, including the home front, and itwas waged
with massive armies, and set ... against a back-
ground of ideology’.!"” This also defined the rela-
tionship of different social groups to motion picture
censorship. In particular, it was the harshest critics
of cinematography and the staunchest supporters
of film censorship whose attitudes were ideologi-
cally motivated. These people came from the ranks
of the intelligentsia, including professors, teachers
and artists who remained loyal to the system, and
especially Church representatives.''® The way
these educated classes feared ‘rising mass society
... verged on obsession. [t served to strengthen ar-
istocratic and exclusive traits, including dislike of
any extension of egalitarian, democratic rights and
institutions’ and any pluralistic cultural offerings, as
represented by cinemas and other popular enter-
tainment establishments. This educated bour-
geoisie saw all forms of popular culture as inferior,
since these did not spread the "“idedlistic” ideals,
elevated and lofty goals and norms, as cultivated
and supported by the major institutions of socialisa-
tion: schools and the church’. ‘The relationship of
this group to politics, the power politics of the na-

tion-state’,''? contradicted - especially in fimes of
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Fig. 5. The Welt-Biograph Theater in pre-war Pritzkow, c. 1913. The posters are all in French.

war — the distance to politics that was normally
exercised in other contexts. Power politics was con-
sidered legitimate aslong as it served the implemen-
tation of the propagated goals.

In the prewar period, motion picture develop-
ments had neglected many of the reform efforts of
the intelligentsia. Social as well as cultural polari-
sation seemed to be eliminated, not only by the
apparently smooth integration of the ‘army of
workers’ into the war machinery, but by the imme-
diate willingness of movie house owners to stop
showing French and English films once the war
started. 2 The ‘dull monotony'?! and the ‘superfi-
cial comfort''22 of the prewar period seemed to
have made way for a new ‘community’.'?® The
spiritual sense of mission was supposed to be car-
ried beyond Germany’s borders as a service ‘to
humanity” in the ‘holy war’.'?4 But domestically as

well, it was supposed to reestablish the ‘spiritual
harmony’ that was lacking before the war and elimi-
nate mammonism. This group hoped the coming
peace would bring ‘a healthy national soul’, just as
the ‘peace of 1871 [created] a healthy national
body’.'2> Correspondingly, the mostimportant task
of politics, especially in war, was seen as ‘leading
the national soul’.12é At the same time, the war as
‘the most powerful of all bringers of culture’, was
supposed fo ‘awaken [everything] that exhibits
inner health and is still worthy of existence to a new,
rich life’.1?” ‘German culture is moral culture ... If it
relinquishes its moral purity, then it stops being
German.’” The task of the war and the postwar
period was to re-establish ‘its pure image’, that ‘'was
spoiled by the fever of an insatiable desire for
wealth, degenerate sensual pleasure, sprawling
lascivious sensation-seeking and a superficial pres-
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umption of knowledge and ability’.'?® In other
words, this singleminded way of thinking about
war and society, denying all change, did not only
equate spiritual values with military ones, but also
negated the diversity of sensory perceptions, needs
and life plans.

German Party representative Reinhard Mumm,
one of the most prominent critics of cinemas, also
considered film to be ‘un-German’. He referred to
it as ‘a firstclass devastator of the people,
destroying more of their moral values than a hun-
dred educators could sow in quiet labour. The aver-
age film is capable not only of trivialising, but of
destroying’,'? since 'from its very beginnings until
the present day, the new industry ... is virtually in
Jewish hands’.'*¢ Other critics saw the French in-
fluence as the primary cause for movies to be ‘un-
German’:

The war has been the greatest cinema reformer
of all. It accomplished that which we hardly
dared to dream of. It destroyed the magnificent
business organisation based outside our bor-
ders that was the support and secret of success
of trash cinematography - the organisation
that achieved the miracle of keeping alive the
artificial, even anti-natural demand for thou-
sands of worthless meters of film in hundreds
of thousands of movie theatres around the
world, serving the interests not of movie
theatres, but of film capital. This organisation,
in the end tracing back to the Pathé model, has
been broken, and if we know even the very
least of what we want, then it shall never return
again. '3

Even regarding films he thought were outstand-
ing, like Bismarck and Andreas Hofer, Mumm dis-
puted their ‘certain, very refined impact ... on
account of the facial expressions and title links’. 132

Basing his statement on this criterion, Mumm
spoke out in the authorisation debates in the Ger-

man Reichstag in March 1918:

