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Chapter 3

The March and April revolutions
in the 'Third Germany'

Academic studies of the 1848/9 revolutions in Germany have, in the main,
concentrated on Vienna and Berlin or have been preoccupied, particularly
in recent years, with events in southwest Germany, in the Rhineland or
other specific regions. In order to appreciate the complexities of the revolu-
tions during this period, it is important to understand the interrelationships
between all the various centres, rural and urban, and to recognize the im-
portance which the various social components of their populace had on the
aims and activities of individual revolutionary groups. This chapter will
concentrate on events in the ‘Third Germany’; the revolutions in Vienna
and Berlin will be fully discussed in chapter 4.

The impact of the French February Revolution

While revolutionary events in Switzerland and Italy could not fail to have a
significant impact on developments in Germany, it was the French February
Revolution which actually triggered off the first wave of revolutions through-
out Germany. The Rhineland cities were the first to learn of the Paris re-
volution; the tone of excitement was conveyed in a letter by the moderate
liberal Dahlmann: ‘Plus de Bourbons. Vive la république. You need not know
any more.”! Learning of the Paris Revolution on 27 February, the radical
republican Friedrich Hecker reported from the Mannheim Assembly that
the radicals jumped from their seats, embraced each other, raising their
glasses in jubilation: “let’s quickly set to work on Germany’s liberation, let
us act now, let us bring to life what has been desired for such a long time,
what has been talked about, discussed and debated”. — Thus I heard hundreds
and more voices in unison.’

Other cities soon caught this mood. Berlin, which had remained calm
during the 1830 revolution, saw this revolution as striking ‘a deep blow
against their own lives’.> A feeling of insecurity, too, plagued Vienna. The
Saxon diplomat Count Vitzhum reported that Count Metternich apparently
had no solution to the overall confusion; a general feeling of imminent
war was in the air, with the Austrian chancellor appearing ‘weak, stone-
deaf ... hemmed in by exhausted phrases and sayings, a childish old
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Table 3.1 Table of events, 1848-49

February
1848

25 Feb.

late Feb./
early March
3 March

S March

6 March
early March
12 March
13 March
14 March

16/17 March
18 March

19 March
20 March

21/22 March

24 March
26 March
29 March
30 March-
3 April

31 March
2 April

4 April

7 April

Publication of Communist Manifesto (Karl Marx and

Frederick Engels)

Paris: abdication of Louis Philippe and declaration of French
Republic.

Popular gatherings in Mannheim, Heidelberg, Cologne and other
cities, resolutions by liberal and democratic politicians in Baden
and Hesse, demanding a wholesale reform of the German
Confederation, together with civic rights.

Frankfurt: German Diet abolishes censorship.

Heidelberg: assembly of 51 eminent figures, demanding a national
parliament.

Bavaria: Ludwig I promises far-reaching political reforms and civil
liberties.

‘March Ministers’ gain office in Saxony, Hanover, Hesse,
Wiirttemberg, Baden.

Delegation of Seven issues invitation to public figures to meet with
a view to establish a National Parliament in Frankfurt.

Vienna: outbreak of revolution, resignation and flight of
Metternich.

Vienna: establishment of a National Guard, press freedom
introduced in Austria.

Saxony and Prussia: censorship abolished.

Berlin: popular uprising with mass demonstrations and street
fighting.

Berlin: withdrawal of troops, declaration by Frederick William IV
‘To my beloved Berliners’; establishment of civil guard.

Berlin: release of Polish political activists and general amnesty for
all political prisoners.

Berlin: proclamation by Frederick William IV “To my People and
the German Nation’, promise of political reforms and a
parliament.

Schleswig-Holstein: formation of a provisional revolutionary
government in response to Denmark’s annexation of Schleswig.
Heidelberg Assembly demands free elections to a German
national parliament and a constitution on the North American
model.

Berlin: establishment of Camphausen—-Hansemann ministry.
Frankfurt: Pre-Parliament in session.

Frankfurt: democratic and revolutionary.demands (Hecker and
Struve) rejected; establishment of the Delegation of Fifty.
Frankfurt: German Diet abolishes all anti-democratic laws
(including Karlsbad Decrees).

Vienna: resignation of Kolowrat government, replacement by
Ficquelmont.

Frankfurt: German Federation recognizes elected National
Assembly.
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Table 3.1 (cont'd)

12 April
20 April

21 April
24 April

27-30 April
1 May

4 May
16 May

18 May
21/22 May
22 May
26 May

1 June

7 June

13 June

14 June
14-17 June

18/19 June
20 June

29 June
S July
8 July

22 July
24-27 July

21-23 Aug.
23 Aug.—
3 Sept.

26 August
7 September

8 September

16 Sept.
17/18 Sept.
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Konstanz: outbreak of first revolution in Baden (Hecker).

Baden: defeat of revolutionaries at Kandern, death of General von
Gagern.

Schleswig-Holstein: General Wrangel appointed as chief commander.
Baden: Herwegh’s ‘German Legion’ crosses Rhine to aid Hecker,
defeat at Dossenbach.

Mannheim: fighting between republicans and government troops.
Elections to German National Parliament in Frankfurt and
Prussian parliament in Berlin.

Vienna: resignation of Ficquelmont, replaced by Pillersdorf.
Austria: Emperor Ferdinand ‘retreats’ to Innsbruck (returns to
Vienna on 12 August).

Frankfurt: opening of National Assembly (Paulskirche).

Mainz: confrontation between civil guard and Prussian troops.
Berlin: opening session of Prussian National Assembly.

Vienna: dissolution of Academic Legion results in street fighting;
establishment of a democratic security committee. i
Cologne: first issue of Neue Rheinische Zeitung, general editor,
Karl Marx.

Berlin: Prince William returns from British exile.

Prague: uprising and bombardment of city by Windischgritz.
Berlin: storming of the Armoury.

Frankfurt: first congress of democrats.

Berlin: congress of workers and craftsmen.

Berlin: resignation of Camphausen government, replaced by
Auerswald-Hansemann.

Frankfirt: Archduke John elected Regent and head of provisional
German government.

Frankfurt: debate opens on the Basic Rights of the German
people.

Vienna: Pillersdorf government resigns; Wessenberg becomes new
prime minister.

Vienna: inaugural session of the Austrian Reichstag.

Frankfurt: National Assembly debates Posen, left wing delegates
protest against anti-Polish sentiments.

Vienna: National Guard suppresses earth workers’ uprising.
Berlin: General Workers” congress, foundation of Workers’
Fraternity (Stephan Born). Workers Congress manifesto on social
reforms presented to National Assembly.

Armistice of Malmé between Denmark and Prussia.

Vienna: Austrian Diet liberates peasants unconditionally (Hans
Kudlich).

Berlin: resignation of the Prussian Auerswald-Hansemann
cabinet.

Frankfurt: National Assembly confirms Malmé armistice.
Frankfurt: riots in protest at Malma, assassination of Prince
Lichnowsky.
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Table 3.1 (cont'd)

21 Sept.

22 Sept.

26 Sept.

6 October
7 October
12 October
16 October
17 October
20 October
26-30
October

30 October

1 November
8 November

9 November
15 Nov.

27 Nov.

2 December
5 December
15 Dec.

22 Jan. 1849
4 March

12 March
27 March
28 March

3 April

5 April
14 April

Baden: Struve proclaims a German Republic — outbreak of second
revolution in Baden.
Berlin: formation of Pfuel government. Donnersberg proclamation
against Malmo.

Cologne: state of emergency, closure of Neue Rhbeinische Zeitung.
Vienna: popular uprising, murder of Minister of War Latour.
Austria: Emperor Ferdinand escapes to Olmiitz, Viennese citizens
take up arms. _

Vienna: Messenhauser appointed Commander in Chief of
National Guard.

Vienna: Emperor Ferdinand appeals ‘to my peoples’; Viennese
students ask peasants for support.

Vienna: arrival of delegation from Frankfurt National Assembly
(Blum, Frobel et al.).

Vienna: Windischgritz and Jellaci¢ lay siege to the city.

Berlin: Second Congress of Democrats. Appeals for assistance for
Vienna.

Austria: battle at Schwechat, Hungarian army withdraws and
Vienna capitulates.

Berlin: new government under Count Brandenburg.

Berlin: coup d’ état forces Prussian National Assembly to leave
capital.

Vienna: execution of Robert Blum.

Frankfurt: organization of Central March Association.

Prussia: reconstitution of Prussian National Assembly in
Brandenburg.

Austria: reconstitution of Austrian Diet in Kremsier.

Austria: Emperor Ferdinand abdicates in favour of Francis
Joseph.

Prussia: dissolution of Prussian National Assembly, imposition of
a new constitution.

Frankfurt: Schmerling abdicates as Minister President of
provisional central government.

Prussia: first and second chambers of parliament elected under
new constitution.

Austria: dissolution of Austrian Diet, imposition of an all Austrian
constitution.

Frankfurt: Carl Welcker demands adoption of new Imperial
Constitution.

Frankfurt: National Assembly accepts hereditary imperial
monarchy.

Frankfurt: Election of Frederick William IV as German Emperor;
publication of Imperial Constitution.

Berlin: Frederick William rejects offer of imperial crown from
Frankfurt delegation.

Austria: recall of delegates from National Assembly.

Recognition of Imperial Constitution by 28 smaller German states.
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Table 3.1 (cont'd)

21 April Recognition of Imperial Constitution by second Prussian
Chamber.

26 April Prussia: Second Prussian Chamber dissolved by Prussian
government.

3 May Dresden: outbreak of Saxon revolution (Wagner, Bakunin).

6 May Frankfurt: Central March Association calls for implementation of
Imperial Constitution.

7 May Prussia: final rejection of German Imperial Constitution and
crown.

9 May Dresden: city falls to Prussian and Saxon troops; end of Saxon
revolution.

10 May Frankfurt: National Assembly protests against suppression of
Saxon revolution, resignation of Gagern cabinet.

14 May Prussia: delegates recalled from National Assembly, uprising by
Elberfeld citizens.

19 May Baden: outbreak of third revolution, proclamation in support of
Imperial Constitution.

26 May Dreikénigsbiindnis established (coalition between Prussia, Saxony
and Hanover).

30 May Prussia: introduction of three tier electoral system
(Dreiklassemwablrecht).

31 May Frankfurt: National Assembly decides to move to Stuttgart (Rump
Parliament).

13 June Palatinate: start of Prussian invasion.

16 June Stuttgart: Rump Parliament dismisses Imperial Regent Archduke
John.

18 June Stuttgart: Rump Parliament dissolved by Wiirttemberg troops.

21 June Baden: defeat of Badenese revolutionary army under General
Mieroslawski at Waghausel.

28 June Baden: collapse of revolutionary government in Karlsruhe.

23 July Baden: capitulation of revolutionary army in the fortress of Rastatt.

man...no longer strong enough in his head to weather the present
storms’.*

A general anticipation of war with France aroused hope amongst liberals
and democrats alike that the German governments would act in the na-
tional interest and that Prussia would revert to her reformist democratic
course of 1813.° On the other hand, the fear of war provided a convenient
excuse for the Frankfurt Federal Diet to appeal for national unity, in an
attempt to restore order and discipline and to prevent the overflow of revo-
lution from across the Rhine.® The legacy of 1789 was still a potent force in
everybody’s mind, and there was general relief when it became apparent
that war between France and Germany would not become an issue.
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The French February Revolution was very different from events a genera-
tion earlier. It gathered momentum with breathtaking speed: within hours
of the first barricades being erected, the Guizot government fell; barely a
day later Louis Philippe was forced to abdicate and flee the country. On 25
February, the third day of the Revolution, the Republic was declared. Such
speed made any consideration of outside intervention impossible; it also
took the new provisional government unawares, turning it into a victim of
its own revolutionary fervour. The political force of the Paris streets, of a
disenfranchised, impoverished proletariat, gained control. Socialist ideals
became political reality. The socialist intellectual Louis Blanc and Albert
Martin, a workers’ leader, joined the provisional government and introduced
public workshops in an attempt to alleviate unemployment. The govern-
ment reduced daily working hours and recognized a universal right to work.
Although more than 100,000 workers gained employment in these work-
shops, poor organization and exploitation by work-shy elements combined
to give them a bad reputation. By June 1848, severe demands on the public
purse and a general move to the right contributed to their abolition. A
significant aspect in these developments was the decision by the provisional
government to widen the franchise, so that every Frenchman over twenty-
one was entitled to vote. This increased the electorate from 200,000 to
some nine million voters, most of whom were illiterate, with no experience
of the political process and a ready instrument for political manipulation.
During the two months before the election, the instinctively conservative
rural mass of small proprietors, royalists and politically and economically
dependent peasants had time to take fright at the disorder and social experi-
mentation in Paris. The elections of 23 April produced a new National
Assembly, where the revolutionary party was outnumbered by eight to one
and Louis Blanc and Albert lost their positions on the executive council. A
further coup attempt by the extreme left, designed to re-assert the revolu-
tionary leadership of the ‘Paris mob’ met with failure, in the face of the
National Guard and other military forces assembled by General Cavaignac.
The revolution had reached its final stage; reactionary forces gained control
after heavy loss of life, amounting to several thousand casualties. The path
was set for a new power struggle; Napoleon III, nephew of the great emperor,
eventually gained power in 1851, bringing the Second French Republic to
an end.

A brief comparison between the February Revolution in Paris and various
March events in central Europe can elicit differences and similarities in
almost equal proportion. The profound agrarian crisis in Europe of which
the potato famine was only one dramatic aspect has already been discussed.
A catastrophic harvest in 1846/7 led to dramatic price increases for wheat
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and other basic foods. A worker in Germany in 1835 worked a full day to
earn the equivalent of two five pound loaves of bread; conditions had become
significantly worse by 1847, when the same work earned only half the
amount of bread.” Although the next harvest was better, starvation and
general poverty continued into the winter of 1848, with debts outstanding
and continued unemployment. Political events contributed to loss of orders
and excess production resulted in a stock-market crisis. Shares on the
Berlin stock market fell by approximately 5 per cent within half a day when
events in Paris became public knowledge.® The economic and financial crisis,
at least partly associated with the February Revolution, led to the dismissal
of thousands of workers in various industrial centres.” While starvation
was widespread in the countryside, the issue of public subsidies to ailing
businesses became a matter of fierce argument. Liberals tended to favour
subsidies; democrats opposed them, believing that they benefited capital
rather than the workers."

The Paris national workshops provided a new momentum for those gov-
ernments which had previously attempted to combat unemployment through
the commission of public works. On 9 March Berlin opened an employ-
ment office, but its complete ineffectiveness increased the unrest amongst
workers and journeymen.'' However, while the centralized French adminis-
tration had established Paris as the focal point for innovation as well as
unrest, Germany, with no universally accepted capital, looked uneasily
towards Berlin, Vienna or Frankfurt.

While the French Revolution of 1789 had revolved around constitutional
matters, allowing social issues to come to the fore by 1848, the German
revolutionary impetus was weakened by a bifurcation into constitutional
and socio-economic aspects. The more moderate, liberal and middle-class
elements dominated attempts to set up a national parliament in Frankfurt,
whereas the more radical, socialist wing, supported by workers, journey-
men and farmers, was largely excluded, leaving their concerns to ‘revolu-
tionaries’ in the provinces. Two factors seem to converge here. On the one
hand, the evident division between the constitutional and the social issue,
itself the result of Germany’s late development, on the other hand, the
natural pattern, inherent in most revolutions, where a moderate and liberal
faction is overtaken by a more radical one. A third issue which confronted
Germany, the Schleswig-Holstein problem, highlighted the national and
patriotic theme. This particular problem was to complicate matters further,
positioning the German revolutions somewhere between their French models
of 1789 and 1848. The German Confederation’s declaration of war on
Denmark was endorsed by an enthusiastic national upsurge; volunteers
joined regular troops, urged on by fiery declarations, often expressing im-
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perialist political aims and demanding a national German navy. The whole
issue thus deflected from the constitutional and the social themes, at least
until the unsatisfactory conclusion of the Malmé peace treaty (26 August
1848) served to merge the national with the constitutional agenda.

While a comparison of the German and French revolutions must not be
given too much weight, a few observations might throw further light on the
importance of these revolutions for Germany’s subsequent history. The suc-
cess or failure of any revolution is difficult to assess; it seems an inherent fea-
ture of most revolutions that they produce anti-revolutionary dictatorships.
Anti-revolutionary stages are apparent at different times on both sides of
the Rhine. What seems to be more crucial is the impact on social and political
developments which are associated with any revolution. Events in Paris
gave some prominence to the political role of the new proletariat which had
evolved with industrialization, something the German revolutions could not
achieve, given the territorial and social disruptions. However, the German
revolutions initiated the collapse of the old European order, opening the door
for Italy, Hungary, Bohemia and also Germany herself to develop a national
identity and to experience an element of democratic self-representation. If
seen from this perspective, the question of failure or success recedes behind
the more important recognition that developments, begun in the early 1830s,
brought to a climax in 1848 and continuing well into the twentieth century,
consisted of both national and democratic-republican elements. The German
upheavals of 1848 can then be viewed as a pivotal force within a wider
European struggle for national identity and not merely as a limited consti-
tutional and democratic development.

Observations on the social strata in the ‘Third Germany'

The following observations should be read in conjunction with comments
made in chapter 2; they will serve to examine the differing political actions
in the German regions, to be discussed in this chapter. Two disparate groups
in particular will be discussed here, peasants and a rural underclass, on the
one hand, artisans and an urban proletariat in towns other than Berlin and
Vienna on the other. Observations on a middle-class bourgeoisie in the
making will be left to a later chapter.

The rural population

While in numerical terms, the rural population accounted for more than
three-quarters of Germans with a considerable economic influence, their
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political impact was vastly under-represented. Even during the revolut.ions,
the importance of the rural population decrease§ sharply once the Nagonal
Assembly was established. Three factors in particular determlped life in the
country during the 1840s. Firstly, the social and economic impact of the
peasant emancipation from serfdom kept small farmers locked into an eco-
nomic and social dependency on the lower nobility in general and on for-
esters, magistrates and tax collectors in particular. Peasant lz.ibou'r services
continued in many regions, particularly in Austria, and hunting rights and
other residual feudal privileges were slow to die. Furthermore, farmers had
to ‘compensate’ the gentry for these new freedoms, which frequently re-
sulted in the creation of some form of rural proletariat. C.onsequerztly, rura:l
anger was chiefly directed against local exploitation by their former patrons’,
while attitudes towards their respective sovereigns tended to be positive or
at least neutral. Grievances were particularly strong in the leas't liberated
areas of the southwest, parts of the Rhineland, Thuringia and Silesia, whereas
northern and eastern Germany accounted for a high proportion of vs{eal.thy
and independent farmers whose economic conditionslzhad improved signific-
antly during the first half of the nineteenth century. _

Secondly, overpopulation, particularly in rural areas, contrlbgted to a tense
situation, especially during the ‘hungry forties’, when crop failures such as
the potato famine exacerbated economic problems. However, chan.ges in
farming, in particular the three-field rotation system, pFevented a disaster
on a par with the famine in Ireland. Indeed, .hlgher yields exc.eefled.the
population growths, but they in turn led to a high degree 9f spec1a11;aF19n,
with whole villages specializing on just one crop or tending to a division
between rich cattle farmers and subsistence farming."’ .

Thirdly, land had become a commodity and rising farm prizes encouraged
an early form of agrarian capitalism. Small farmers tended to be among
the losers. Welcker’s entry in the Staatslexikon quotes an example from
Westphalia where the profit gleaned from one acre of arable land amounted
to only six Pfennigs, whereas the feudal duties payabl.e were more than
two-hundred fold of this profit.'* In Saxony, only an estimated 22 per cent
of peasant households were self-supportive" with similar figures for Ba.varla
and the southwest, a situation which was made worse by the practice of
partible inheritance which resulted in ever-decreasing smallholdings. These
‘dwarf holders’ were also deprived of access to former common land, wh.ere
they once grazed their animals and gathered ﬁrewoo.d or leaves for bedding
their cattle. The journal Die Gegemwart, commenting on these prgblems
believed that ‘a very communist attitude among peasants re.gard.mg the
property of the forests’ had come about."® The socio-economic §1tuatlon was
worst in the southwest, among tenant or agricultural workers in the Rhine-
land and in the mountainous areas where soil quality was poor; it can be
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measured by an increasing number of emigrants to North America or other
parts of Germany. As a result, these farmers lost their social position and
became indistinguishable from agricultural labourers or cottagers. The grim
reality of this life stands in strange contrast to the idyllic description of
farming in the Staatslexikon: a noble occupation, the individual farmer is
seen as a person on whom the foundations of every state can rest. At the
same time, Welcker’s liberal position makes it clear that he sees the need for
new legislation to cope with new farming conditions and new property laws.
It may well be that such attitudes encouraged farmers as well as lawyers to
resort to the many legal claims which are recorded for this period."” In such
times of divided fortunes memories of the peasant uprising of 1525 were
awakened. Recent studies indicate that such memories had survived for
centuries as an undercurrent to potential unrest.'s Such recollections are one
of the reasons behind the early radical involvement of the rural community
in the southwest where the peasant population was among those who
benefited from the revolutions. Noble privileges, such as hunting rights
and patrimonial jurisdiction were abolished everywhere, laws which in the
southwest had already been introduced by the ‘March Ministries’.

Artisans and industrial workers

Artisans and industrial workers will be considered jointly here, though
distinctions must be made between a ‘proletariat’ in the big cities"” and
non-agricultural workers in the provincial regions. Even with such a division,
the emerging picture remains diffuse and several further distinctions will be
necessary. A distinction should be made between traditional, still relatively
prosperous craftsmen and those artisans who increasingly were forced to
accept contract work, either working in cottage industries at home, in-
volved in piecework under contract or as the comparatively new group of
factory workers. The most traditional constituency of artisans were rural
craftsmen, making up nearly half of all artisans. Their position remained
relatively stable, well beyond the revolutions even into the 1950s, with
their lives tied to agriculture, supplementing their earnings through small-
holdings. Among this group were wheelwrights, blacksmiths, coopers,
saddlers and masons; their method of production can be defined as ‘proto-
industry’,* since it merged the working conditions in agriculture with those
in industry. As a result, they tended to benefit from changes in agriculture,
they were not threatened by the advancing industrial revolution and they
often played an important role within their local community.*! They were
also not easily distinguishable from local traders or publicans, wishing to
be part of their rural community, in contrast to those artisans who lived in
smaller industrial towns who aspired towards a more ‘bourgeois’ lifestyle.
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Other crafts again fared less well, either because of increasing rivalry with
each other or because of competition from newly established factories. These
workers were hardly a homogeneous group of wage-earners, but their ranks
were swelled by other sectors of a newly emerging urban proletariat, con-
sisting of migrating workers from rural communities, women and children;
by 1848 their number had risen to a million. A large number within this cat-
egory of craftsmen were weavers, tailors, cabinetmakers and shoemakers,
but also travelling journeymen who had failed to settle after their custom-
ary ‘year on the road’. Among the latter, many had ‘temporarily’ moved
abroad; 20,000 journeymen lived in Paris, constituting the bulk of the ‘Ger-
man legion’ of 1848, another 10,000 had moved to London, often involved
in organizing a communist league.** Tailors, shoemakers and cabinetmakers
represented the most numerous trades; they were also most prominent in
any labour unrest and best represented in the organizations of the early
labour movement.”> Even master craftsmen often faced the prospect of go-
ing out of business in firms with no more than three or four workers,
indeed more than half of them worked on their own. Journeymen suffered
‘the threefold yoke of low wages, excessive hours and living in the master’s
household’,** with no opportunity of having a family or founding their own
business. Even worse was the life of those who worked under a putting-out
system; they made up almost 40 per cent of the manufacturing work force.”’
Many of them lived in Silesia, Saxony, the Rhineland or in Wirttemberg,
working under contract for newly established merchant capitalists and de-
pending for their supplies of raw materials on the same people to whom
they sold their products. Such practices caused a member of the Saxon
parliament to speak of the ‘autocrats of gold and speculation’ and to ob-
serve that ‘the political need of labour and labourer are directly connected
with the material need of the worker.” He therefore demanded ‘restoration
of the imbalance between capital and labour, an abolition of the feeding
power of mere money without work’.** Production techniques remained
traditional, and the arrival of mechanical looms, still the exception rather
than the rule, made matters even worse, leading to plummeting prices and
starvation wages. The liberation of customs policies and the foundation of
the Customs Union advanced industrial growth, leading at the same time to
a further decline in craft production and to mass unemployment.

Since the early 1840s, the consumption of cotton rose steeply, as did the
production of iron and coal and the use of steam power, with the introduc-
tion of railways signalling a rapid change. In general, however, industry in
most regions still relied on wood, wind and water for its energies and on
horses for transportation. The state rather than private enterprise took the
lead in the construction of railroads, in mining and iron production, but
private entrepreneurs took advantage of the changing infrastructure. They
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soon became dissatisfied with existing trade restrictions and excessive
bureaucracy and demanded liberalization of the economy. The railways
became not only a key factor for communication during the revolutions, they
also afforded far greater mobility. Young unattached men supplied the major-
ity of migrant railway construction workers, a volatile work force, often
linked to seasonal workers in the rural communities. Although there were
no reliable statistics for the whole of Germany until 1882, the population
mobility in the 1840s was spectacular. This is also illustrated by emigration
statistics to North America. Emigration rose sharply from 1845, fluctuating
between 37,000 in 1845 to 80,300 in 1847, with a noticeable decline during
the revolutions and a steep increase in 1850 to 83,200 emigrants.*’

As will become apparent in the next two chapters, the revolutions signific-
antly assisted the development of a more homogeneous new working class,
forged during the demonstrations and the fighting on the barricades. Whereas
the middle classes found their identity through political speeches, the workers
established theirs in new forms of militancy.” Hewever, both groups shared
a common interest in education. The Arbeiterverbriiderungen (workers
fraternities) in particular were established in order to raise living conditions
and the general standing of their members, mostly journeymen and workers
in different areas, but also some representatives of the middle classes and
the intelligentsia.”” They acted as co-operative self-help organizations, but
put great emphasis on the emancipatory role of education previously enjoyed
largely by the middle classes in their reading clubs or similar institutions.
The Stuttgart branch for instance made it its declared aim ‘to strive for a
general and moral education of the worker and to give him . .. the full
enjoyment of all civil rights as well as to further his material and intellectual
interests most emphatically’.”” The career of Robert Blum serves as a good
example. Born in Cologne in 1807, the son of an impoverished craftsman,
he moved to Leipzig in 1832, after a varied career, frustrated by the lack of
educational opportunities. As a bookseller and journalist, Blum became
heavily involved in the campaign for political rights in general and for
workers’ rights in particular.”® He became the central figure in Leipzig’s
political struggles, intent on politicizing the masses and establishing links
between the radically democratic and the liberal middle-class factions. Blum’s
efforts led to co-operation between the liberal German Club and his own
democratic Fatherland League. In March 1848 he became a delegate to the
Pre-Parliament and shortly afterwards was elected to its Executive of Fifty
(Fiinfzigerausschuf). Working-class associations, which were a minority
during the spring and summer of 1848, increased in influence during the
revolutions. The Communist Manifesto by contrast, published in February
1848, was only programmatic, looking towards a vaguely defined future
rather than addressing the szatus quo.** Cologne, the centre of activities for
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Marx and Engels at the time, formed the largest communist federation, but
other workers’ associations were politically more important. In July 1848
the various trade and craftsmen’s associations met at Frankfurt, where a split
developed between a small conservative group, mostly consisting of master
craftsmen intent on re-establishing the guilds, and a progressive General
Workers’ Congress, largely supported by journeymen.*® The latter’s anti-
capitalist agenda ensured that it became the largest working-class associ-
ation and the nucleus of a future trade union movement, which was to
develop in the 1860s. During August and September 1848, delegates from
Hamburg, Prussia and Saxony, under the stewardship of Stephan Born,
founded the General German Workers’ Federation (Allgemeine Deutsche
Arbeiterverbriiderung) at a gathering in Berlin. In essence more of a self-
help organization than a political party, it aimed to integrate workers into
the political establishment and to promote those social issues which were
so blatantly neglected by the National Assembly.

The 1848 uprising in Baden and its impact on other
German regions

Wolfram Siemann interprets the first stage of the German revolutions as a
popular uprising, the result of a grass-roots movement with little input
from the middle classes,’ an opinion reinforced by many of the popular
history works written for the 150th anniversary of the revolutions.”* Com-
parisons between the different regions will indicate the extent to which
the rural population supported these actions and will also seek to establish
the dynamics of this first phase of the German revolutions. Friedrich Hecker’s
movement did indeed consist largely of peasants and impoverished craftsmen.
Recent research of local developments would indicate that their grass-roots
activities were closely associated with events in Switzerland and France, but
that the revolution must also be seen in the context of liberal, parliamentary
activities in Mannheim, Heidelberg, Offenburg, Konstanz and even Frank-
furt. Indeed, the involvement of middle-class academics was considerable.
In addition to the stewardship of Struve and Hecker, the enthusiastic re-
sponse of the poet J. V. Scheffel, and the support of the parliamentarians
Mittermaier and Brentano, of several doctors, teachers and country advo-
cates cannot be ignored.*® Hecker’s relationship to his mentor, the constitu-
tional lawyer J. A. von Itzstein was crucial to his political development, as
was the tradition of the Heidelberg and Freiburg law schools and his con-
nections with radicals of the stature of Jacoby and Blum.*”

News of the French Revolution reached the Baden border post in Kehl
on 26 February, from where it spread to Offenburg and Mannheim. The
following day, Gustav Struve, nobleman, advocate and editor of the student
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magazine Zeitschrift fiir Deutschlands Hochschulen, who had already
lent his voice to the Offenburg programme, organized a mass meeting in
Mannheim. He had gained prominence when he took on the local censor
and brother of a notoriously reactionary, anti-Semitic Badenese army officer,
who not only upheld Metternich’s authoritarian, illiberal regime, but also
supported an extreme catholic position. Struve’s efforts resulted in the dis-
missal of the censor and established Mannheim as a liberal and democratic
stronghold. A petition was sent to the parliament in Karlsruhe, advocating
an all-German initiative against the perceived threat of French or Russian
aggression and seeking full self-determination, free education and political
freedom for all social classes. Additional demands related to the creation of
a militia with democratically elected officers, total press freedom, jury trial
as in England and the establishment of an all-German parliament. Similar
propositions were adopted in Heidelberg and Offenburg; since the second
Baden chamber refused to accept them directly from the delegation, they were
presented to the parliamentary representative Hecker on 1 March. These
so-called ‘March Demands’ were also raised in many other German towns,
and were partially adopted by the Federal Diet in Frankfurt. Immediate
press freedom had been granted by Grand Duke Leopold of Baden, who by
15 March acceded to all the demands raised in the Mannheim petition.*®
In the contrasting characters of Struve and Hecker, the liberal, constitu-
tional elements met with the more radical, populist demands of the rural
communities in Baden. Democratic and radical interpreters have represented
Hecker as the symbol of the Baden revolution, as some kind of legendary
Robin Hood figure, whereas to his more conservative, liberal contemporar-
ies he was something of a bogeyman, the inspiration for Struwwelpeter.’’
Friedrich Hecker was, in fact, the son of a high-ranking government offi-
cial. A pupil of the Mannheim Gymmnasium and a product of the new, neo-
classical, Humboldtian education, he studied law at Heidelberg, where the
faculty had been profoundly influenced by the liberal constitutionalists Carl
von Rotteck, Mittermaier and Welcker. Rather than enter government
employment, Hecker chose to become an advocate and work on behalf of
ordinary people. Fully integrated into Mannheim liberal circles, he became
city councillor in 1842 and soon thereafter a delegate to the second parlia-
mentary chamber in Karlsruhe. In 1845 he visited the democrats Robert
Blum in Leipzig and Johann Jacoby in Kénigsberg, but his political affiliations
led to his expulsion from Prussia. In 1847 his defence of Gustav Struve
against censor Uria-Sacharaga marked the beginning of their friendship and
collaboration. Both men made a decisive contribution to the Offenburg
Declaration (September 1847) which anticipated the Mannheim Petition. In
the same year, Hecker, supported by Struve, defended the Sulzfeld villagers
who were demanding independence from feudal lords and their anachronistic
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rights.*” As a radical democrat, he not only succeeded in mobilizing popular
sentiment in the cause of the revolution, but was also a restraining influence
when — together with liberals such as Mathy and Bassermann — he intervened
against anti-Semitic excesses in the ‘settling of accounts’ with Jewish money-
lenders.*! Hecker’s campaign on behalf of peasants and small craftsmen
was successful; on 10 March the government announced the immediate
abolition of all remaining feudal privileges. Further unrest in Sulzfeld and
other villages in the Odenwald and Kraichgau led to the closure of local tax
offices, to the seizure and subsequent destruction of tax registers, the dis-
missal of revenue collectors, the restoration of traditional common lands
and the settlement of other disputed claims.

The radical democrats Hecker and Struve were intent on tackling both
constitutional and social issues. Liberal activists, such as Bassermann, Mathy
and Mittermaier were preoccupied with constitutional matters and the
preservation of a monarchic order. Early results favoured the liberals; the
‘March Ministries’ in Baden, Wirttemberg and Hesse had formed new
liberal governments, acceding to the demands of the Mannheim Petition.
Riding on this wave of success, fifty-one representatives from Baden,
Wirttemberg, Bavaria, Hesse, Prussia, Nassau and Frankfurt met in
Heidelberg on 5§ March and agreed on the formation of a national German
assembly.** At its inaugural meeting in Frankfurt (31 March), the ‘Pre-
Parliament’ (Vorparlament) was formed, but only after the rejection of
Struve’s radically democratic demands for a permanent national parliament.
Neither he nor Hecker were elected to the Executive Committee and these
setbacks provided the impetus for Hecker to call for revolution in Baden.
Hecker’s decision remains controversial; fellow radicals such as Blum
accused him of undermining the success of the whole movement.*’ Viewed
with hindsight, his ‘poorly led ragtag army of journeymen, labourers,
peasants and students™** was no match for regular military units from
Wiirttemberg and Hesse, commissioned by the German Confederation.
Looking at events from within his own radical and republican base in
Baden, Hecker had misjudged the national scene, but he cannot be accused
of having misled the peasants in order to foster his own ambitions.*

From the perspective of the more radical camp in Baden, Hecker’s revolu-
tion seemed to stand a chance. The popular mood was turbulent, regular
troops were uneasy, and often reluctant to intervene on behalf of the
authorities.*® Even the famous Staatslexikon by Rotteck and Welcker
declared: ‘It is therefore obvious that radicalism, this most extreme form
of democracy, has its most numerous supporters and its actual strength
among the lowest strata of the population.’*” The unlawful intervention of
the liberal deputy Mathy in arresting Josef Fickler, editor of the radical
Konstanz Seeblitter, served to indicate the need for speedy and decisive
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action, intimating that a counter-revolution was already in the offing and
that Hecker would be the next target. Relying on popular support and
hoping for backing from Switzerland and the German Legion in France,
Hecker proclaimed the German Republic in Konstanz on 11 April, with the
intention of marching on Karlsruhe. His hopes of raising four columns,
however, were dashed when the citizens of Konstanz quickly lost their
enthusiasm; only fifty-five men followed the call to arms under the com-
mand of Lieutenant Franz Sigel. Once en route, many more volunteers
joined, some well armed, others equipped only with scythes and other make-
shift weapons so that, at the height of the campaign, the revolutionaries
consisted of some ten thousand fighters.** Further support was promised
from Freiburg, Donaueschingen, Offenburg and Mannheim as well as from
German exiles in France. However, the speed with which the Confedera-
tion managed to dispatch troops to Baden proved decisive in defeating
Hecker. On 20 April contingents from Wiirttemberg, Hesse and Baden, an
army of some 30,000 men, confronted Hecker’s troops near Kandern. Fol-
lowing an exchange of fire the commander of the federal forces, Friedrich
von Gagern, brother of the liberal politician Heinrich, was killed. Hecker’s
forces were routed and, after a second defeat two weeks later, the revolution
collapsed. Hecker fled to Switzerland, and when the Frankfurt National
Assembly blocked his political comeback later that year, he emigrated to
the USA where, during the 1850s, he supported the Republican Party in its
campaign against slavery.*

Although revolutionary energies were strongest in the southwest, political
unrest, to a greater or lesser degree, erupted in most German lands. Baden’s
revolution spilled over into Wiirttemberg, the Palatinate and Hesse, but events
in Vienna and Berlin overshadowed Hecker’s campaign and led to a ‘wait
and see attitude’. Wurttemberg, where divisions between liberal middle-
class activists, workers and the rural population seemed more pronounced
than in Baden, experienced little actual unrest.”” Many rural and working-
class activists were discredited as alcoholics or petty criminals. Wiirttemberg’s
liberal Rémer government seemed particularly hostile to political gather-
ings.”’ Much of the unrest did not go beyond the looting of bakeries or
breaking the windows of unpopular figures in authority, usually accompanied
by a cacophony of ‘caterwauling’. The one significant liberal protest took
place at the university town of Tiibingen and spread to the capital Stuttgart.
On the 2 March, Ludwig Uhland, the distinguished poet and liberal parlia-
mentarian, renowned for his patriotic poetry during the Napoleonic wars,
addressed a huge gathering of students and townspeople. His speech em-
phasized the importance of the German ‘Volk’, of national unification and
of popular participation in government, and his petition addressed issues
almost identical to those of Mannheim and Offenburg.’? Nassau, Hanau,
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Hanover, Munich and Brunswick saw similar petitions. These similarities
seem to indicate that communication between individual revolutionary
centres was well organized and that these constitutional and liberal demands
had widespread support, even among the ‘underclass’.