The strongest grounds of moral life of our
people speak in favour of it. We cannot let the
soul of the people be devastated by unbridled
capitalism ... That which is offered here and
there under the influence of certain capitalistic
circles - pepper, strip scenes, over and over a

mockery of marriage and family life in general
—thatis not German humour; thatisun-German
gutter humour, and if censorship proceeds
there with a very distinct degree of severity and
takes vigorous action, then such measures will
doubtless find the approval of all members of
our German people with healthy feelings. 133

Centre Party representative Kuckhoff made a
simitar remark during the same session:

ltis frue that movies are largely to blame for the
rising incidence of crime among adolescents
in war times ... When the war is over and the
restrictions are lifted, the audience will be the
sole decision makers, determining the movie
schedules of the cinemas. Show business will
be dependent on the whims of the movie pa-
trons. Competition will force even highly es-
teemed businesses to give in to the wishes of
the majority of the audience, opening the
floodgates to sensationalism. The small movie
houses in the fowns and on the outskiris of the
cities will rise again, and we will once again
be confronted with the regretiable phenomena
that represent a serious threat to the health of
the nation - dangers that can also be brought
on by movie theatres with poor technical man-
agement. On top of that, we will suffer further
insultto our aesthetic sensibilities whenever we
walk through the streets and are forced to see
the dreadful movie advertisements. We will
once again have fo expect that, wherever we
go, criers will harrass us and tell us to go to the
cinema. This situation must be avoided at all
costs. 134

Despite the divergent political opinions ex-
pressed, both speeches show a clear tendency to-
ward a strong state that stands above the individual,
politically oriented toward ideal aims and paternal-
istic concepts in order to resolve existing conflict. At
the same time, both politicians succumbed to an
unrealistic line of reasoning. On the one hand, they
did not want to do without movie theatres totally,
since they wanted certain pictures to receive as
broad circulation as possible, and also because the
film industry employed several thousand people. '35
On the other hand, companies inferested in com-
mercial profit were asked to sacrifice that in favour
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of educating the country. Private companies were
thus given the task that the intelligentsia had failed
to accomplish in the preceding decades. Without
expressing it explicitly, the reformers pursued the
goal of transforming the cinema into a partial sub-
stitute for adult education centres. Aftitudes toward
films, such as the ones cited here, were essentially
determined by conservative newspapers, in particu-
lar the Tégliche Rundschau (Daily Review) and the
Deutsche Tageszeitung {German Daily), papers
read primarily by the educated classes,'*® and
various family newspapers.'®” In addition, in the
initial years of the war they also influenced the
movie descriptions in newspapers, such as Vor-
wirts (Forward), which at this time was oriented
toward ideas of the movie reformers.'3® To this
extent, even during the war, public opinion was
essentially determined by the intelligentsia’s inter-
prefation ofthe cinema and its accompanying ideas
regarding censorship.

During the reign of Wilhelm II, many members
of the educated classes were ‘very active in exira-
parliomentarian associations that were nationalis-
tic in nature; in the Pan-German league, for
example, 50 per cent of the members in 1901 were
from the educated professions — professors, lec-
turers, artists, civil servants and teachers’.}3?
Reserve officers were also over-represented in these
associations. They saw themselves as a whole ‘as
the embodiment of the state’.'#® The common
ground of these two social groups in these associ-
ations was apparent, first of all, in their shared
conservative identity: that is, in their dislike of pol-
itical parties and parliamentarianism, their anti-
pathy towards social democracy, their affinity for
heroic mythology, monumentality and pathos,
everything Spartanic and warlike, and the corre-
sponding lack of contact with reality. Furthermore,
both groups demonstrated particular loyalty to the
emperor and nationalistic convictions. On the other
hand, they complemented each other, making up
for their respective deficiencies. ‘The intellectual
horizon of many officers before the war was very
narrow’.'*! Everything relating to the military,
battles and war enjoyed particularly high esteem
compared with that which was ‘merely’ civilian,
and the civilian virtues among the nationalistic sup-
porters of public culture. Their common basic con-
victions and mutual respect were important reasons

why film censorship was implemented essentially
according to the wishes of cinemareformers, aswas
documented especially in the first half of the war.