Examples from other regions seem to indicate a comparable bifurcation
between the social and economic demands of peasants and their lower-class
counterparts and the constitutional and national issues raised by middle-
class liberals. Wetzlar and the territories along the rivers Lahn and Dill
offer a particularly interesting perspective. Wetzlar had been the seat of the
Imperial Court and a free city until 1806. After 1815, Wetzlar’s Gymmnasium,
established in the Humboldtian tradition, became a focal point for liberal
and democratic activities, with strongly opposing factions among teachers
and students. Several teachers, who had fought in the Wars of Liberation,
were members of the Burschenschaften and fostered links with Turnvater
Jahn.** As elsewhere in Europe, the rural population endured poor har-
vests, with local conditions exacerbated by considerable feudal burdens
and inheritance laws which led to the division of farms. Trade and industry
were underdeveloped with about 30 per cent relying on part-time work as
weavers or following a trade, a large proportion making a livelihood as
innkeepers (10 per cent), shoemakers (7.6 per cent) or tailors (6.3 per cent).’*
Nearly 40 per cent of households in Wetzlar were classified as poor.

Initially Wetzlar and the surrounding territory seemed less concerned about
the revolution than Nassau, Hesse-Darmstadt or the Rhineland. Divisions
between liberals and democrats were already in evidence and soon grievances
among the rural population were to inspire more radical movements in
surrounding areas. Incensed by their duke’s arrogant, unyielding attitude,
they refused to pay taxes, demanded their rights to common land, hunting
and firewood and wanted elections for mayor and other local officers. By
18 April, the situation had reached a climax and crowds of armed peasants
clashed with Prussian infantry and the local militia. The democrats of
Wetzlar showed their sympathy for the peasants by releasing prisoners
and erecting barricades to prevent troops from leaving their garrisons.
Appeals to the liberal dominated Frankfurt parliament remained ineffec-
tive, the revolutionaries were condemned as ‘communist agitators’ for the
insurrection.”

Events in the Rhineland have received much attention and can be sum-
marized here.”® The general pattern was similar to other regions, except
that religious issues in this largely catholic province seemed to have played
a more prominent role. When news of the Paris Revolution reached the
Rhineland, fear of another French invasion caused some apprehension. Once
these rumours proved unfounded, anxiety gave way to general rejoicing
and the Marseillaise was taken up in preference to the much-despised
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Hohenzollern anthem. Mass meetings, street demonstrations and petitions
followed and in Darmstadt and Mainz liberal March Ministries replaced
reactionary governments. The largest confrontation between revolutionaries
and government loyalists erupted in Cologne, the capital of the Prussian
Rhineland. Workers and journeymen initiated political action on 3 March,
a day after the Women’s Carnival, a traditional occasion for opposition to
the forces in authority. The communist and charity physician Andreas
Gottschalk and other prominent men led left-wing democrats. Their ‘Pleas
of the People’ contained the usual March Demands, but also echoed those
of Paris, including labour protection rights. An angry crowd stormed the
council chamber, forcing the city fathers to flee. At the end of March
eighteen city councils met in Cologne to discuss some co-ordinated approach.
Initial attempts failed, and only after an angry confrontation with demon-
strators were the province’s representatives for the Pre-Parliament finally
elected. A few days later Gottschalk founded the Democratic-Socialist Club
which, in June, following high unemployment and an economic deteriora-
tion, demanded the formation of a German Republic.’’

In Mainz, interdenominational services, including a Jewish representation,
were held in the cathedral, with support from federal troops of the local
garrison. Mainz, with its history of revolutionary unrest, obviously found it
easier to organize a comprehensive protest movement than rural areas which
had a scattered, less politically mature population. Just as the peasants’
demands to exploit the forests and gain use of common land were not devoid
of political awareness, so urban protests among workers and craftsmen
were directed against tax collectors, grain speculators and factories which
undercut local craft products with inferior goods. Some workers were more
reactionary; fearing the impact of industrial progress, they attacked steam-
boats or damaged parts of the railroad. Protest in smaller towns was often
restricted to ‘caterwauling’ or breaking windows, just as was the case in
Wiirttemberg. Civic guards, unlike their counterparts in Baden or Hesse-
Nassau, tended to side with the authorities, and regular troops usually remained
loyal to the government, especially those who had recently been posted from
regions east of the river Elbe. The May elections to the National Assembly
indicated some support for radical democracy, particularly in the southern
Rhineland and the Bavarian Palatinate, whereas the more protestant regions
around Elberfeld and Wuppertal and the Prussian Rhine province returned
centre-right deputies. Following the pattern of so many other German regions,
by June 1848 the democratic movement began to collapse. The old elites,
aided by liberal and centre-right supporters gained the upper hand, fearful
of a more radical turn of events which might undermine their own authority.

Saxony experienced only a brief revolutionary phase in the spring of
1848. Wedged between Prussia and Austria, the two most reactionary states
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of the German Confederation, its citizens may well have feared the worst,
were they to challenge their existing regime. Its social and economic structure
was unique in that half its population worked in the crafts or in industry.
As in most other states, the Saxon monarchy made concessions to its people
and established a new March Ministry under Braun von der Pfordten.”®
Leipzig, famous for its book trade and publishing industry, was politically
more enlightened than the capital Dresden, with its extensive bureaucracy.
However, memories of the bloody repression of a peaceful demonstration
in August 1845 were still alive, when clubs and societies had been closed
down, writers had been persecuted and, despite Saxony’s close constitutional
links to Poland, Polish exiles had been expelled or extradited to Prussia.
The potato famine of 1846/7 was worse than in most other German states,
wages fell continuously while prices rose, with local rents going up by
25-30 per cent during that decade.”” One parliamentarian observed: “The
alarming and frightening condition develops evermore menacingly, which
will finally reveal nothing more than the gap between rich factory owners
and poor labourers.”® Robert Blum, by now the major force in Leipzig’s
revolutionary scene, had inspired the masses and forged contacts between
the radically democratic and the liberal middle-class factions, which led to
collaboration between the liberal German Club and his own democratic
Fatherland League.

Silesia, the last region to be discussed in this chapter, had a mixed popu-
lation of German- and Polish-speaking citizens, poor agriculture and an
outdated rural weaving industry. Silesia had experienced much unrest
before 1848, an uprising of weavers in 1793 being only one of a long series
of disturbances, the best known of which occurred in 1844, immortalized in
the writings of Heine and Hauptmann. With few large towns and no radi-
cal university centre, unrest in Silesia was driven less by liberal demands
than by purely economic considerations of poor living conditions and em-
ployment. In February 1848, just before the outbreak of the Paris Revolu-
tion, a secret circle of journeymen had been discovered in Breslau. Although
their leaders were imprisoned and their publications confiscated, news of
the Paris Revolution found a strong response in Silesia, even before turmoil
erupted in Vienna or Berlin.®’ On 19 March, Breslau’s city administrator
and chief of police felt compelled to leave the city, fearful of violent demon-
strations. Angry demonstrators in Breslau destroyed the railway line to

Berlin, and neighbouring towns followed the pattern set by the provincial -

capital, storming bakeries and building barricades to prevent punitive actions
by approaching troops. Journeymen demanded a civic guard of armed
citizens, and unemployed members of the ‘proletariat’ exploited these
urban disturbances, which in turn acted as a green light for rural unrest by
peasants, who similarly ignored the liberal and moderate reform movements
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in favour of more radical, Luddite measures. Villagers of Langenbielau
and Peterswaldau, centres of the 1844 weavers’ uprising, took the lead,
encouraged by local schoolteachers and village mayors, following the pat-
tern in other regions, where wealthier and more educated individuals led
these sporadic activities, with little evidence of organisation within clubs or
associations. The similarity of the various demands registered, as well as
their style and wording, indicates that these leaders, aware of agitation
elsewhere, stayed in touch with revolutionaries up and down the country,
and that the poorer, mountainous areas seemed more vocal than the pros-
perous village communities in the valleys.

The role of established protest groups

This section will illustrate how the press, various clubs and associations and
— a novelty within this context —~ women contributed towards a dissemina-
tion of news and facilitated the formation of political factions during the
spring and summer of 1848. As discussed previously, public opinion during
the 1830s had achieved a high degree of organization, especially in towns
and in middle-class circles. It can be demonstrated that the newly formed
political public included all social classes, operating at a level which one
would nowadays describe as grass-roots democracy and which has probably
not achieved a similar degree of intensity since.

The very fact that calls for total press freedom tended to dominate the
March Demands indicates how crucial the role and importance of this
medium was seen to be. The Frankfurt National Assembly defined press freedom
in a complex and detailed manner, including for instance the prohibition of
economic and technical restrictions such as an insufficient supply of paper
or artificially created transportation problems.®* The vast majority of pub-
lications consisted of newspapers, in particular political organs specific to
a social class or quasi-political association, such as Stephan Born’s Das
Volk, mouthpiece of the nascent trade union Arbeiterverbriiderung, Robert
Blum’s Deutsche Reichstags-Zeitung and Hecker’s Volksfreund, influential
in working-class and craftsmen’s circles. Gervinus® Deutsche Zeitung repre-
sented the liberal-constitutional part and later became associated with the
Casino. Prussia’s conservative circles were served by the famous Kreuzzeitung,
one of its journalists being the novelist Theodor Fontane, while the political
wing of Rhineland catholicism offered the Historisch-politische Blitter.5
Reading material for the most radical ‘Jacobin’ circles was either Karl Marx’
Neue Rheinische Zeitung or the Berlin Volksfreund, edited by Gustav Adolf
Schloffel.**

It is clear that men of great charisma, intelligence and commitment were
in the forefront of German journalism, establishing a tradition which has

65



The 1848 Revolutions in German-Speaking Europe

remained alive in Germany until very recently. In general, the number of
papers in circulation rose sharply and the political press in particular achieved
a level of penetration not experienced since. Even regions with no inde-
pendent local paper received regular and detailed information on local and
national events, either from the neighbouring regional press or through an
official local publication, under the rubric ‘edification and entertainment’.*’
Party political exchanges were hard-hitting and of a high standard. Prior to
the Revolution, Austria had nineteen political papers, a number which in
1848 rose to 306, accounting for 80 per cent of all newspaper output.®®
Between 1847 and 1849 the number of high-profile papers for Austria’s
intelligentsia increased from seventy-nine to 215 and nearly doubled in
many other German states.”” Although the more popular titles achieved
publication figures of little more than 20,000 copies, with a population
density of less than half of today’s, each newspaper was also read by many
more people than would now be the case. Illiteracy in Germany had declined
to approximately 20 per cent, with news publications and the dissemination
of political opinion centred on reading-rooms, clubs and public gatherings.
At the height of the constitutional debate, in the autumn of 1848, most
German capitals received first-hand stenographer reports of proceedings at
the Frankfurt Assembly.®® A plethora of leaflets, posters, cartoons and pop-
ular street theatre, targeting the public on market days, at pilgrimages and
other public events brought the revolution out on to the streets. Street
ballads and songs provided further evidence of the well-informed and wide-
spread nature of public opinion. Awareness of this grass-roots revolution-
ary culture is extremely significant, not least because it serves to illustrate
the existence of a radical alternative to the more liberal, overwhelmingly
middle-class representation at the National Assembly in Frankfurt.
Probably the most important feature of the early revolutionary phase
was a new wave of political clubs and associations, building on earlier,
less clearly defined organizations, established during the Napoleonic Wars
and the Vormdrz. Most political associations had been closed down in the
aftermath of the Hambach Festival;*’ others had managed to continue in
clandestine fashion, having transformed much of their political fervour into
an often romantic notion of patriotism. Other groups avoided overt political
activity by changing their original name to literary club or male voice choir.
With the advent of the revolution the political side of these associations
rapidly re-emerged. Political clubs and associations mushroomed, increas-
ingly identified with very specific issues and taking on the role of quasi-
political parties. The fastest growth occurred in those areas which had a
background of some solid political or at least constitutional tradition, such
as the majority of the southern German states, the Rhineland and certain
other cities and urban areas. New voting rights, enfranchising some 75 per
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cent of the male population, led to a general politicization. A turnout at
elections of between 40 and 75 per cent varied between regions but represents
a significant figure, in view of the many impediments such as local political
pressure, lack of electoral experience, not to mention poverty and excessive
working hours. The proliferation of clubs, their astute political outlook,
their contribution to election campaigns and reaction to developments at
Frankfurt, indicate that a sophisticated, mature political culture had been
established, comparable to that prevailing in neighbouring countries.”
Political affiliation was no longer related to social background; clubs were
organized according to democratic principles and membership was open to
everybody. Robert Blum serves as an example of how the ‘Kulturnation’ of
the 1800s had been honed into a politically mature society. In 1839 he
edited a General Theatre Dictionary, and during the Vormdrz he had held
the view that, ‘for us Germans, next to the church, the only public place
[was] the theatre stage’,”" but by 1848 he had entered the political arena.
His association for the promotion of public speaking (Redeiibungsverein)
now changed its name to the Fatherland Association (Vaterlandsverein)
and became the first mass political organization with branches in many
other German states.

Similar observations apply to the politicization of universities. In March
1848 debates and discussions, mostly led by students in the Berlin
Zeitungshalle, soon spilled over into the area of the Tiergarten, drawing in
an audience of diverse social and educational backgrounds.”” Throughout
the country reading clubs, male choirs and other musical organizations
acquired a political agenda. The Turnvereine (Gymnasts’ Societies) in par-
ticular devoted themselves to political activities where, in association with
the Burschenschaften, they became breeding grounds for republicanism.
In the aftermath of Hecker’s defeat, many of these democratic clubs and
associations were prohibited in Baden, only to re-emerge once the National
Assembly had published its basic laws (28 December 1848), guaranteeing
all Germans the ‘unlimited right’ to form associations.”” This chapter will
concentrate on the spring and summer of 1848, though an occasional glance
at later developments may be necessary.

A division between democratic-republican and liberal-constitutional
associations became evident in the period following Hambach. The demo-
crats demanded a new political order, independent of the Confederation
and any remaining links with the old system, leaving the final shape of the
government still open; the liberals advocated constitutional reform, based
on the existing political order. The democratic associations, taking the name
Volksverein, believed in the sovereignty of the ‘Volk’, the roots of which
can be traced back to Herder and Fichte. All the Volksvereine harboured a
latent suspicion of the Frankfurt National Assembly and looked to Berlin for
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a national lead, gaining inspiration from free-lance journalists, philosophers
and poets such as Julius Frobel, Ferdinand Freiligrath, Ludwig Feuerbach
and Andreas Gottschalk. The concept of Volkssouverdnitit (sovereignty of
the people) gained particular significance in the person of Frobel, who for-
mulated policies critical of Rousseau’s volonté génerale and of Marxist
communism. The young Frobel advocated material wellbeing, general edu-
cation and universal freedom,™ appealing to Silesian peasants, craftsmen
and journeymen and to radical intellectuals.

The constitutional associations, searching for a ‘third way’ between repub-
licanism and monarchism, only later defined themselves as liberals. Their
clubs bore a variety of names, indicative of their connections with the
bourgeoisie, constitutional monarchy or patriotic and national movements.
The majority of their members were middle-class citizens, often wary of losing
their privileges to the lower classes and the dispossessed. With strongholds
in northern and central Germany, many of their leading figures were civil
servants or high-ranking academics who formed an over-proportionally
strong element in the Frankfurt National Assembly.

A good example of the rivalry and fluctuating fortunes of the two political
associations can be gleaned from observing the situation in Wetzlar. The
1840s saw the establishment of many male voice choirs and gymnastics
societies, with the former recruiting older, wealthier, liberal members and the
latter more radical and democratic ones. By the summer of 1848 political
differences between democrats and constitutionals began to form, reflecting
an emerging polarization within the National Assembly. The democratic
Biirgerverein recruited among academics and prosperous middle-class cit-
izens, but also among craftsmen and a majority of the Jewish community.
The constitutional association, drawing its membership from the Casino
Club and old, wealthy patrician families, was much smaller, but also
attracted a proportionally high number of academics.

Other factions were less important and their role can be summarized.
The political influence of catholics in the Rhineland, the Palatinate and in
Baden has already been discussed. In 1846 Pope Pius IX had encouraged
liberal reforms and spoken up for an Italian Federation and in March 1848
the first of a number of Pius Associations, named after him, was formed.
By now, however, this movement had become conservative and even anti-
liberal: the associations supported church influence in education and the
re-admission of the Jesuit Order. Other conservative or reactionary organ-
izations gradually emerged during the summer of 1848. In Bavaria an
association for the constitutional monarchy and for religious freedom was
founded, attracting mostly catholic priests.”

Among the various other pressure groups, women’s organizations are par-
ticularly noteworthy. A close study of the revolution in Baden would reveal
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the importance of the role of the wives of the revolutionaries: Marie Josefine
Hecker, Amalia Struve and Emma Herwegh, whose courage, organizational
talent, loyalty and resilience were decisive. Research during the last two
decades has successfully countered traditional views of family life during
the Biedermeier.”® While the revolutions seem to have enhanced the social
and political status of women, it is necessary to recognize that their action
in radical politics goes back further, as evidenced in the Staatslexikon
under the entry ‘barricades’: with reference to the French July Revolution,
the author suggests that a defence with barricades can become ‘impenetrable’,
if women and children throw paving stones or pour boiling oil and water
against attacking soldiers from the windows of neighbouring houses.”” The
best-known women’s representative is Louise Otto-Peters who founded the
Frauenzeitung in April 1848 and who is often associated with the origins of
German feminism.”® Her Allgemeine Deutsche Frauenverein was influential
in raising the general awareness of women’s potential role in education.
Women’s participation in child rearing, and education in general, was now
seen as an opportunity for upper-class women in particular to gain access
to wider cultural and also political activities. Several of these women had
been educated during the Romantic period, when they had enjoyed a certain
degree of intellectual and social emancipation. Bettina von Arnim, Goethe’s
friend and sister of the poet Clemens Brentano, wrote on the subject of the
poor in Hamburg, criticizing the government and police for many of their
social problems.” Women’s involvement in church activities provided further
scope for political activities. In Eine Reise nach Ostende (1849), Malwilda
von Meysenbug developed a utopian view of a society, coupled with severe
criticism of the role of the church and its lack of compassion on social
issues. Her secularized form of humanism culminated in a demand for total
self-realization, and her ideas brought her into contact with Julius Frébel
and with Elisabeth Althaus and her circle of radical democrats. Meysenbug
was acutely aware of male domination in society and demanded intellectual
equality between the sexes.*” The career of Mathilde Franziska Anneke
offers another example of a liberated woman. By 1844 she had published
an anthology of poems under her own name, acknowledging her social
position as a divorcée. In 1848 she took over the financial and editorial side
of the democratic-revolutionary Neue Kélnische Zeitung with its motto
‘prosperity, freedom and education for all’. When this publication was
banned, she went on to edit a paper for women. In 1849 she took part in
the final phase of the Baden Revolution and, together with her second
husband, managed to escape from the fortress of Rastatt. Anneke’s passion
for human rights turned her into an advocate of women’s issues®! and her
radical feminist position caused her to depart from her early, edifying forms
of religious poetry towards a fundamental critique of religion.
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Nevertheless, it was in the nature of the social role of women at that time,
that most activists remained unrecognized, in that much of their effort was
restricted to working behind the scenes, producing banners for clubs and
associations, flags for the militias, running soup kitchens and caring for
the wounded and orphaned. Some of the more emancipated women from
middle-class backgrounds did play a part in public debates at meetings and
contributed to newspapers,* while working-class and lower-middle-class
women were involved in the construction of barricades and in the provision
of ammunition. Fanny Lewald had experienced the February Revolution in
Paris and was impressed by the way women were accepted as a natural part
of the revolutionary force, something as yet unheard of in Germany.** The
foundation of democratic clubs, specifically by and for women during the
autumn of 1848, indicates how women had gained a new confidence in
their public role, while revealing by implication that many existing clubs,
even on the political left, remained exclusively male territory.

Government responses and the establishment of the
Pre-Parliament

We have already seen how most powers, following the unrest of March
1848, responded with a change of government, bringing liberally minded
constitutionalists to power. The Prussian Rhineland led the way, followed
by Wiirttemberg, Nassau, Hanover, Bavaria, Saxony and Hesse. All these
‘March Ministries’ were headed by liberals who, during the Pre-March, had
formed the opposition to the existing parliaments. Once in power, they felt
the weight of government responsibility, striving to uphold the constitutions
for which they themselves had fought only months earlier. In an attempt to
prevent what they saw as the revolutions from getting out of hand, they felt
compelled to slow down the political momentum and harmonize further
development in preparation for a democratic national assembly. Such policies
coincided with the political aims of their monarchs who hoped to preserve
as much as possible of their former powers. Grand Duke Leopold of Baden
for instance, fearful of the spread of revolution from France, agreed to
the formation of a civil guard, complete press freedom and a jury system,
in an attempt ‘to calm the country and to hold it together through the
establishment of a chamber which would support the government’.®* The
new Wiirttemberg government under liberal prime minister Friedrich Romer
proved more hawkish, closing several political clubs and even authorizing
treason trials against followers of Hecker. Bavaria and Hesse, too, introduced
anti-revolutionary measures to uphold law and order.

The situation in Munich was somewhat unique and cannot easily be
placed within the overall context of events. It would be easy to focus on the
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enigmatic figure of Lola Montez, a Scottish-Creole dancer whose real name
was Eliza Dolores Gilbert, and to interpret political events as the consequence
of a bizarre sex scandal between this twenty-seven year old divorcée of
dubious origin and a sexagenarian king. Early in 1848 Munich was shaken
by disturbances, directed against King Ludwig and his government. Prince
Karl von Leiningen, who later took a prominent role in the Frankfurt
National Assembly, became the leader of a liberal reform movement; its
March demands brought Bavaria into line with other states of the Third
Germany.®” However, when Lola Montez began to interfere in Bavarian
politics, the scandal took centre stage, estranging the king from both his
cabinet and army, and alienating him from his conservatives and clerical
allies. At Lola’s behest, the liberal government was sacked and replaced by
a democratically minded administration which after only a few weeks also
lost Lola’s support. Reactionary clerics at Munich University initiated public
demonstrations against Lola, eventually forcing her to leave Bavaria. Liberal
democratic forces took advantage of the confusion: on 4 March demon-
strators stormed the Munich armoury, two days later the king had to agree
to the ‘March Demands’ and on 20 March he was forced to resign, the
only German monarch who personally fell victim to the revolution.

Events in Bavaria were ominous for the other German states. Ludwig’s
explicit consent to a democratically elected national assembly was seen by
other monarchs to undermine the old political order.*® Heinrich von Gagern,
the future president of the Frankfurt Assembly, complicated matters by
suggesting that any federal body should be headed by a centralized imperial
ministry under the Prussian crown. His brother Max, a diplomat in the
service of Austria, was to seek approval for this centrist solution from other
German courts. Such a proposal went in the face of republican demands
which threatened to be over-ridden in the cause of internal unity. The fifty-
one representatives at Heidelberg were forced to agree on a compromise,
ensuring free elections to a national assembly, but rejecting a republic.
Seven men of ‘national reputation’ were entrusted with the task of estab-
lishing such an assembly.®” The outcome was the Pre-Parliament which
met in Frankfurt from 31 March until 3 April. Its 574 delegates failed to
represent the various German states ‘in accordance with their populations’,®
as had been demanded at Heidelberg. None of the delegates had a demo-
cratic or popular mandate; the 141 Prussian delegates for instance had
been recruited from among municipal councillors. The small state of
Hesse-Dramstadt sent eighty-four delegates while only two represented
Austria.

Though there can be no doubt as to the integrity of von Gagern, it is
probably true to say that his political outlook was more romantic than
revolutionary, closer to the ideas of von Stein than to those of the democrats.
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Struve’s democratic wing, represented by only eighteen members, proposed
freely elected presidents for the individual states and an all-German federal
constitution, based on the American model. This proposal was turned down
and neither Struve nor Hecker could gain seats on the Committee of Fifty,
which succeeded the Pre-Parliament on 3 April. Few of their social demands
were met, though there was a promise of aid to the unemployed and universal
state education. The Committee had no real power and could only voice
opinions,*” but was authorized to administer the forthcoming elections which
resulted in the new all-German parliamentary assembly in Frankfurt. Its
first president was Heinrich von Gagern, a choice which effectively excluded
democrats from political power.

The democratic Offenburg programme had hoped to establish a distinctly
democratic framework of government, comparable to modern constitutions
in France and the United States and, indeed, more progressive than the con-
stitution of today’s Federal Republic. By comparison, the weak compromise
solution proposed by the Pre-Parliament produced an Assembly which was
vulnerable to a take-over by reactionary forces. This Assembly soon became
involved in national and foreign affairs which made it reliant on Prussian and
Austrian support. It proved far too conciliatory to federal considerations,
and too strongly influenced by romantic notions of a medieval heritage and
patriotic memories of the liberation wars against Napoleon. Almost from its
inception, the national issue was seen to invoke a more enthusiastic response
than any democratic consideration. Many of its leading representatives were
members of the March Ministries. It was only natural that, in hoping to realize
their particular political agenda, they would reject a radical programm= which
might jeopardize their own positions. In coming into office, like so many other
political agitators, they shifted markedly towards a conservative, politically
‘realistic’ approach. In addition, a large number of representatives were civil
servants, a majority of them with a legal background. Lawyers are, more
often than not, upholders of authority and of the status quo; they tend to
be ‘etatist’ in an Hegelian, and essentially Prussian tradition, conservative
in the broadest sense of the word.” Birth and education had elevated them
above the common needs of farmers and journeymen, had instilled in them
an instinctive fear of revolution and nurtured a belief in the evolutionary
progression of constitutional reform. In this context it is compelling to
conclude that the National Assembly, from its very inception, would be
ill equipped to bring about the changes which might have transformed
Germany into a progressive democratic political and social entity.
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Chapter 4

The revolutions in Vienna and Berlin

This chapter will cover the revolutionary events in the capitals of the two
most important German states. In order to gain an overview of the course
of the revolutions and a better insight into their dynamics, each revolution
will be treated as an organic entity and a case study. References to develop-
ments elsewhere in Germany will be included only where they directly affect
events in the two cities. This will not only afford a comparison of the two
premier cities as seen from a revolutionary perspective, it will also allow
an easier comparison with the Paris Revolution.

The revolution in Vienna: Social and economic conditions

This section will only be concerned with the situation in Austria, for a more
general overview chapters 2 and 3 should be consulted. Ever since the Con-
gress of Vienna, Austria had been considered the major force of reaction in
Europe, especially by writers and critics. Her politically more-advanced
writers refuted the stereotypical image of the Vienna of Austrian Biedermeier,
with its contented bourgeoisie, residing in a peaceful, carefree city with a
flourishing cultural life. Even stronger criticism emerged from within the
Young Germany movement with Ludwig Borne, denigrating Austria as the
China of Europe." Among the many influential and widely read publications
of the time which were critical of Austrian conservatism, was Austria and
Its Future. Its author warned against the ossification of Metternich’s system
in the face of rising patriotism elsewhere. If progress was not forthcoming,
‘four full-grown and fully armed nationalities will stand opposed to each
other as enemies’.” Opposition to the regime of Prince Clemens von Metter-
nich had grown steadily; his secretive and arbitrary system of government,
supported by the most repressive and inquisitorial police methods in Europe
could not last forever. By the late 1830s it had become fashionable in
Vienna to ridicule the government, with opposition evident even inside
the Viennese court. Count Franz Kolowrat, head of the empire’s internal
administration, though a conservative by nature, recognized the need for
reform and opposed Metternich’s uncompromising attitude, while Archduke
John, future regent of Germany, also opposed Metternich from a liberal
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standpoint.” With the overthrow of Metternich the opportunity for recon-
ciliation between the bourgeoisie and the court was much enhanced. The
bourgeoisie depended on the court in matters of culture, entertainment and
employment, either for the vast army of civil servants or commercially,
where the court was the major customer of the supply of luxury goods, but
also of general commodities. As a result, the Viennese middle classes con-
sidered the House of Habsburg with some affection. It is generally accepted
that strong monarchist sympathies for the feeble-minded Ferdinand and
nostalgia for his reformist great uncle Joseph II still played a decisive role
with the public. Such sentiments stood in stark contrast to the Viennese
hatred of the aristocracy and the clergy who were directly associated with
the old regime. The liberal bourgeoisie were in favour of a speedy conclu-
sion of the revolutionary uproar; their aim had been achieved with the
overthrow of the Metternich system.

By contrast, the student body and many academics were far more radical.
They had long been suspected of harbouring ideas of ‘jingoistic Germanness,
sovereignty of the people, national representation and other eccentric prin-
ciples’.* The students’ social backgrounds differed significantly from that of
their fellow German students: more than 25 per cent of Vienna’s students
were sons of craftsmen and journeymen, another 14 per cent came from the
ranks of lower civil servants.” They entertained links with the workers’
communities throughout the Pre-March and showed commitment to their
plight, while the bourgeoisie mostly ignored their conditions. The politically
most prominent group of students came from the medical faculty or the
arts, the students of technology enjoyed the closest contact with the work-
ing classes, whereas law students remained most distant. In general, these
students also cultivated close contacts with the German student movement
and were for a tighter union with the German-speaking territories.

Despite its antiquated political system and several economic downturns
and social crises, Vienna’s population had increased since 1815 by nearly
50 per cent, with more than 400,000 people accommodated within the city
walls. The inner city remained the dwelling place of the middle classes, of
artisans and domestic servants; the industrialized working classes and the
mass of the unemployed lived on the outskirts. With an increase of only 11
per cent in Vienna’s housing stock,’ living conditions had worsened signific-
antly. Work also deteriorated during the recent years of depression: on 25
February, the Vienna Stock Exchange experienced a major crash, when the
Rothschild Bank withheld credit, leading to a fall of public funds by 30 per
cent.” The subsequent credit squeeze brought silk manufacturing to its knees,
having already suffered from the introduction of mechanical looms. The
resulting unemployment and rising poverty was further exacerbated by the
Europe-wide potato famine, causing large-scale starvation during the mid
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1840s. An already critical economic situation was further depressed by a
mass influx of unemployed workers from Bohemia. With a Dickensian system
of child labour and unemployed skilled workers and journeymen, the situ-
ation remained volatile, as the Prague disturbances had shown, where workers
protested against the introduction of mechanical calico printing. Machine
wrecking was widespread, particularly in the summer of 1848, and courts
tended to pronounce relatively lenient sentences, mindful of the ‘poverty in
the winter for the whole family, the excitement of the whole population and
the dismissals caused by wage demands’.® As a result, a discontented indus-
trial proletariat, which was to become one of the main forces of revolution,
had developed on the outskirts of the city. Even sympathetic contemporaries,
such as the writer Eduard Bauernfeld, were disturbed to hear the utopian ideas
of Social Democrats: “Who is to predict to what extent the utopian ideas of
abolition of private property, of the community of property and the like
will incite a wildly excited and uneducated mass of people?”” Though not
yet organized, groups of workers began to express specific demands. The
machine tool workers insisted on a reduction of the working day to ten hours,
other groups demanded wage increases or a free Sunday. In general, wages
were close to starvation level, with cotton workers worst off. On average, a
day’s earnings amounted to the equivalent of between two and four one-
pound loaves of bread. Additional tensions arose between apprentices and
journeymen on the one side and master craftsmen and their guilds on the
other.'” These figures serve to illustrate that Viennese workers cannot be
collectively seen as a uniform group, they already began to form individual
associations which aspired to an as yet rather elementary form of collective
bargaining. Political rights, though not very high on their agenda, began to
play a part: some opposed the new ‘liberal’ regulations that were to exclude
them from service in the National Guard, which journeymen and domestic
servants were permitted to join. Several of these groups were led by a
reform-hungry academic intelligentsia, which centred on the University and
the Polytechnic. The latter had been founded in 1815 in imitation of the
Paris Ecole Polytechnique and — in Vienna’s case — had become a bench-
mark for technological innovation. In 1840, members of the Polytechnic
met together with industrialists and the Trade Association of Lower Aus-
tria to form the Legal-Political-Reading Club, whose official aim was to
provide the educated, and in particular the legal profession ‘with the most
important and most interesting periodicals and the most significant artistic
and scientific works’."" Another important centre for modernists was the
Academy of Sciences, attracting physicians and medical students. The demo-
cratic press, too, took up the cause of the workers, demanding a ministry
of public works, based on the Parisian model. The right to work became a
central demand, as did the improvement of housing conditions.'?
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The simmering discontent in Vienna was to be crucially affected by ex-
ternal events. National uprisings in the northern Italian provinces, the peas-
ant unrest in Galicia, together with the nationalist opposition movements
in Hungary and Bohemia, all served to undermine the Imperial Court. The
charismatic leader of the Hungarian opposition movement, Lajos Kossuth,
was re-elected to the Hungarian Diet in 1847 and, introducing liberal reforms
in his own country, became a particularly bitter critic of the old regime. His
passionate campaign for Hungarian independence became the impetus for
revolution throughout the empire; he became a celebrity within academic
circles.”

Vienna's March revolution

News of the Paris Revolution and the spreading unrest in Baden and the
Rhineland became official on 2 March and was greeted with enthusiasm by
the academic community. With the end of Carnival on 8 March, students
began to focus on the Paris uprising and organized a general debate for 12
March. The liberal lawyer Baron Alexander von Bach petitioned the Lower-
Austrian Diet, requesting public accountability for state finances and sup-
port for the establishment of an imperial parliament. Students petitioned
for complete press freedom, freedom of expression, the establishment of a
militia and other basic rights. On the morning of the following day writers
and academics joined some 400 students on a march to the seat of the
Diet in order to emphasize the seriousness of their demands. They soon
moved on to the Hofburg, seat of the Imperial Court. Meanwhile, outside
the city walls, the workers began their uprising, attacking tax offices, police
stations, as well as factories and new machinery. Hearing news of the march
to the Hofburg, they began to move towards the inner city. Gas lamps were
demolished and the escaping gas ignited to create a ring of fire around the
city. Numerous speeches by leading demonstrators were taken up by the
protesting crowds; all demanding Metternich’s resignation, the expulsion
of Jesuits, the formation of an armed Civil Guard and the establishment
of a constitution.'* The poet and journalist Herrmann Jellinek wrote:
‘The March Revolution was the work of the people, of the “rabble” so
despised by the bourgeoisie, the “riffraff” which the aristocracy defined as
“animals”: the March Revolution was the great achievement of the mass of
the people.’"

The ‘hawks’ at the Imperial Court did not dare to employ the army of
General Windischgritz against the masses in uproar. Archduke Albrecht,
still supporting Metternich, employed regular troops to clear the streets,
supported by contingents of the newly formed National and Civil Guards.
In the ensuing violence, forty-eight demonstrators were killed, a majority of
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them workers.' This caused further uproar: solidarity between students,
craftsmen and the industrial proletariat gained in strength, to present a
united front against Metternich. Under pressure from the city authorities,
the army withdrew and a University-based Academic Legion was formed
which, together with the Civil Guard, took control of the city, a develop-
ment which threatened to alienate the proletariat from the students.
Metternich’s fall had by now become inevitable, even his closest allies turned
against him. Faced with no alternative, Metternich resigned his position
on 13 March, only minutes before the ultimatum issued by the Civil
Guard expired. He left the city secretly the next day and went into exile in
London.

Metternich’s departure was greeted with jubilation, but led to widespread
looting and rioting in the city outskirts, where the Civil Guard and the
Academic Legion were employed to restore order. On 14 March a constitu-
tion was promised and a new government was established several days
later, led by prime minister Karl Ludwig Ficquelmont with Baron Franz
Xaver Pillersdorf as minister of the interior, both liberal opponents of
Metternich. Things were, however, not quite as rosy as an American observer
believed who was confident that ‘Austria, from being the farthest in the
rear, had, by a single step, taken the advance of all Germany in the path of
freedom’."” The new government met with a good deal of opposition; by 4
May Ficquelmont was forced to resign, making way for the more accom-
modating Pillersdorf. Pillersdorf began work on the promised constitution,
following the Belgian bi-cameral model, but delays and rumours of a reac-
tionary backlash caused resentment and led to further disturbances. The
people were represented by an Imperial Diet and a second chamber, the
Senate, consisting of members of the imperial family, imperial nominees
and the landed gentry, was intended to uphold their historic privileges in
Austria and Bohemia, but not in Hungary and Italy.'® The second, inherently
reactionary chamber was anathema to those who believed in the sovereignty
of the people and in Austria’s closer alliance with Germany. News of
German demands for a universal suffrage as the basis for the National
Parliament in Frankfurt strengthened this opposition and promoted strongly
pro-German sentiments, indicated by the display of the new red, gold and
black German colours. The ‘agreement clause’, which bestowed special privi-
leges on the emperor, including his inviolability, sole executive power and
supreme command over the armed forces and remained unclear on a number
of other constitutional details, such as the relationship between the central
government and the provinces, gained a mixed response. The nobility and
the more prosperous bourgeoisie approved of it; the Academic Legion, the
Democratic Club and other radical associations rejected it. The stage was
set for a second, more radical phase.
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From the May revolution to the September crisis

Violent disturbances flared up again on 15 May, forcing the new govern-
ment to give way to this ‘pressure from the streets’,'” reinforced by an
influx of the proletariat from the city outskirts. The second chamber was
abolished and the revolution was now seen to have progressed from its
‘liberal’ phase in March to a ‘democratic’ phase. Such a pattern would seem
the norm for most revolutions and certainly applied in the case of Paris. In
Vienna, however, the mood was already changing, a shift which seemed
symptomatic of its revolution.