Aims of the censors

Despite all objections, critics of the cinema did not
intend to bring the trade to a total standstill. Even
before the war, demands for German nationalistic
films were made again and again. Theologian Kon-
rad Lange, one of the most prominent cinema refor-
mers, wrote the following in 1913:

No one wishes to keep the cinema from photo-
graphically documenting all kinds of daily
events according to the methods of a conscien-
tious reporter. There have never been any ob-
jections to showing beautiful landscapes and
travelogues from moving trains in the movie
theatres. And who would have anything
against presenting motion pictures of interes-
ting movements such as maneuver scenes, tech-
nical manipulations, agricultural procedures
and the like, not to mention using cinemato-
graphic techniques for scientific purposes.'42

Mumm, continuing his previous line of argu-
ment, stressed in a Reichstag speech in the last year
of the war that ‘images can be used in the service
of the nation. If for example, we were soon to see
a wealth of pictures in the cinema of the oldest land
of German colonisation, the German Baltics, then
we would enjoy such presentations, and maybe the
urban scenes of German Riga, German Mitau, Ger-
man Reval, would show the masses that have been
miseducated by the Left press that these are coun-
tries of old German culture ... In this regard cinema
can do an important job. It can do good work when
it steps in for a generous propaganda project on
the idea of a war homestead, which warmed Hind-
enburg’s and Ludendorff's hearts. Constructive
strength could come out of a film for a change.”14
Even before the war, the imperial army used cine-
matographers fo train soldiers how fo shoot.!44
Moreover, films on imperial maneuvers and other
military events, and those on military technology
were part of the standard repertoire of movie
theatres.'4> The military was even requested to pro-
vide a greater selection, especially of technology
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films.1#é Teachers also used these films
in the schools.'#

ltis conspicuous that both in mili-
tary circles and among the intelligent-
sia, certain pictures of nature, industry,
cities, landscapes and military subjects
were notonly permissible butexpressly
characterised as deserving support. At

the same time all films with dramatic
content were rejected if they did not
deal with German history, as did Bis-
marckand Andreas Hofer.!48 After Au-
1914, had no
objections tothe numerous sentimental
films that showed war in the clichés of
the theatre productions of the war in
1870-71,"4° such as Fréaulein Feld-
grau - Ein heiteres Spiel in ernster Zeit
{Miss Feldgrau — A lively game in

gust the censors

serious fimes), Es braust ein Ruf wie
Donnerhall (A shout is roaring like
thunder}, 3¢ Ruf der Fahnen {Call of the
Banners), or Ich hatt einen Kamer-
aden. Aus dem Tagebuch eines Kriegs-
freiwilligen (lhad a comrade. From the
diary of a war volunteer).'>! Common
to all the films either sponsored or well-

meaningly folerated by the military or
the intelligentsia was the fact that the
audience was not allowed any room

Fig. 6. Friedrich Wilhelm von Loebell, Prussian Minister of
the Interior (on the righf), defended existinF film censorship
procedures in 1917. [Archiv der Landesbild

stelle, Berlin.]

for autonomous feelings beyond that
of a very narrow emotionality, and no other fan-
tasies were permitted except for the one recognised
as nationalistic and supporting the state. In other
words, any emotional freedom was considered
potentially threatening and thus rejected. This ex-
plains some of the reasons for censorship: ‘A film
could be permitted in which a cadaver with a
smashed skull is clearly shown, whereas another
film is banned because the funny heroine crosses
her legs. A film showing an atmosphere of cham-
pagne and dancing might be allowed and the for-
ward dive of an acrobat is banned for the duration
of the war because of excessive burlesque features.
A detective who fights with poison, daggers and
boxing gloves might be permitted and another, who
has a trap door in his house, will be banned.’'32
A scientific explanation for these views was
offered at the end of the nineteenth century by Gus-

tave Le Bon in his book, La psychologie des foules
{The psychology of the crowd). His research find-
ings had already been transferred to film before the
war started. A physician, H. Duenschmann, de-
claredin 1912 that ‘the crowd thinks only inimages
and can only be influenced by images that have a
suggestive impact on their imagination. Such im-
ages can, for example, be awakened by certain
magically sounding words and stereotypical for-
mulas ... Even though the written word can simulto-
neously have a suggestive impact on a greater
number of people, the spoken word is generally
superior. The most powerful of all rapid means of
suggestion, however, is the example. If you want to
motivate the crowd to a particular action, the best
method is to show them what to do.” After a few
comments on the significance of pantomime,
Duenschmann came to the conclusion the ‘we can
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thus see that cinematography, by sug-
gestively influencing the imagination
of the crowd, is not only on a par with
theatre in a qualitative sense, but often
must be considered superior to it. Atthe
same time, it is quantitatively infinitely
superior, since, numerically, avirtually
unlimited increase in the mass impact
is possible, namely, through mechan-
ical reproduction.’!53

This theory of the weak-egoed
consumer and the inferiority of the
masses equated the statements and in-
tentions of films with the reactions of
the audience. At the same time it pro-
vided the intelligentsia with the necess-
ary basis from which fo argue their own
intellectual superiority and the spiritual
sense of mission they drew from that.
They were not able to determine their
intellectual qualities rationally, but
they accepted nothing but their own
opinions, nor did they attach any im-
portance to material realities. Instead,
representatives of these groups re-
garded their own views as universally

valid and they tried to make all social
needs and demands subordinate fo
their own standards and values. They

Fig. 7. The wartime activities of the German film industry
were praised by Major Georg Schweitzer, member of the
general staff in charge of film censorship.

attempted to disregard existing laws'%4
and assumed they could control, ac-
cording to their own views, the content of films
through censorship and restrictions on subject mat-
ter and forms of presentation. Since this minority
used the written word to definitively declare those
basic social, political and aesthetic ideas they con-
sidered correct, they also lacked the necessary un-
derstanding for the specific qualities of the
language of film. Their criticism of motion pictures
remained correspondingly vague and indefinite.
The fundamental appraisal of the cinema
hardly changed among the members of the intelli-
gentsia. During the budget debates in the Prussian
parliament, Minister of the Interior Friedrich Wil-
helm von Loebell stressed that the existing laws on
censorship had proven effective. Between the onset
of the war and 1 December 1916, the Berlin Cen-
sorship Boardhadbanned 311 films, ‘244 of which
for the duration of the war’. In 1916 alone, 116

films had been banned. Nevertheless, Centre Party
representative linz and Conservative repre-
sentative von dem Osten demanded at the same
session that everything ‘undignified should disap-
pear’ from the cinemas. "> Their comments empha-
sised the efforts of the intelligentsia to counter the
1914 rvling of the Berlin Higher Administrative
Court, using the military censorship board to push
through their educational ideas. Despite the consist-
ency of their protest, generalised opinions like 'the
average movie is nothing more than a projected
lesson in trash’,'%® which had been commonplace
at the beginning of the war, largely disappeared.
Parallel to the changes in statements, the practical
ways of dealing with censorship decrees were also
different in the first and second halves of the war.
Maijor Georg Schweitzer, the member of the
General Staff in charge of cinema censorship, said
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that ‘German cinematography, it must be said with-
out reservation, under the difficult conditions of the
present — doubly hard, since they were totally new
—has done its job entirely’.'3” The Conservatives’
monthlies, '8 which were harsh critics of film, de-
clared in 1917, ‘Up to now there has been an
all4oo-strong tendency in Germany to view film and
the cinema under the aspect of a more or less du-
bious means of entertainment and, much to the det-
riment of our cause, the extraordinary cultural and
economic significance of film and cinema in the
lives ofthe peoples, especially now during the world

war, has been overlooked’.15?

Censorship and propaganda

Censorship as a negative way of influencing film
content and propaganda, as its positive counter-
part, were constantly combined during the first
world war. The theoretical origin of all efforts to use
the media for the propagation of a particular inter-
pretation of the war and its goals was based — as
was censorship — on clear ideas about the weak-
egoed consumer. Thisled to belief in rather extreme
possibilities for propaganda both inside and out-
side Germany. Especially in the second half of the
war, this model of behavior and consciousness had
to be able to explain the unsettling developments in
the hinterlands and on the front. This is why, starting
in 1916-17, propaganda, demanded increas-
ingly by the state and various interest groups, was
used domestically and in neutral countries.