While the liberals had been satisfied with a parliament which would
simply check the emperor’s absolute powers and participate in legislation,
the democrats now pushed for universal suffrage and popular sovereignty.
Against this background the court fled Vienna on 17 May and, without
prior consultation with the Pillersdorf government, took up residence in
Innsbruck. The news of the emperor’s departure from Vienna caused some
consternation and public opinion became more volatile. While the liberal
Wiener Zeitung compared the emperor’s ‘departure’ with the flight of Louis
XVI, suggesting that it would hasten ‘the day of the republic’,”* conser-
vative and liberal forces feared that the survival of the empire was at stake
and with it the city’s position as the capital of a multi-lingual state. Civil
servants, fearing for their position, anticipated the declaration of a republican
Vienna, a term associated with anarchy, communism and mob rule. They
denounced the workers as robbers, intent on abolishing private property,
and they charged members of the Academic Legion as ‘irresponsible agitators’
for having led on the workers.*' Petitions by citizens’ groups, among them
the National Guard, were dispatched to Innsbruck, begging the emperor
to return. The Wiener Zeitung asked for the ‘close cooperation of all well-
intended people [to secure] persons and property, and the preservation of
the constitutional throme’.* Such statements were also prompted by a vir-
tual collapse of the banking system as customers withdrew their savings,
threatening financial insolvency. A serious rift between the bourgeoisie, the
Academic Legion and the proletariat in the industrial outskirts had arisen,
with the power struggle between liberals and radicals finely balanced. Demo-
crats were held responsible for the flight of the imperial court, the Academic
Legion was dissolved, but re-established in the face of protest from students
and workers. When matters reached a climax on 26 May, 160 barricades
were constructed in the inner city and regular troops found themselves in
armed conflict with students, workers and the National Guard. Fewer than
12,000 troops in the Vienna garrison faced nearly 40,000 student legionaries
and national guardsmen, as well as thousands of workers streaming into
the city to support them.?
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The democratic victory led to the formation of a Security Committee, con-
sisting of members from a Citizens’ Committee, the National Guard and
the Academic Legion. One of the new Committee’s first demands was the
removal of all ‘unnecessary military forces’ from Vienna and the surrender
of Count Hayos, former Commander in Chief of the Vienna National Guard,
as a hostage to the students.”* It also urgently attempted to persuade the
emperor to return to Vienna. A programme of public works was established
but, in failing to ameliorate existing social and economic problems, it fared
little better than its French model. Scores of radical newspapers emerged,
most prominent among them the Wiener Katzenmusik and the Volksfreund.
They published vitriolic attacks against the camarilla and the church and even
printed some articles critical of the monarchy. When their denunciations
targeted the wealthier members of the bourgeoisie, the fragile union between
the middle-class Viennese and the workers came under strain. As the
economic situation deteriorated and friction between the bourgeoisie and
the workers became more apparent, utopian socialist ideas began to gain
ground in certain quarters.”’ The twenty-thousand earth workers, among
them many women, protested against a wage reduction, the National and
Civil Guards interfered with bloody consequences. Vienna was not ready for
a genuine class struggle or for a republican resolution of its political prob-
lems. In fact, for the next few months, while the Security Committee was
virtually the only executive power, the city enjoyed relative calm. In June a
parliament was elected, but public support was lukewarm. The revolution
began to lose its momentum.

While monarchist loyalty may account for the weak support for a republic,
it cannot explain the faltering support for the revolution. A closer analysis
of the political and economic situation may indicate the issues more directly
responsible for the decline in revolutionary fervour. Three such issues need
further clarification. Firstly, in establishing the Security Committee, the re-
volutionaries had achieved one of their major aims and with the govern-
ment’s virtual capitulation there was no clear consensus as to what should
happen next. Secondly, the coalition between the property-owning bour-
geoisie and the proletariat was, in essence, unsustainable. The earth workers’
riots in the Prater during the summer of 1848, coupled with a sharp eco-
nomic downturn, increased tension between both classes, especially once
parliamentary elections had returned a decisive majority of middle-class
representatives. The liberal Pillersdorf government resigned, making way
for a team with more monarchist leanings, headed by Count Johann Philip
von Wessenberg. The return of the Imperial Court to Vienna on 12 August
simply confirmed such tendencies. Nevertheless, the radical Silesian delegate
Hans Kudlich, speaking up for peasant interests, was successful in his demand
that ‘from now on all servile relationships, together with all rights and
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obligations coming therefrom, are abolished’.** Although the issue of the
indemnification of landlords remained to be resolved, Kudlich’s proposal
had been largely accepted by September and, once their goal had been
achieved, the peasants quickly abandoned the revolution. A further crucial
element was thereby removed from the revolutionary equation.

The third and most decisive reason for the waning of the revolutionary
drive was the nationality issue. Separatist national interests soon gained in
importance over and above liberal aspirations, as every national group sought
to secure for itself a position of power. The Austro-German minority within
the empire were faced with the difficult decision of whether to enter a
closer union with the rest of Germany, causing the collapse of the Habsburg
Empire, or whether to stay within this empire, risking the dilution of their
German cultural hegemony in the face of Slavonic and Hungarian demands
for cultural and national emancipation. Their difficult relations with Ger-
many were not improved when Prussia concluded the Peace of Malmé on
26 August; a move that indicated that power within the new Germany
would lie with Prussia. The old rivalry between Austria and Prussia was
rekindled and when the Basic Rights of the German people (declared on
October 8 by the Frankfurt National Assembly) stated explicitly that ‘no
part of the German Reich must be united with non-German countries’,”
the dilemma facing the Austro-Germans was reinforced.

Alongside this inner-German conflict was the growth of a Pan-Slavonic
movement which threatened to divert the revolutionary aims. Austro-
Germans and Hungarians were fearful of a united Slavonic front, which
raised the prospect of Russian influence in the Balkans. A Pan-Slavonic
conference met in Prague in early June to consider a possible union of all
the Slavonic peoples as a defence against their partition between Germans
and Hungarians. Their manifesto demanded ‘full equality of all nations,
irrespective of their political power or size’, and the conversion of the
Habsburg Empire into ‘a federation of nations all enjoying equal rights’.?*
When revolutionary disturbances erupted in Prague General Windischgritz
seized the opportunity to quell the unrest with a fierce bombardment of the
city, crushing the rebellion and halting the aspirations of Slav nationalists.
The Prague uprising presented the Vienna revolutionaries with a dilemma:
satisfaction with the failure of the Czech insurrection was coloured by the
fear that their own revolutionary ambitions might also be ended by such
a military intervention. The latter fear was recognized by the earthworkers
who had petitioned parliament, requesting unity with and equal treatment
of all nationalities.”’

Karl Marx, not always a prudent judge of the Viennese revolution, clearly
recognized the counter-revolutionary potential that sprung from such Ger-
manic nationalist feelings. Commenting on the defeat of the Prague uprising,
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he wrote: ‘Gripped by revolutionary ferment, Germany seeks relief in a war
of restoration, in a campaign for the consolidation of the old authority
against which she has just revolted.” Only war against Russia would be
justified, since this would shake off ‘the claim of long, indolent slavery and
make herself [Germany] free within her borders by bringing liberation to
those outside’.*® Even more dangerous for the survival of the Austrian Em-
pire were the rivalries between Hungarians and Croats. In March, the prin-
cipalities of Croatia, Dalmatia and Slovenia had chosen to remain under the
Hungarian crown, provided they were granted virtual autonomy. Exploiting
the hostility between Croatia and Hungary, and without any recourse to
the government in Vienna, Emperor Ferdinand appointed Baron Josip Jelaci¢
as Ban of Croatia, despite the impassioned protests of Hungarian leaders. By
forging a pincer movement, firstly against Hungary and secondly against Vienna,
Jelaci¢ strengthened his links with the Habsburg dynasty, in particular with
their most reactionary generals Radetzky and Windischgritz. The national-
ity issue further weakened Vienna’s revolutionary credentials, when many
Austro-Germans sided with Radetzky against the revolutionary Italians,*!
leaving the city free only to enter a coalition with Hungary. However, even
this alliance remained problematic because of the nationality issue. The radical
and national liberal factions, though in a minority, favoured joint action,
recognizing the need for an alliance with Hungary as a defence against
Pan-Slavonic (and Russian) aspirations. With the conservative and moderate
wings in Vienna opposed to such an alliance, the imperial authorities were,
yet again, able to take advantage of a disunited opposition.

The Hungarian situation was only one factor in developments during the
summer and autumn of 1848, which indicated a general resurgence of reac-
tionary forces. The dismissal of the Pillersdorf government by the Security
Committee, with Archduke John’s support (8 July), initially suggested a
strengthening of the democratic faction. The Wessenberg administration
appeared to support the liberals; however, the ministers Bach and Schwarzer
soon abandoned any democratic leanings in favour of a reactionary posi-
tion. As a result of moderates forsaking the revolutionary cause, the June
parliamentary elections returned a majority of middle-of-the-road liberals
to power who stood for a united, constitutional monarchy and a strong
state. Approximately 60 per cent of the parliamentarians belonged to the
bourgeoisie, 25 per cent were peasants. With almost half of all deputies of
Slav origin and mindful of Vienna’s ambivalent attitude during the Prague
uprising, few of them had any sympathy for the Viennese revolution.*
Only the extreme left remained ‘revolutionary’, still seeking to reject all
historic rights and privileges, though even they were in favour of retaining
the monarchic principle. Most of the new ministers were conservative with
professed loyalties to the monarchy and only a quarter had the backing of
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the Security Committee. Additional events provided further evidence that
the revolutionary cause was in decline. Upon Ferdinand’s return to Vienna
on 12 August, rifts between a defiantly oppositional Academic Legion and
the bourgeoisie erupted once more.

During the following weeks, tensions between the revolutionary minority
and a counter-revolutionary majority increased. A radical address by a
member of the Democratic Club further increased divisions between the
Academic Legion and Security Committee on the one side and the Civil and
National Guards on the other. Reduced to 45 per cent of its previous
strength, even the National Guard began to lose support.”® The continuing
economic depression forced a government clamp-down on those elements
which seemed to be exploiting the situation. The failure of the public works
project, particularly disillusionment over the apparent inefficiency and lazi-
ness of the earth workers at the Prater, who were in no shape to perform
the hard work demanded of them, further contributed to discontent and
division within the revolutionary ranks. The resulting uproar necessitated
the employment of the Civil and National Guards and on 23 August, pitched
battles ensued between earth workers and the Guards. Although the Aca-
demic Legion refused to mobilize against the workers, by the evening of
that day the workers were defeated. The Security Committee came under
very heavy criticism for remaining neutral during these disturbances and
felt obliged to dissolve itself two days later.

By now only the students and various lower-middle-class groups remained
faithful to the revolution. These consisted of artisans, journeymen and small
shopkeepers, whose economic position had deteriorated considerably in recent
months and their campaign, supported prominently by women, came to a
head in September. The government, though generally sympathetic to their
plight, could do little to ameliorate their position. A self-help organization
was set up, attracting more than 40,000 members, but it soon collapsed amid
accusations of corruption. Victims of the debacle turned to the government
for help, but gained little support, resulting in violent demonstrations on
12 and 13 September. Students and several units of the National Guard
sympathized with the angry crowd, which began storming the ministry of
the interior. When the arrival of regular troops aggravated the situation
and led to large-scale rioting, only prudent action by parliament prevented
serious bloodshed. Troops were ordered back to their garrisons and inno-
cent victims of the collapsed organization were promised financial aid. Calm
was restored and the forces of law and order regained their confidence. For
the first time since the fall of Metternich, the government attempted to
regain control of the press: several journalists were harassed, fined or even
imprisoned.™® The real losers were journeymen, artisans and traders who
felt even more isolated from the majority of the Viennese. The Academic
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Legion, too, had not emerged unscathed, antagonizing many moderate stu-
dents by its sympathies with the workers.

The 'October revolution' and reactionary victory

The month of October saw the final act of the Vienna revolution. As political
pressure increased, poor leadership and increasing divisions led to defeat.
Although democratic forces in both Vienna and Hungary were prepared
to unite in the fight against the reactionary upsurge, national priorities
and mutual distrust hindered any progress towards the establishment of a
strong coalition between both factions. With relations between students,
the National Guard, the petit bourgeoisie and the proletariat strained, and
in the absence of clearly defined political objectives, radical leaders among
the students and within the democratic clubs could no longer rely on public
support. Political in-fighting and corruption were rife, chaos and anarchy
the natural consequence. Austro-Germans themselves were increasingly
divided, some favouring a closer union with Germany and others remaining
loyal to the ‘black yellow’ colours of the Habsburg dynasty, with the latter
gaining ground among the bourgeoisie and substantial sections within the
National Guard.

The actual ‘October revolution’ began when Count Theodor Baillet
Latour, the minister of war, ordered some troops to be transferred from
Vienna to Hungary to assist Jela¢ié’s army in its campaign against the
rebellious Magyars. The democrats, already furious at parliament’s refusal
to meet the Hungarian deputation which had arrived in Vienna to plead for
support against Jelac¢i¢ could not condone such a move. On 6 October the
Academic Legion, supported by crowds of angry Viennese workers and the
more radical elements of the National Guard prevented regular troops from
leaving Vienna. During an exchange of fire several people were killed, in-
cluding the general in charge of the operation.”® Encouraged by their success,
the revolutionaries marched on the ministry of war, intent on overthrowing
the government. Prime minister Wessenberg and his minister of the interior,
Bach, managed to escape, but the despised minister of war, Latour, was
seized by the crowd and brutally murdered.’® The crowd then stormed the
armoury in an attempt to secure the city against military attack and declared
a provisional government. The Imperial Court fled Vienna for a second
time, seeking refuge in the Moravian city of Olmiitz. Student radicals, the
petit bourgeoisie and the proletariat now took control of Vienna. On 10
October they declared solidarity with Hungary, but still wary of a close
alliance with the Magyars, hesitated to march against Jelaci¢. Responding
to such violent action, the emperor declared war on Vienna. However,
when his stern communication of 17 October was followed, two days later,
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by a conciliatory declaration promising to guarantee the liberal laws already
granted, Ferdinand lost further credibility. Both sides now prepared for
war. Vienna appointed a new Security Committee and appointed the poet,
Messenhauser, Commander in Chief of the National Guard and the Polish
revolutionary leader, Josef Bern, head of all military operations. A mobile
guard, largely consisting of the proletariat, became a third force in defence
of the city. Despite all these efforts, the position of the revolutionaries was
pretty hopeless. Their various factions and armed units were undisciplined,
poorly led and badly equipped. The counter-revolutionaries, by comparison,
relied on experienced generals and professional units. On 20 October General
Windischgratz informed Vienna, that he would liberate the city from ‘a small,
insolent faction that shrinks from no infamous action’.’” He proceeded to
encircle the city and, three days later, issued the ultimatum to surrender.
Displaying an air of defiance, the revolutionary forces prepared for a siege,
but within days shortages of food and water became serious and the gen-
eral will to resist reached breaking point. The absence of the peasantry
from the revolutionary cause proved a decisive drawback. On 28 October
an artillery barrage signalled the beginning of the struggle for Vienna;
advancing infantry over-ran strategically important outskirts, causing acute
anxiety in the inner city. As negotiations for a speedy surrender began,
news reached Vienna that Kossuth, at the head of 25,000 troops, was on
his way to relieve the revolutionaries. Premature optimism interrupted
the surrender negotiations but, by the evening of the next day, Kossuth’s
army was already in retreat and on 31 October the city was taken and the
revolution was at an end.

Loss of life during the tempestuous period from March to October had
been considerable; the imperial armies had lost fifty-six officers and 1,142
soldiers, the revolutionaries had suffered between 4,000 and 6,000 casual-
ties,”® amongst them many casual labourers and domestic servants. The
military revenge was harsh; Jelaci’s Croatian troops plundered the city
and killed anyone offering resistance, but many revolutionaries managed
to escape via Switzerland, Italy or Germany and emigrated to America.
Windischgritz dissolved the National Guard and the Academic Legion;
Messenhauser was put in charge of his own execution. The most con-
troversial act was the execution of Robert Blum who, together with Julius
Frobel, had arrived in Vienna on 13 October as delegates of the Frankfurt
Assembly’s democratic faction. While still in Frankfurt, Blum recognized
that success in Vienna was vital for the revolutions elsewhere in Germany
and Europe.” Elected an honorary member of the Academic Legion, he
had taken part in the defence of the city. Blum’s execution, sanctioned
by the new prime minister, Prince Felix Schwarzenberg, and carried out
on 9 November, caused shock waves and anger throughout Germany*
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and had direct consequences for the beginning of the counter-revolution
in Berlin.

Prince Schwarzenberg’s new government was reactionary by nature and,
although adopting some of the reforms instituted during the revolution,
Schwarzenberg made certain that they were enforced only after receiving
the imperial seal of approval. Parliament was exiled to Kremsier and dis-
solved on 4 March 1849, when a new constitution, his own work, was
announced, but never actually implemented. Ferdinand was persuaded to
resign in favour of his eighteen-year-old nephew, Francis Joseph, who com-
pletely ignored the constitution and governed without an elected parlia-
ment until his death in 1916. After the fall of Vienna the imperial forces
turned against Hungary where the revolution had the support of the lesser
nobility, the petit bourgeoisie and the peasants. After initial Hungarian
victories at Komorn and Ofen, the Magyars faced defeat when Tsar Nicholas
I entered hostilities with an army of 130,000 men in support of the 80,000
strong Austrian army and a 35,000 strong Croat force. In the face of such
overwhelming superiority the Hungarians were routed on 9 August 1849
at Temesvar. Kossuth escaped to Turkey and the victors imposed a strict
military regime, ensuring that the last embers of Magyar national freedom
were suppressed.

The revolution in Berlin

Until the revolution of 1848, Berlin was the second city within the German-
speaking lands. Despite extensive rivalries between Austria and Prussia,
Metternich’s ‘system’, firmly established as the major force of reaction,
kept the Prussian capital in a subordinate position right to the end of
his rule. Events in the spring of 1848 affirmed Berlin’s dependence on
Vienna. Although news of the revolution in Paris reached both cities
simultaneously, Berlin’s citizens seemed to wait for a signal from the Aus-
trian capital. It was only on hearing the news of revolution in Vienna that
Berliners were stimulated into political action. The head of the Berlin police
reported that citizens had felt humiliated that ‘all around Prussia things
are in motion’ and a feeling of shame emerged that the Prussian capital
exhibited ‘only faithful affection and servile obedience’,* so that ‘when
news arrived from Vienna, one felt uneasy that nothing was getting under
way’.* Similarly, Prussia’s final counter-revolutionary moves only came into
force once the revolution in Vienna had been defeated, and this despite the
fact that other monarchies were now looking towards Berlin for political
leadership. Subsequent events brought about a subtle change of emphasis
between Austria and Prussia, with Berlin gaining in importance at Vienna’s
expense.
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Social and economic conditions in Berlin

Although Vienna was much larger and more cosmopolitan than Berlin, their
social and economic structures were comparable. Berlin probably benefited
from a slightly stronger industrial output while her bourgeoisie was weaker
and more provincial. Population growth in Berlin was unrivalled on the
continent; between 1800 and 1848 Berlin’s population increased from
172,000 to 410,000, with every second person having moved to Berlin
from the provinces.*” Among the city’s poorest people, 95 per cent were
immigrants. Berlin’s middle class amounted to only 5 per cent of her popu-
lation, while over 80 per cent of her people belonged to an as yet ill-defined
underclass. Within the small section of the bourgeoisie, industrialists and
merchants made up only 0.6 per cent, while students constituted 0.7 per
cent and minor civil servants and artisans 12 per cent.** Berlin had consid-
erably fewer millionaires than most other European cities, the majority of
them coming from banking. A relatively larger number of her bourgeoisie
were pensioners and retired civil servants. They, together with the upper
civil service, the nobility, officers and self-employed professional people
formed a homogeneous group, united by their educational background and
common interests. Academics, journalists and freelance writers were less
well represented than in Vienna, but nevertheless formed a vocal group,
impatient for change and more liberal policies.

The proletariat in its widest sense accounted for 85 per cent of all inhab-
itants. Within this ill-defined group 38 per cent were journeymen or skilled
workers, 27 per cent unskilled workers or’domestic servants and approx-
imately 10 per cent belonged to the sub-proletariat. In contrast to the situ-
ation in Vienna, Berlin’s workers were geographically more integrated into
the city, thereby giving them less of an identity while mobilizing them
more easily to political action. During the 1840s Berlin began to acquire a
significant position in the field of mechanical engineering, being particularly
renowned for steam locomotives.” Even prior to the actual revolution,
reports indicate strong tensions between the ‘proletariat’ and the city
administration, but all the various accounts seem to indicate that the demon-
strators specifically excluded the king from their accusations, suggesting
that he was not informed about their true plight. One newspaper described
Berlin as a magnet which attracts the poor* and, by 1848, 30,000 of her
poorest citizens received some kind of social benefit. Other estimates sug-
gest that one hundred thousand people, a quarter of Berlin’s population,
lived at or below subsistence level, a high percentage among them the
younger and single people.*’

The artisans began to lose their group identity. Many master craftsmen had
fallen on hard times, sinking to subsistence level; more than three quarters
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were exempt from any form of taxation, while others prospered as suppliers
to the royal court. Early signs of a new class structure began to emerge:
journeymen and industrial workers overcame their old divisions, since the
former had lost their personal privileges in housing and food and were
increasingly employed in big workshops or factories. The textile industry
was still in a dominant position, employing approximately 7,000 workers,
whereas mechanical engineering accounted for no more than 4,500 workers.
However, here as elsewhere, textile workers suffered mass redundancies and
Berlin counted more tailors among her citizens than potential customers.

Despite the treacherous calm of the first days of March, news of the Paris
revolution made a deep impact on Berlin citizens. Already during the last
days of February people gathered on the streets and in coffee houses, crowded
into public libraries, eager to consult foreign newspapers. Lectures and
public readings were organized on such topical subjects as the building of
barricades. From 6 March, public gatherings took place at Unter den Zelten
in the region of the Tiergarten, beyond the jurisdiction of the Berlin police.
In an attempt to defuse the growing tension, the police had advised the
ministry of the interior to tolerate these gatherings and the Prussian govern-
ment initially followed a strategy of appeasing Berliners with vague prom-
ises of a relaxation of its anti-democratic laws, but without entering into
binding obligations. On 14 March, the king agreed to call a meeting of the
Vereinigte Landtag for 27 April and, as unrest increased, the meeting was
brought forward to 2 April. Despite this move and a promise to relax
existing press laws, the public mood remained volatile. The king’s move
was seen as belonging to a bygone ‘absolutist patriarchal’ era while a closer
response to actually existing public demands was requested.*®

In order to understand the official Prussian reaction to developments in
Berlin, a brief profile of King Frederick William is necessary, a figure who
stands in stark contrast to the hapless Emperor Ferdinand. The king’s char-
acter had been formed by childhood experiences, among them Napoleon’s
occupation of Prussia and the Wars of Liberation. As a result, he became a
sworn enemy of ‘the ideas of 1789’, of liberalism and constitutional demo-
cracy and was instead obsessed with medieval romantic concepts of monarchic
rule by divine right. He believed in a decentralized corporate society and
dreamt of the revival of the Holy Roman Empire, within a modernized
concept, based on national, patriotic forces.*’ In general, however, his out-
look was by no means entirely old-fashioned. He was keenly interested in
technological innovation, had a love of architecture and became patron of
Germany’s most famous architect, Karl Friedrich Schinkel. He also promoted
the natural sciences and became acquainted with the explorer Alexander
von Humboldt. Many of the king’s political advisors, however, were of a
neo-pietist, illiberal background, amongst them Leopold von Gerlach and
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Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg, who strengthened the king’s views on divine
rights. The king’s closest confidant between 1824 and 1850 was the Hun-
garian catholic, Joseph Maria von Radowitz, who was strongly influenced
by the anti-democratic views of the constitutional historian Ludwig von
Haller.® Although very volatile and given to periods of sentimentality,
Frederick William had a fairly sharp intellect and was politically more
astute than most of his fellow monarchs. He abhorred violence and was
shaken by the bloodshed that accompanied the revolution. His interest in
and commitment to the national issue was genuine but, true to his monarchic
principles, he was strictly opposed to any constitutional settlement that
might impinge on his divine rights.

Supporting this regime was the protestant church, another bastion of
reaction which had been centrally involved with the Prussian state ever since
its inception in the sixteenth century. Under the influence of the theologian
Hengstenberg, founder of the influential Evangelische Kirchenzeitung, the
protestant church became the hub of conservatism, illiberalism and anti-
Semitism. It considered Judaism as the seat of socialism, declaring it the
‘natural opposition to Christian princes and their states’.”® Following the
Lutheran tradition of an alliance of throne and altar, the Kirchenzeitung
proclaimed that opposition to authority was disobedience against God.*
When the balance swung back to the counter-revolution, the protestants
made no secret of their support for the reactionary Brandenburg govern-
ment and for the role of the Prussian military under General Wrangel.

The '‘March revolution’

As the political climate in Berlin became more tense, neither side seemed
capable of producing a decisive leader prepared to take resolute political
action, a particular problem for the revolutionary side. Their main target
was the oppressive military presence in Berlin, especially when guards were
reinforced in the vicinity of strategic locations. While ostensibly the most
daring offence against public order consisted of smoking in public places,’
several incidents between 13 and 16 March ended in bloodshed when demon-
strators provoked reactionary officers of the guard to violent retaliation.**
The city council appointed special stewards to be responsible for keeping
the peace and to replace soldiers; students, too, kept order. This scheme
failed, partly because of animosity from the ‘proletariat’ and the lower
middle classes and partly because regular troops continued to intervene,
with bloody consequences. As news of Metternich’s removal caused further
excitement and jubilation amongst the masses, consternation grew in govern-
ment circles. Radowitz sought to calm matters by advising the king to
dismiss unpopular government ministers, to promise press freedom and to
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make some constitutional concessions.” The king hesitated, reflecting
divisions amongst his advisers, and eventually responded with a complex
and contradictory resolution. Radowitz and some key ministers (Canitz,
Bodelschwing) advised moderation, while the crown prince and most gen-
erals favoured a decisive military response.” At this time the opposition had
not yet formulated a revolutionary, or even a political, programme, and the
fact that many demonstrators wore cockades displaying the national colours,
will illustrate this: ill-defined national aspirations had the priority over genu-
ine material and constitutional demands.

The climax of the revolution was reached on 18 March, and the course of
events is well known: a council delegation went to the royal palace, sup-
ported by tens of thousands of people. A majority of their demands were
granted, amongst them press freedom, an immediate meeting of the Landtag
as well as minor government changes. The king also promised his support
for the reform of the German Confederation. The granting of these conces-
sions met with general approval, though some groups, especially journeymen
and workers, were unhappy at their failure to gain a ministry of public
works.”” The reinforcement of particular sentry posts to block a passage-
way through the castle gates led one section of the crowd to demand the
removal of military forces. This demand, though expressed by a minority,
was not just a reaction to the military violence of the previous days but had
as its political agenda the request for a civil king to entrust himself to a
civil guard and disavow the military regime.”® As some troop contingents
advanced in order to clear the square in front of the castle, two ill-fated
shots were fired, the signal for a general tumult.

Many events of that day have become part of a general myth and have
entered several historical accounts. While it is quite likely that the two
shots went off unintentionally, the troop reinforcement was certainly
planned. It is also beyond question that the royal concessions, given under
duress, did not go far enough and left demonstrators in little doubt that
they would be rescinded, should the balance of power swing back to the
king.”” From the afternoon of 18 March until well into the next day Berlin
experienced heavy fighting between regular troops and revolutionaries.
Church bells rang out as hundreds of barricades were set up and fighting
raged against a background of cannon fire, rifle shots and the shouts and
screams of the opposing sides. The troops and their officers gave no quarter,
the most vicious being soldiers from East Elbian regiments. The animosity
between Berlin and its provinces was given full rein, and differences between
conservative Borussian (Prussian) and liberal or democratic national German
sentiments came to the fore. At this stage of the revolution, before social
issues caused a rift, solidarity between workers and the bourgeoisie still
seemed intact. In little over twenty-four hours over 900 people had been
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killed, severely injured or imprisoned, with most fatalities incurred by the
revolutionaries, and countless eye-witness accounts testifying to the barbarity
of the military assault.®” The vast majority of the 900 victims were civilians,
less than 100 officers and regular soldiers had been killed, demonstrating
the one-sidedness of the conflict. Most civilian fatalities occurred among the
lower middle classes and the proletariat, suggesting that ‘as far as its social
participants were concerned (but not its political contents) it [the Berlin
March Revolution] can be described as a quasi-proletarian revolution’,®!
since at least 90 per cent of revolutionaries were of the lower social strata.
Groups heavily involved were tailors, blacksmiths, joiners and tradesmen,
and, among the lower middle strata, teachers and railway officials.®* Though
women constituted only a small percentage of the fatalities, their participa-
tion during the fighting was high, especially from the lower strata.

An assessment of the role of the military remains somewhat contentious.
The conventional view is that the king reacted under considerable emotional
duress, that the command to withdraw the troops after two days of fighting
was unclear and that the military could easily have restored order. Other
historians suggest that ‘discipline was crumbling’®® and that the Paris example
had illustrated that a military solution was not advisable. Most contemporary
historians tend to view events in a different light: whilst the troops were
victorious at first, the balance of power began to change, almost by the hour,
raising doubts among officers that the military could suppress the fighting
throughout the city.® The Prussian army, famous for its discipline and
fighting spirit, had failed to conduct itself properly and subsequent criticism
of its role had led to wide-spread demoralization throughout the ranks.*
The retreating troops had to endure scenes of humiliation, especially in the
less prosperous parts of the city, where they were harangued, abused and
insulted.®® Furthermore, the political climate did not favour a military solu-
tion. The king, still harbouring ambitions for a national role in Germany,
could not afford to be seen as a brutal oppressor. In the light of rumours
that, at the height of the fighting, the crown prince had issued the order to
shoot at the defenceless citizens,®” he became the chief target of the crowd’s
hatred and was forced into exile to England.®®

Public mourning for the victims and their burial became highly politicized,
symbolic acts. At several processions, revolutionaries carried the bodies of
those who had been killed by the troops, bringing them into the city centre
towards the royal palace. The king was forced to appear before the crowd
and remove his military cap in honour of the men and women who had
been killed by his soldiers. His homage to the dead became a symbolic
expression of consent to a revolutionary change: his gesture had ushered in
the constitutional monarchy. The king’s power, hitherto based on military
authority, had changed to one based on the sovereignty of the people:
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The army in Prussia was not only the weapon of reaction as in the Habsburg
Empire or the Tsar’s domains, but rather the actual substance of the state, the
soul of the monarchy, the basis of its legitimacy as well as its popularity, that
which distinguished the Prussian community from all other states. A Hohenzoller
without an army was not just a citizen king, but only a shadow of a king, and the
question of what power then ruled in the state had to be decided first.*’

Following the pattern of Vienna, the Berlin masses did not question the
legitimacy of their king, they simply wished to free him from ‘bad advisors’,
and from the hated army and its officers. The revolution at this stage, had
become a battle between the citizens and the king’s army, with other con-
siderations taking a lower priority. The majority of officers associated with
the landed gentry; they had nothing but contempt for townsmen and the
lower classes. The apparent success of the revolution was illustrated by the
king’s act of humiliation: adorned with the national colours, he rode at
the head of a procession, through the streets of Berlin. By honouring the
national colours and by his proclamation, indicating his willingness to
support the national issue and immerse Prussia into a united Germany, the
king encouraged democratic and constitutional expectations. His other state-
ments indicated, however, that he was not prepared to base his government
on the will of the people, but only on the consent of his fellow princes; he
was only prepared to act with their consent as primus inter pares.”

The funeral of the March victims, notwithstanding its symbolic signific-
ance, contained some aspects of a political farce, and also revealed incipient
signs of the early counter-revolution. On 21 March the city council decided
on a joint funeral for the dead of both sides, hailing revolutionaries and
soldiers alike as ‘brothers of the same fatherland’.” Troops and civilians were
to march together in a further gesture of peace and reconciliation. However,
this plan failed because of the army’s veto, revealing a near anarchic situ-
ation. Nearly 200,000 people took part in the procession or lined the streets,
including delegations from many German cities and from Poland and Italy,
involved in their own freedom struggles. As a result of public pressure, about
eighty freedom fighters, mostly Poles imprisoned by the Prussian state, were
released. When the procession reached the palace, the king and his min-
isters stepped out on to the balcony, baring their heads beneath a German
flag. The symbolism of this action was clear enough: the king, accustomed
to accepting the homage of his troops from such a position, was now
forced to honour the victims of his army’s actions.”” The protestant state
church, true to its Lutheran anti-revolutionary tradition, employed the king’s
gesture of apparent forgiveness, to proclaim ‘peace, unity and reconcili-
ation’.” It also stirred national feelings by warning against foreign (French)
troublemakers and by appealing to the national spirit of 1807 and 1815. All
efforts to bring about political change were condemned. With democrats
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insisting on a fitting memorial for the dead and with government circles
playing down the historical significance of the occasion, subsequent contro-
versies over the nature and accessibility of the cemetery continued for well
over fifty years.”

A period of consolidation?

It soon became obvious that the revolution was running out of steam.
Although some of the more prosperous bourgeoisie began moving out of
Berlin to the much ‘safer’ Potsdam, the general public seemed content with
what had been achieved so far. A new government had been appointed by
the king, formed by the Rhenish liberals Camphausen and Hansemann, but
there were well-founded doubts as to whether they wanted to continue the
revolution. The Neue Rheinische Zeitung commented satirically:

The “‘attitude of the people’ consisted in being so busy enthusiastically ‘facing
history itself” when it should have been making history . . . the people never got
round to preventing the Ministers from conjuring away one part after the other
of the freedom it had won.”

A Civil Guard was established, the inevitable consequence of the army’s
withdrawal. In contrast to Vienna and right from its inception, Berlin’s Civil
Guard was conceived of as a primarily royalist organization, politically
opposed to the revolution. Its members saw themselves as a substitute for
regular troops, protecting those strategic parts of the city from which the
regular units had been withdrawn. Though poorly equipped and considerably
less disciplined than regular troops, they recruited almost exclusively from
the wealthier middle strata. During its initial stages, civil servants were
‘encouraged’ to join the guard, in order to instil a royalist Prussian ethos
within its ranks. Fluctuating from 15,000 to 30,000 men, the Guard was
put under the command of the Chief of Police, Julius von Minutoli. Their
reactionary nature at this stage of their development may explain their
opposition to the all-German national issue. From mid April, however, the
Guard’s political stance began to change: middle-class citizens and civil
servants who could no longer afford the time to serve, were replaced by the
‘flying corps’, a semi-autonomous group of students and workers. They
were supported by many metal workers under the stewardship of August
Borsig, Berlin’s leading metal manufacturer, as well as by industrialists,
bankers and manufacturers within the newly founded Handelsverein.”®
Although hatred against the over-riding military presence had ignited the
revolution, by the end of March a majority of the middle classes, but also
many metal workers and the Handelsverein were in favour of a controlled
return of the troops. They were obviously fearful of increasing instability

96

The revolutions in Vienna and Berlin

and further damage to the economy. Only democratic forces among students
and journalists opposed such a move, insisting that the army must first be
‘democratized”.”” The first contingent of soldiers re-entered the city on
30 March, and by July some 11,000 soldiers had returned to Berlin. This
remilitarization of the city caused resentment among members of the Civil
Guard and the democratic clubs, who reminded the king that the troops
had to swear a loyalty oath to the constitution. The king ignored the emer-
ging tensions and informed his advisors that only the army could success-
fully defeat the revolution.”® Various arguments over voting rights, the
new constitutional assembly and elections to the city council and to the
Prussian and German parliaments gave an early indication of a shift away
from a power base of workers and the lower social strata towards the
upper middle classes and a more moderate, anti-revolutionary agenda.
Reflecting this shift, key positions within the Camphausen administration
went to reactionary monarchists. Such moves prompted Karl Marx and
Bruno Bauer to declare that the government was attempting to shield the
monarchy from the effects of the revolution by acting as a lightning con-
ductor.” The recall of the Vereinigte Landtag, seen as a rebuff to demands
for a democratic parliament, met with considerable opposition. Many of its
representatives sought to disregard the revolution, while others — including
the young Otto von Bismarck — began to hatch out plans for a counter-
revolution. Nevertheless, its guidelines were surprisingly liberal. All men
over the age of twenty-four, who had been resident for at least six months
and were not dependent on social benefits, were to be enfranchised. Elec-
tions were to follow the indirect principle, via electors who would, in
turn, elect the members of parliament. The king, supported by the
Camphausen cabinet, favoured elections based on the corporate principle,
but he was forced to concede, following protests from the Political Club
and the Berlin council.