At the time war was declared censorship had
been solely the responsibility of the military, but as
of September 1914 a number of partly or wholely
state-run institutions and ‘private institutions com-
peted in this area, dealing with constant reorgani-
sation and unclear, overlapping responsibilities.
Domestic andforeign effortsincreased, asdid news
acquisition, reporting and manipulation. Efforts to
influence the German public joined similar efforts
in allied, neutral and enemy states.’'é° The Central
Department for Foreign Service within the Foreign
Office took on a key role when it was founded on
5 October 1914. The Empire tried to use it in allied
and neuiral countries to pursue active cultural pro-
paganda aimed at spreading a positive image of
Germany and its allies. It was hoped that this would
prove fo be useful foreign policy for waging war;

culture thus became a weapon in the war. The main
task of the Central Department was to circulate
books, brochures and pictures in neutral countries.
It also started sending a weekly war-newsreel, the
‘Messter-Woche’, to neutral countries on a regular
basis.'®! Germany thus became the first war-wag-
ing couniry fo pursue active state-organised foreign
film propaganda. In the years following, concerts,
art exhibitions and theatre performances were or-
ganised in allied and neutral countries. Within Ger-
many, it was primarily members of the intellectual
elite that took on propaganda tasks in the first year
of the war by holding lectures. In addition,
numerous writings and poems were published that
interpreted the war and tried to justify it. In the first
few months, differences in views were already
visible with respect to the use and political oppor-
tunity of certain films. This debate continued for the
duration of the war. For example, a letter from
Switzerland in spring 1915 charged that ‘Messter-
Woche’ number 12 showed Germans torturing Rus-
sian prisoners of war. The responsible censorship
board definitively opposed this view.192 A letter of
4 July 1916 to the embassy in Bern reported the
following: ‘The “Messter-Wochen” are often very
boring’. They need ‘exciting, impressive pictures...
that unobtrusively show our strength and great-
ness’.'®® On 9 January 1917, Bintz, the German
officer for propaganda in Scandinavia, tel-
egraphed the director of the military film and photo-
graphy department of the Foreign Office, as
follows: ‘films for Sweden far too little plot ... Ur-
gently recommend preparing effective feature films;
otherwise | have no material’.’® In a cinema report
made in the summer 1917, all other films propagat-
ing German's greatness were rejected, suggesting
instead that more films be shown that deal with
German social welfare and care for the wounded
soldiers and prisoners.'® According to research
conducted by the Lichtbild-Biihne, even staff mem-
bers of the Central Department for Foreign Service
appraised the war footage as ‘so harmless and
meaningless’, that they were useless ‘in spreading
truth”. For propaganda purposes the staff de-
manded ‘real war reports that show battles and not
boring, peaceful scenes’.14

The manifold difficulties regarding foreign pro-
paganda also show that blocked or damaged com-
munication lines due to the war, excessive
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patriotism and nationalism, and the

limited content in the media due to
censorship all served to form an in-
tellectual cage that made it increas-
ingly difficultin the course of the war
for the responsible persons to under-
stand foreign views of Germany and
respond accordingly.’®” As aresult,
once a concept was acknowledged
as correct, its implementation
usually continved unchanged until
the end of the war.

On 28 August 1916, Hinden-
burg and Ludendorff took over the
Military High Command. In contrast
to their predecessors, the naming of
Hindenburg and Ludendorff had
plebiscitary qualities. Since they en-
joyed such broad-based support
within both the military and the popu-
lation at large, they were able to
quickly develop their command into
the most significant military and pol-
itical force inthe Empire. Atthe same
time, as the war proceeded it be-
came obvious thatnotonly a massive
army, but the entire strength of so-
ciety was necessary to end it. It was
no longer appropriate to separate
military and civilian sectors, as had

been typical in earlier wars. Instead,
the struggle took place among na-
tions in their entirety, with all their

military strength, scientific know-

Fig. 8. General Erich Ludendorff, who took over the military
high command in 1916, saw film as a more important tool
than written literature in the education of the masses. [Archiv
der Landesbildstelle, Berlin.]

how, industrial production capa-
bility and ideological inclination to wage war. As
the war continued, increased psychological and
physical tensions intensified the need for entertain-
ment expressed by a broad base of the public. Film
could fill this need for three main reasons. First,
movie theatres were among the few recreational
facilities that had not been prohibited during the
war, especially in the rural areas; second, films
were a welcome diversion from the dreariness of
daily events of the war, both at home and among
all divisions at the front; finally, with cinema, it was
possible to reach classes of the population that did
not take advantage of other forms of propaganda,
such as lectures or written statements.