Two incidents, arising from the debate over the electoral system, indicate
how the concerns of the revolutionary working man had lost out to those of
the bourgeoisie: on 20 April a demonstration against the proposed indirect
election system was unsuccessful, vetoed by the Civil Guard. The following
day, the socialist democrat Adolf Schléffel made a speech, attacking the
Camphausen government; he was promptly arrested and sentenced to six
months’ imprisonment. A succession of legal cases against journalists sig-
nalled how controversial issues were no longer being decided by public
debate, but referred to the courts. Further evidence was provided by the
three elections in May 1848, for the Berlin council, the Prussian parliament
and for the nomination of Prussian delegates to the Frankfurt National
Assembly. The new council consisted of a majority of middle-class citizens,
mostly artisans and tradesmen; the Frankfurt delegates included a similar
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percentage of middle-class members, but this time representing academics
and civil servants. The Prussian Assembly was made up of a similar majority
of both wings of the middle classes, rising to almost two-thirds in 1849.%
Three distinctive political divisions had begun to emerge: a constitutional—
liberal faction, a conservative-royalist group and a democratic wing, as yet
not clearly defined.

Despite the fact that the Berlin proletariat had failed to produce a promin-
ent leader during the March upheavals, this situation changed on 11 April,
with the establishment of the Central Committee of Workers under the lead-
ership of Stephan Born. The Committee represented twenty-eight professions,
but excluded factory owners and independent master craftsmen.®' It became
the nucleus of the Federation of Workers, established in September 1848 in
Leipzig, which is frequently considered to be the foundation of the German
trade union movement. The Committee encouraged a variety of social and
political activities, such as special workshops and medical care for workers.
It also took the lead among other workers’ associations, which at that time
were mainly concerned with educational issues. Berlin followed Paris and
Vienna in organizing work schemes for the unskilled and unemployed; its
most important project provided employment for earth workers, known as
the Rehberger, after a district in Berlin. Like their counterparts in Paris and
Vienna, these workers suffered from a reputation for laziness and insub-
ordination, accusations which should be placed in context. With unemployment
reaching alarming proportions, neither city council nor government could
master the situation. Berlin’s first employment office had opened as early as
9 March and by late summer the figure for earth workers had reached
8,000. They were employed to build roads, railways and canals, but some
of their work seemed completely pointless, so that their commitment to the
project suffered. Most of these poorly paid Rebbergers were not accustomed
to heavy physical labour: 41 per cent of the work force had been textile
workers, 30 per cent day labourers. They constituted a fluctuating work
force with little initial solidarity among members. They were usually older
than the average labourer, since officials employed a system of positive
discrimination in favour of married men.*” Soon recognizing their political
power, they saw themselves as the force to continue the revolution. Their
wages were barely above starvation level and when a system of piecework
was introduced, together with a system of compulsory insurance against
future unemployment disguised as a means to educate them and instil in
them the virtues of thriftiness, their patience came to an end. They turned
their anger against machines and National Guard troops as well as police
constables who were employed to subdue them.

Political developments took another crucial turn on news of the decision
of Crown Prince William to return to Berlin from his exile in London.
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By late April the king was already making plans for his brother’s return,
supported by the Camphausen government.*> On 12 May, news of the
prince’s intention was condemned by virtually all of Berlin’s political fac-
tions who insisted that his presence would constitute a threat to law and
order and that only the newly elected Constitutional Assembly could take a
decision on the prince’s return. Several delegations made representations
to Camphausen and a 10,000 strong demonstration advanced on the prime
minister’s residence. Some 30,000 demonstrators threatened to storm the
prince’s palace, a move deflected only when the building was declared a
national property. Demonstrations continued for two more days, but when
they failed to make any impact, interest subsided. The only concession
gained was that the prince’s return was postponed by several days, ensuring
that his arrival would not coincide with parliament’s inaugural session. The
Berlin masses had demonstrated a willingness to oppose the forces of the
counter-revolution, but with no charismatic political leader emerging, they
had failed to gain ground. The monarchy and other reactionary forces, par-
ticularly those from the provinces, consequently strengthened their position
while the army was re-asserting its authority, now that its unofficial leader
had returned to Berlin.

A second revolutionary phase?

With anti-revolutionary factions regrouping, the revolutionaries lacked a
clear political programme. The middle classes believed that the ‘March
achievements’ had settled the most pressing constitutional issues, whereas
the workers felt their material requests for improved living conditions had
been ignored. The Neue Rheinische Zeitung regretted such lack of action,
deploring that the Assembly ‘was without judgement’.’* Events in June
were soon to underline their divisions, divisions already evident during the
ceremonial procession on 4 June in honour of the victims of the March
revolution. Of the approximately 200,000 people who joined the march
to the cemetery at Friedrichshain, the vast majority were workers, journey-
men or working women; representatives of the upper-middle strata were
conspicuously absent. The memorial celebration itself illustrated the revolu-
tion’s lack of vision and of a political programme,* though the symbolic
significance of the sacrifice of the March victims must not be overlooked.
This was demonstrated on 8 June when, following the prince’s address
to the Constitutional Assembly, Julius Berends, co-founder of the demo-
cratic Volksklub, gave a speech reminding the assembly that they owed
their very existence to the martyrs of 18 and 19 March. At the same time,
the democratic paper Die Locomotive commented: ‘The constitutional
National Assembly is ashamed of its origins just like a badly brought up
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son does not respect his father.”® Angry protests outside the assembly marked
a general feeling that the king and ‘his’ government were planning the
counter-revolution. Such suspicion was not without substance since, by
re-establishing his relationship with the military, the king had broken a
solemn promise. Furthermore, the working classes were refused entry to
the ranks of the Civil Guard on the pretext that there was a shortage of
weapons, thereby denying the revolutionaries their demand for a general
arming of the people. When rumours began to circulate that the armoury
was to be removed from Berlin, matters came to a head: on 14 June
crowds of people, mostly workers, stormed the armoury. Resistance by the
guard was ineffective since many of its members now sided with the revolu-
tionaries. It looked as if the ‘March events’ would be repeated, but some
important differences cannot be ignored. By now the royal house had fallen
into disrepute and the masses were inspired by republican feelings. The
workers’ change of mood expressed itself in the many red flags, whereas
the ‘German’ colours were increasingly associated with the bourgeoisie.
Socialist sentiments were clearly expressed in demands for the right to work.
As a rift developed between workers and the bourgeoisie, most conserva-
tive and liberal papers condemned the storming of the armoury. Important
changes also affected the character of the Civil Guard. Recruitment to
the Guard had long been in decline, with many of its wealthier members
absenting themselves from their duties, to be replaced by new recruits
from among the lower-middle strata. Tension between the Guard and the
council increased, and the former, possibly following their comrades in
Vienna, declared their independence from the council. In general, the Civil
Guard had become much more assertive than was the case in March, at last
finding their own role on the side of the revolution. The Biirgerwehrklub
(Club of the Civil Guard), founded in April as an apolitical pressure group
to represent guard members, was replaced in September by the Democratic
Civil Guards’ Association, a politically active, democratic organization. Such
a change echoed the guard’s response to counter-revolutionary pressures
and an attempt to assimilate them into the regular troops under royal com-
mand. The head of the Berlin police, Minutoli, in an effort to challenge
the Guard’s role, recommended the establishment of a Berlin constabulary,
following London’s example, where such a police force had successfully
suppressed the Chartists. During June a 2,000 strong force, drawn mainly
from among artisans who had trained as conscripts in the regular army
was set up, soon to gain the hatred and contempt of Berlin citizens. Other
developments, too, were signalling a showdown with reactionary forces:
the right to free assembly was restricted, police harassed political clubs and
animosity between Berlin and her provinces increased even further.
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Political clubs and associations

Such tensions and the growing distrust of Berlin’s citizens as to the king’s
true aims only served to activate political life in the city. On 23 March the
Political Club was formed, later renamed the Democratic Club which became
Germany’s largest political association. It aimed to achieve national sover-
eignty, based on democratic principles and initially considered itself to be in
alliance with the Camphausen Ministry. Among its demands were direct
voting rights for the election of the Prussian parliament, direct taxation,
press freedom, a jury system, the separation of state and church, the abolition
of all privileges and a reorganization of the army into a militia. Although
these demands were primarily of a constitutional nature, many workers
joined up and other associations soon followed. The Volksverein, more of a
debating society than an association, lacked a clear political mandate. It
had a huge following among the lower social strata, recruiting up to 20,000
members.*” The Volksklub, an association favoured by journeymen and
workers, mainly addressed social issues, while the Constitutional Club,
popular among civil servants, academics and the more enlightened middle
classes, represented liberal views and supported the Camphausen adminis-
tration. It usually failed to take a stand on the crucial issues of the time and
soon split up into smaller factions, further losing credibility. In general, and
regardless of the shift in favour of counter-revolutionary forces, the various
Berlin clubs and assemblies displayed an astonishing degree of democratic
awareness, which could hold its own in any comparison with political culture
elsewhere.

The conservatives, though numerically always in the minority, were
politically skilful in employing their newly founded infamous Kreuzzeitung;
they established two important counter-revolutionary factions: the Patriotic
Club and the Prussia Association. Middle-class circles, particularly academics
and civil servants, supported them. The Association for King and Fatherland,
founded in late June, recruited strongly from among aristocrats, Junkers
and members of the camarilla, among them Otto von Bismarck and the
influential Gerlach brothers. By exploiting Prussia’s ‘glorious history’ during
the wars of liberation, these factions fostered strong anti-French and anti-
revolutionary sentiments.*”® The decline of the liberal Constitutional Club
was yet another sign of the increasing polarization of political views during
the summer of 1848.

The most interesting developments occurred within democratic circles.
The large public gatherings of the spring had given way to organized and
disciplined political assemblies. Age and social background distinguished
membership of the various democratic clubs. Many of their leaders had an
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academic background, but not usually tied to a specific profession or civil
office. The Democratic Club was the largest, but the Linden Club was more
interesting as far as its constitution and organization were concerned. It
held its meetings in the centre of Berlin and came into its own in the autumn
of 1848, once the constabulary had been formed and public gatherings
required a police licence. The Linden Club never sought such a licence but
its members carried on meeting at the customary places, waiting for the
constabulary to disperse them. No sooner did this happen than they would
regroup a few hundred yards away to continue their cat and mouse game
with the constabulary. At their gatherings their most charismatic leader,
‘Linden Miiller’ discussed contemporary events, especially German national
and republican issues, always spicing his speeches with sharp humour, intent
on ridiculing the forces of law and order. The Republican Club was formed
on the initiative of Professor Rudolf Virchow, a famous surgeon at the
Berlin Charitée, and a number of other eminent academics, eager to de-
velop a democratic and socialist political culture, were invited to join.”
The Sozialverein, also a product of the summer of 1848, cultivated a par-
ticularly populist atmosphere. Its leader was Friedrich Wilhelm Held, a
controversial demagogue and founder of the popular journal Die Locomo-
tive, whose fiery speeches attracted the proletariat and whose social con-
cern for the underprivileged guaranteed him a huge following. Finally, the
Bezirksvereine (district associations) were of a very different, more practical
and humanitarian nature. They took on the task of promoting political
education and general social welfare, organizing help for the unemployed
and lending money to struggling small businesses. In general, public life in
Berlin exhibited a pluralist, politically committed mindset; political aims
were well defined and a variety of often highly organized forms of political
activity were employed.

The final phase

Concurrent with the political culture generated by clubs and associations,
the army, also experienced some interesting developments as it proved unable
to remain immune to the struggle between the forces of revolution and
reaction. The garrison town of Potsdam, now the king’s residence, witnessed
a revolt in the ranks and a fraternization of soldiers and citizens, which
culminated in an assault on a number of reactionary officers. Such an incident
was unprecedented in the annals of Prussia’s highly disciplined army. As its
effects spread to other army units in Berlin, the king was moved to nominate
the reactionary General von Wrangel as Commander in Chief of all units
east of the Elbe. The king’s decision led to fierce arguments in the Assembly,
where the role of the army in general was under discussion, especially the
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question of its legally binding loyalty to the constitution, rather than to the
king, with parliament insisting that all officers must maintain a distance
from reactionary activities.” This issue was seen to be of crucial significance
for two reasons: firstly, the militaristic nature of Prussia, together with the
image and tradition of the Prussian army, based on absolute loyalty to the
monarch, had been a major factor which had provoked the revolutionary
events of March. Secondly, the Paris revolution recently put down by military
force, had ended in a blood bath.

As the struggle moved into its final phase, the revolution now supported
only by the proletariat and some intellectuals, activists began to resort to
increasingly radical measures. On 12 October, the earth workers at Képenick,
provoked by a bourgeois press, revolted against their inhuman working
conditions. In an attempt to restore order, the Civil Guard was responsible
for the death and injury of several workers. The constabulary, called upon
as reinforcement, caused even greater bloodshed. In the immediate after-
math of the violence, a repeat of the emotional March demonstrations was
planned. The bodies of the workers were brought to the royal palace and a
public funeral, together with financial compensation was demanded. This
time, however, the government did not yield to such pressures: the funeral
ceremony attracted mass support, even members of the Civil Guard joining
the procession, but the king and his government ministers remained absent.
At about the same time the Second German Democratic Congress took place
in Berlin and the first signs of disunity amongst workers became apparent.
The majority of delegates were republican, but they could not reach agree-
ment as to whether the new political order should be centrist or federal.
The social issue was even more contentious; a strong radical wing supported
a communist agenda, advocating the abolition of all privileges, grassroots
democracy and a general arming of the proletariat. Declarations of solidarity
with the Viennese revolutionaries, dispatched by the end of October, further
served to illustrate a lack of political realism. Their hope that other German
states might offer armed assistance to the Viennese was naive to say the least
and their petition to the Berlin Assembly, demanding such support, was
unsurprisingly rejected. As angry crowds besieged the Assembly, manhand-
ling some delegates, the Civil Guard was forced to intervene. A report of
fatalities provided the reactionary minister of the interior with the pretext
to summon up further regular troop contingents.

Once the revolution in Vienna had been defeated, counter-revolutionary
forces in Berlin seized their opportunity. As the dynastic families of Austria
and Prussia pledged moral support to each other, Frederick William IV
recovered his nerve and revoked all the promises given in the spring. The
counter-revolution in Prussia now became associated with two names, both
profoundly undemocratic, aristocratic and hostile towards the civilizing

103



The 1848 Revolutions in German-Speaking Europe

ideas of freedom and democracy: Count Brandenburg, illegitimate son of
Frederick William II and former commander of the Sixth Army Corps in
Breslau, and General von Wrangel who had aided Russian troops in their
suppression of Polish freedom in 1831. Both men could rely on the camarilla,
in particular on the Gerlach brothers. All shared a belief in the Prussian
military tradition and, with no sympathy for human rights or national aspira-
tions, they were prepared to dissolve the Assembly. Although parliament
had by now lost much of its support, its delegates reacted with courage and
dignity. When Count Brandenburg was nominated as the new prime minister
on 2 November, the Assembly dispatched a delegation to the king in Pots-
dam. They were received in a rude and condescending manner and the king
declined to enter into negotiations. A royal decree commanded parliament
to leave Berlin, in order to be ‘unmolested by criminal demonstrators’.”!
The Assembly ignored this order, insisting on its constitutional rights ver-
sus the crown. It pronounced its passive resistance on 10 November, the
very day when Wrangel moved large troop contingents into Berlin. The
next day the Civil Guard was disbanded and martial law imposed. One by
one the political clubs were closed and prominent newspapers such as the
Locomotive were prohibited. At its last official session on 15 November,
the Assembly decided to refuse taxation rights to the new government.
Wrangel’s troops moved in and closed the Assembly’s official meeting place.
For a short period the remaining 227 delegates met in various public places,
but were soon dispersed by the military.

There are several reasons for the failure of the revolution at this crucial
moment. The threat posed by Wrangel’s soldiers certainly discouraged any
effective opposition.”” The working classes had become disillusioned with
parliamentary democracy, finding parliament largely unsympathetic towards
their social needs. The most serious reason was probably related to the
general political situation: the revolutions in Paris and Vienna had failed,
the Baden Republic been crushed, the national cause in Schleswig-Holstein
defeated and there was a persistent fear of Russian intervention. In view of
all these setbacks, it is perhaps not surprising that Berliners capitulated.

In a paradoxical way, the defeat of the revolution in November 1848 did
not immediately negate the achievements of March. The imposed new con-
stitution of 5 December included a series of liberal objectives: franchise for
all (male) Prussians, inviolability of property and residence rights, a jury system,
the abolition of the death penalty, religious and academic freedom, freedom
of assembly and of the press, free elementary education, together with other
basic rights of a modern democratic state.”® These liberties, however, did not
apply to the citizens of Berlin which remained under martial law, nor did
they extend to the military. Furthermore, the king was no longer answer-
able to parliament where the second chamber guaranteed an element of
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conservatism. Elections early in 1849, however, resulted in a victory for
the democratic parties in Berlin and other cities: 67 per cent of the Berlin
electors represented democratic or left-of-centre parties. Continuing political
tensions led the king to dissolve parliament in April, a decision which caused
large-scale demonstrations in Berlin, but the momentum for a last revolu-
tionary stance had been lost. The Dreiklassenwablrecht (three class fran-
chise), introduced by the government in May 1849, changed the political
balance overnight. New voting rights were related to personal taxation
bands, the secret ballot was rescinded, allowing the intimidation of voters
in vulnerable positions. The results were spectacular. A comparison of the
May elections with those in January indicates that the democratic vote in
Berlin was reduced from 67 per cent to 0.8 per cent,” only four democratic
candidates were elected. A new Chief of Police virtually abolished press
freedom and the right of assembly and even the courts, which for some time
managed to preserve existing laws, soon gave in to state pressure. All these
measures proved particularly detrimental to the lower classes: municipal
democracy, too, had become a victim of the reaction. The new franchise was
also related to income, reducing the electorate to 17 per cent of the male
population. Such measures turned the clock back by half a century, wiping
out all the progress achieved since the Stein reform programme of 1808.