Increased censorship, also including propo-
ganda, could be observed in Germany starting in
the second half of the war. Ludendorff, for example,
saw film primarily as ‘a means of educating the
masses’ that, ‘today, has a more insistent and con-
centrated impact on the masses ... than the written
word’. 198 This attitude led to the founding of the
Military Department of the Foreign Office in 1916.
Through the efforts of seven film teams, it started
shooting footage at the front. Since it was difficult
to circulate the films that were made, the Photo-
graphy and Film Office (Bild- un Filmamt, BuFa) was
formed in January 1917. Together with the Balkan-
Orient Film Co., Bintz's organisation of distribution
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in the north, and others, the necessary distribution
companies for foreign film propaganda were thus
established.'®? The main censorship board became
the executive body of the army in April 1917, sub-
ject to the orders of the heads of Department I11B of
the General Staff. Because of the prestige of the
High Command among the acting military comman-
ders, this step was an essential prerequisite for cre-
ating uniform censorship standards for military
content thoughout the Empire, the BuFa films would
achieve the desired circulation.

After much preliminary work — going back as
faras 1915 - the German Cinema Company (Deut-
sche lichtspiel-Gesellschaf, DLG) was finally
founded on 18 November 1916 by groups related
to heavy industry. The DLG attempted to use a com-
mercial basis to spread cultural propaganda do-
mestically and abroad. Whereas the BuFa
concentrated on war films, the DLG produced
mostly short urban, industrial and landscape
films.'79 At the same time, the ‘Central Institute for
Education and Curriculum’ started using more and
more educational films for lessons in schools.'”
Despite changing attitudes toward film as a result
of the diverse activities and new companies, the
subjects of the DLG films and those of the BuFa were
oriented tfoward the ideas of the intelligentsia. Not
until the negotiations for the founding of the Univer-
sum Film Company {Ufa) in late 1917 did it become
apparentthat narrow, cinema-reforming ideas had
losttheir dominating impact on the leading commer-
cial institutions and the military.

Asearlyasspring 1916, the Berlin Association
for the Protection of Common Interests of Cinema-
tography and Related Branches had intervened to
have films re-evaluated that were banned either
entirely or for the duration of the war. As a result, a
number of films could be shown with a few edits or
even none at all. The Association was also able to
achieve, by referring to the propagandistic signific-
ance of the medium, that even several acting Su-
preme Commands authorised some films that they
had previously banned.'”2 Berlin film censorship
data for 1917 shows that the number of banned
featurefilm productionshad declined considerably.
There were two main reasons for this. First, many
film companies based their films on family news-
paper novels.!”3 Dueto the subjectmatter, the target
audience was the entire family, therefore refraining

from the outset from everything ‘that could possibly
have disturbed the peaceful and comfortable atmos-
phere within the circle of the family’.'7# Second, the
number of one and two act productions banned for
the duration of the war decreased from 1916 to
1917 by 20 per cent, and bans on longer films
decreased by about 35 per cent.!7?

Changed social attitudes toward the cinema
around the end of the reign of Wilhelm It were also
reflected by the 1918 Reichstag debate on the issue
of licensing. In the corresponding Cinema Commit-
tee, only the Centre Party, the Conservatives and
the German Party voted for the law; all other parties
opposed it.'”¢ Although this committee decision did
not mean cinema opponents stopped verbally at-
tacking the subject maiter of the films, V77 all attempts
were finally crushed to pass a law going beyond
the existing film censorship law to restrict film con-
tent even after the war, or to reduce the number of
movie houses through non-economic regulations.

On 1 October 1918, the Berlin film censorship
law was already ten years old; a few days later, the
revolution started. On 12 November the imperial
government declared that ‘there is no more censor-
ship. The theatre censorship law is hereby re-
pealed’.'”8 Initially, however, the Berlin chief of
police continued to enforce all ordinances enacted
by the Supreme Command, including the poster
ordinance and the ‘child ban’. 79 The justification
given was that the new government had not
abolished the relevant theatre censorship depart-
ment, butthe departments of the political police. On
11 December, the Association of Cinema Owners
and film distributors asked the imperial minister of
the inferior to rescind the relevant regulation. %0 In
late 1918, the Prussian government passed a res-
olution to repeal the film censorship law. Censor-
ship was also lifted in other states, but it remained
in effect in Bavaria and Wirttemberg. '8! The Wei-
mar national assembly confirmed the abolition of
censorship in Article 118 of the constitution, but
section 2 allowed for a special censorship law per-
taining to film. At the 100th session of the national
assembly in 1919, Representative Mumm referred
to sex education films in proposing a reinstatement
of film censorship, thus continuing the same line of
reasoning he pursued before and during the war.
In spring 1920 this was then instituted throughout
the Republic.
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