A comparison of the revolutions in Vienna and Berlin

Anyone comparing the revolutions in the two major German capitals will
be struck by the similarity of events, of problems, failures and achievements.
The extent to which Paris was the model for both cities, despite the differ-
ences in size, social and industrial development and political makeup, also
becomes obvious. The revolutionaries in all three cities were successful in
overthrowing their respective governments, though Parisians alone succeeded
in actually overthrowing their system of government and replacing a mon-
archy with a republic. It is generally considered, however, that the Prussian
crown was never in serious danger, whereas the Habsburg dynasty genu-
inely faced extinction, if only for one or two brief periods. While Berlin saw
no rebellious armies, nor full-scale battles,” her ‘proletariat’ appeared
stronger in its republican sentiments. This assumption gains further credence
from the fact that student involvement in Berlin was minimal and that the
workers had to form their own organizations. Workers also had little sym-
pathy for the liberal government and the concept of ‘agreement’, a consensus
between king and parliament which might possibly secure ‘freedom to read’,
but not the ‘freedom to feed’.”®

While such differences in aspiration indicate a good deal about the force
and political maturity of the respective revolutionaries, we must also consider
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the other side and examine the role played by the monarchies in the three
cities. In France where a dynastic continuity had already been lost, Louis
Philippe was closely associated with the Guizot government, representing
the interests of a wealthy bourgeoisie. In Vienna by contrast, the weak
emperor, whose subjects remembered fondly the reforms introduced by his
forebears Joseph Il and Maria Theresia, was relatively popular. Furthermore,
the Habsburg dynasty was seen to be the mortar binding the Austrian
Empire together. The actual irritant was Metternich, and with his fall the
chief focus of popular anger was removed. Berlin, too, had a volatile
monarch, and identified strongly with the Hohenzollern dynasty, treasuring
the traditions of Frederick the Great and the memory of the wars of liberation
in 1812. Metternich was to the Viennese what the Prussian army was to
Berliners, symbolized in the figure of the crown prince. After an apparent
rift with the king, the crown prince’s exile to London brought him into the
sphere of other figures of public hatred, Louis Philippe and Metternich.
Once troops had been removed from Berlin and the king had made his
wide-ranging, popular concessions, the revolution seemed to falter. Indeed,
one of the major weaknesses of the Berlin revolution was its lack of clearly
defined political and social objectives. With the ‘March events’, the success
of the revolution seemed all but assured. Further incidents could do little
more than revive the same issues, almost re-enacting the scenes of 18 and 19
March. The revolution in Vienna involved greater potential for progression,
quite possibly because of a wider scope for manoeuvre, both on the part
of revolutionaries and their opponents. A relatively wise and moderate
approach on the part of Habsburg and Hohenzollern preserved both dynas-
ties and promised wide-ranging reforms. In addition, both cities were re-
stricted in their revolutionary energies by the nationality issue, compelling
them not only to look warily towards Frankfurt, but also to regard each
other jealously, conscious of their long-standing rivalry over German supre-
macy. Revolutionaries in Vienna seemed to pay more heed to Frankfurt
than did their friends in Berlin, partly because the new imperial regent,
Archduke John, was the emperor’s youngest brother, but more significantly,
because the Viennese were keenly aware of their minority position within
the Habsburg Empire. Their national sentiments played an integral part in
their revolutionary programme, drawing them more closely to the still elusive
German fatherland. Berliners were more confident in this respect, as they
began to sense that their city would emerge as Germany’s new capital:”’
Prussia had taken the initiative in the Schleswig-Holstein conflict, the Prus-
sian king had proclaimed himself a German leader. Both cities feared out-
side intervention, notably from Russia and France, but Vienna was more
vulnerable, involved in the Habsburg conflict with France over Italy and
fearing Russian intervention in support of the Slav minorities.
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As far as the political aims and social impact of the revolutions were
concerned, Vienna probably took the lead over Berlin. Its revolution not
only resulted in a much greater loss of life, it also gained stronger support
from intellectuals, students and the proletariat. Berlin had nothing to
equal Vienna’s Academic Legions; Berlin’s university teachers were more
concerned with university reform than with revolution.” Berlin’s students
either remained aloof or chose to become integrated within one of the
many political clubs. At the same time, Berlin’s young people were heavily
involved. Less concerned about national issues, they succeeded in breaking
down class barriers by participating in a large variety of political associ-
ations. Any such observation, however, remains problematic. In both cities
the revolutions suffered from a progressive bifurcation between a liberal
and moderate bourgeoisie, increasingly responsive to counter-revolutionary
promises of economic recovery and anxious for the return of the status
quo ante, and a proletariat growing ever-more desperate and frustrated and
seeking more radical and extreme solutions. This development was symbol-
ized most clearly by the change in the colours of the flags on display. The
German national colours, predominant in the spring of 1848, were gradu-
ally replaced, either by the traditional Austrian or Prussian colours in the
case of the bourgeoisie, or by the red flags favoured by the proletariat,
expressing their desire for a resolution of socio-economic rather than
constitutional matters.

The next chapter will examine the role of the National Assembly in
Frankfurt and its attempt to serve as a focal point for the establishment of
a German nation state. Our discussions will return to Vienna and Berlin
for, once the decision was made to opt for a lesser Germany, Berlin inevit-
ably emerged as Frankfurt’s rival at a time when faith in parliamentary
democracy had been shaken and new demands for Realpolitik were rife.

Notes

1 Ludwig Borne: ‘Austria is the European China, a mature but stagnant state. She
drives her strong roots well beyond her own territory underneath the soil of other
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Chapter 5

The move towards parliamentary
democracy

Introduction

Previous chapters have sought to determine the extent to which a democratic
political culture was able to develop before 1848; it was evident that the
support of an intellectual elite was vital for such a development. However,
the actual revolutions in Berlin and even more so in Vienna appear to have
involved a much wider and more diverse public participation. The emergence
of many different clubs and associations, attracting men and women from
many varied walks of life, represented a wide spectrum of society. It became
apparent that their various political aims were clearly defined, and embraced
an awareness of constitutional issues and social problems. These political
aims, as drawn up at the various ‘party’ gatherings, found their popular
counterpart among street activists and this interaction was to become a chief
agent of revolutionary energies which provided the impetus for revolutionary
progress. '
This chapter will attempt to explore and supplement these observations.
It will return to events in the Third Germany, in order to examine to what
extent the establishment of political associations there had an impact on the
different factions which eventually took their seats in the National Assembly
in Frankfurt. As this analysis will revolve around two major areas of dis-
cussion, the extra-parliamentary political activities and the establishment of
‘national’ parliaments, a number of specific problems should be borne in

mind.

1. Since the 1848 revolutions it has been widely held that the Frankfurt
National Assembly consisted largely of professors, who failed to represent
the many different, often radical, political groups and the established views
of public political opinion.' Though not a parliament of professors, it ha.d a
significant over-representation of academics and civil servants, allQW1ng
scant opportunity for representation from the crafts, from trade and 1ndu§-
try or from agriculture. This chapter will examine the extent to which th'IS
imbalance between parliamentarians and public opinion, as generated in
clubs and associations, may have weakened the new parliament.
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2. Many interpretations of the ‘German’ revolution seem to base their
findings too heavily on West European or American patterns of liberal
democracy. The debate stimulated in recent years by D. Blackbourn and
G. Eley, on the nature of liberalism in Germany, has accentuated the notion of
a *failed bourgeois revolution’ as being responsible for the failure to establish
a modern democratic culture in Germany.> Whilst their criticism of Ralf
Dahrendorf’s rather defensive approach to Germany’s political culture is
certainly overdue, especially with regard to his claim that the absence of a
liberal polity can be held responsible for the late development of a modern
Germany,’ they seem to have underestimated the relevance of some other
German ‘peculiarities’. There is the peculiarly German concept of a people’s
sovereignty (Volkssouverinitit), a concept indebted to aspects of Western
Enlightenment, while steeped in German Romantic tradition. Some of the
leading representatives of the Frankfurt Assembly, notably Ludwig Uhland,
Jacob Grimm and Ernst Moritz Arndt, were enthusiastic proponents of such
romantically conceived German traditions. In general, it must be recognized
that the liberal tendency was only one of many different perspectives which
influenced the course of events. Alongside the liberals, Otto Dann lists a
conservative, a catholic and a democratic movement,* to which can be
added the women’s movement and the workers’ initiatives. Another factor,
easily overlooked in this context, is the complication that the German revo-
lutions, in common with Italy and many Eastern European countries, also
involved the objective of national unification, an objective which was to
compete with liberal and democratic agendas, particularly where national
minorities were concerned.

3. An analysis of the many political clubs and associations reveals the danger
of employing concepts such as class in an attempt to unify and categorize
the different social components of the revolutions. Such attempts impose
structures borrowed from Western democracies on a German scenario, where
there was neither a cohesive middle-class movement nor a definable working-
class structure. It may indeed be better to refer to the professional orientation
of individuals and to avoid a consistent use of class concepts, since German
society at that stage was very much in transition.’

4. An analysis of the social roots of the revolutions can also easily fall victim
to exaggerated charges of exclusivity or inclusion. This is particularly the
case when discussing the roles of women and Jews, where there is still a
popular tendency to overemphasize their contribution, thereby denying them
a broader social base. Both Jews and women had their own important and
charismatic representatives, who had a major impact on the course of the
revolutions. However, this impact was seldom the result of either a Jewish
or feminist background, neither category being sufficiently emancipated to
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play a decisive role in events at that time. Furthermore, any group identity
can be defined either inclusively from within the group or in an exclusive
sense from outside, in an attempt to ostracize or discriminate against them.
This was particularly true in the case of the Jewish community.® Long
established in banking and respected within their orthodox communities, a
majority of older and established Jews were suspicious of any revolutionary
activity, in contrast to a younger, emancipated Jewish element within the
intelligentsia, who were ardent revolutionaries, demanding equal rights
and identifying themselves with the democratic aims of the revolution.
An interesting example, combining the Jewish and feminist role, is Fanny
Lewald. Endowed with an astute sense of the limited achievements that
could be expected in the Germany of her time, and from her viewpoint as a
liberal and emancipated Jew, she supported the revolutions in both France
and Germany along broad constitutional and political lines.” She was more
restrained on feminist issues. Her observation on a delegation of women
from the Democratic Club, marching down a Berlin street, was pertinent:
‘No matter how much one recognizes the intellectual equality of women,
their personal presence in a crowd is alien to the German character. Such
appearances should therefore not be called for intentionally, because they
do not gain anything for the real elevation of the status of women or for the
people, and much can be lost.”®

5. Many accounts of the revolutions have, in the past, been restricted by an
exclusively historical perspective, allowing insufficient scope for the discus-
sion of social, cultural, political and economic issues. Noteworthy exceptions
are the works of Langewiesche, Gall and Sperber. Equally valuable are
individual case studies, based on specific cities or regions, especially where
they have adopted an interdisciplinary approach, such as those of Carola
Lipp, who is indebted to the. discipline of Empirical Culture Studies.” In
many other instances, observations made on the 1848 revolutions stand
entirely within their historical discipline or are confined within their own
specific time scale, allowing no opportunity for any form of comparative
study. This is particularly regrettable in instances where specific issues are
concerned, such as the implementation of local or regional politics within a
federal context or the execution of day-to-day policies in local clubs or
associations.

Extra-parliamentary political activities and their interaction
with the National Assembly

Chapter 3 has indicated how a political culture was able to establish itself
during the Pre-March period, based on sound and often intimate knowledge
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of political events at home and abroad. In turn, the desire to participate
in the process of political decision making gradually increased. The rapid
establishment of political clubs and associations before and during 1848 is
proof of such a political will. In the former free city of Esslingen, for instance,
a town of 13,000 inhabitants, nineteen associations existed before 1848,
with another fifteen societies being founded during the revolution.!’ Although
the titles of many of these clubs suggest that they were non-political in
nature, it has been shown that the various gymnasts’ societies, choral groups
and reading clubs owed much of their popularity to a lively interest in local
and national politics. The reclusive bookworms of the Biedermeier had
gradually become more outgoing; they had turned from a ‘culture-debating
public to a culture-consuming public’.!!

Robert Blum’s Redeiibungsverein (Rhetorical Society) was founded in
1845 in Leipzig, in an effort to unite the disparate forces of opposition.'
Although described as the precursor of a political party," it offered only a
limited political programme, expressing some general views on popular
sovereignty and the common good."* Manfred Botzenhart, examining early
examples of such political associations in Germany, has concluded that these
initial examples of popular representation embraced the concept of national
sovereignty, in opposition to autocratic governments. Most individual fac-
tions addressed only a very narrow range of interests, often in conflict with
the common good of the people.”” Their views can be traced back to the
Freiburg constitutionalist von Rotteck, but they are also present in Hegel’s
philosophy. In the entry in the Staatslexikon, Rotteck singles out democratic
parties as being unique in expressing ‘general human interests’, in contrast
to bodies of state absolutism, the churches and the bourgeoisie whose
particularist interests must be rejected.'® Such populist human-interest views
have profoundly influenced Germany’s political culture up to and into the
twentieth century, and it is therefore of prime importance to recognize that
the revolutions posed a challenge to such a political agenda. All the various
voluntary associations were based on an organized union of people with
similar views, a majority taking their lead from the popular gatherings at
Offenburg and Heppenheim. In their wake came the development of the
first political parties, based on the democratic or liberal programmes adopted
there.

The tensions between the radical democrats surrounding Hecker and
Struve and the liberal constitutionalists surrounding Bassermann and Mathy
resulted initially in a voluntary retreat by the radicals, in the general inter-
est of unity. The liberals were sceptical of the aims of any revolutionary
movement, fearful of the spread of a French-style revolution on to German
soil.'"” The question of moderation, the exclusion of social concerns in
favour of liberal political principles, began to open up a division between a
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moderate, constitutional ‘liberal” majority and a radical left-wing minority,
which focused on social and economic demands, along the lines of those
expressed by their Parisian comrades.'® Following the establishment of the
Pre-Parliament, the foundation of the Democratic Central Committee has
been described as ‘the first attempt at forming a political party’."”” Siemann
relates the formation of five political groups to five impulses generated by
the revolutions: the early political protests of spring 1848, the negotiations
of the Frankfurt National Assembly, the period of the emerging counter-
revolution in the autumn of 1848, regional elections in the winter and the
dissolution of the National Assembly in the spring and summer of 1849.2°
Without a detailed discussion of whether such a clear division, moving broadly
from the political left to a centre-right position, can actually be established,
it seems beyond doubt that the more radical, republican and democratic
groups were the first to gain a clearly defined political profile. Their effec-
tive exclusion from the parliamentary forum meant that they were obliged
to formulate and put across their opposition views clearly, giving them-
selves the kind of profile which we associate with a genuine political party.

Any examination of the establishment of political parties during the
revolutions must consider both the extra-parliamentarian clubs and associ-
ations and the various factions which formed within the Frankfurt National
Assembly. Stadelmann’s discussion of the emergence of political parties does
not give sufficient weight to this interrelationship between the parliamentary
process and organized public opinion ‘at street level’. He seems to over-
emphasize the latter, failing to recognize that to this day political parties de-
pend on both forms of political activity in order to justify their existence.*!
Stadelmann’s opinion may have been influenced by the somewhat fluid
meaning which the term Partei had acquired in Germany. During the Pre-
March period, the general pattern of political activity involved taking sides
and, in some cases, abandoning the lofty position of aestheticism, usually in
favour of a broadly left of centre opposition to the existing government. In
1842, prior to the emergence of actual political parties, a literary dispute
between Ferdinand Freiligrath and Georg Herwegh provoked the latter to
pen the following:

Partei, Partei! Who should not wish to side
With it, the mother of all victories!
How could a poet shun such word,

A word that gave us all that’s splendid?
Be honest like a man: for or against?
The battle cry is slavery or freedom? . . .*

In the wake of the public gatherings in Baden in the spring of 1848, the
meaning of the term Partei became more specific. With the fall of Metternich
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and the success of the ‘March Demands’ came the freedom to express
political opinions, making it possible to define specific political views more
precisely and to afford them an organizational status through which they
could be expressed.

The earlier phase of the revolutions during spring and early summer of
1848 revealed specific problems, associated with the attempt to define
particular political views and to present them within an organizational
framework. Two factors will illustrate these difficulties: firstly, a peculiar
over-representation of intellectuals, particularly among democrats and lib-
erals, who dominated established politics at the expense of the grass-roots
worker and craftsmen activists; secondly, an exaggerated emphasis on
national sovereignty, a German version of the more rational and enlightened
volonté générale which can be traced back to early Pre-March days. The
champions of such a concept of national sovereignty or, in its more Ger-
man terminology, ‘sovereignty of the people’ tended to align themselves with
the democratic camp, with parliamentary democracy, based on a republican
model or, at the very least, with the principle of an elected monarch.?
They were soon immersed in the nationality debate and inclined towards
the option of a ‘Greater German’ solution, which included the German-
speaking population of the Habsburg Empire. In addition, they tended
to move to the left of the political spectrum, not only becoming opposed to
any form of constitutional monarchy, but also favouring the abolition of a
privileged nobility.** They desired the establishment of a general militia and
sought the abolition of a standing professional army, loyal to the mon-
arch.” In this they were influenced by the French notion of patriotism, and
also by the Germanic tradition of the freedom to bear arms (Wehrhaftigkeit),
revived during the Romantic period and reaffirmed during the Wars of
Liberation. As a consequence, they sought to enfranchise every free man,
irrespective of social or economic status.”® With the departure of Struve and
Hecker from the parliamentary forum, the democrats were in a minority
position at Frankfurt. In order to strengthen their camp they were keen to
form political alliances and to present a clear and well-developed political
programme. In June 1848 they organized the first Congress of German
Republican Democrats in the hope of establishing some centralized support
for their policies. By November that year, when the counter-revolution
seemed poised to gain the upper hand, the Central March Association was
founded, uniting all democratic factions in a last attempt to sustain the
revolution. At the same time the more republican wing of the Frankfurt
Assembly sought to undermine and discredit the parliament, even con-
templating the formation of a counter-parliament. Their interpretation of
national sovereignty was closer to that of the Paris revolution, in that their
programmes covered social and economic issues, especially the right to
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work, the demand for a progressive income tax and a closer link between
parliamentarians and the grass roots. A particularly effective result of their
political activity was the establishment of the Vaterlandsverein in Leipzig
(28 March 1848), with forty-three branches and a membership of almost
12,000 within the first few weeks. This association will demonstrate that
political parties could operate effectively outside parliament, and in several
such extra-parliamentary associations prominent left-Hegelian intellec-
tuals, who would not have wished to sit in the Frankfurt parliament, took
a leading role. At the first Congress of Democrats in Frankfurt (June 1848)
Julius Frobel, pedagogue and political theorist, the philosopher Ludwig
Feuerbach and the poet Ferdinand Freiligrath joined the Frankfurt parlia-
mentarian Andreas Gottschalk to discuss the political situation; they also
established links with the Silesian farmers, one of the very few instances
where the farming population was involved.”” The Congress demonstratively
moved its headquarters to Berlin, indicating its preference for revolutionary
Berlin over liberal Frankfurt. Frobel, who had recent experience of the Swiss
revolution, was fascinated by the political concept of dissolving liberalism
into ‘democratism’, as suggested by the philosopher Arnold Ruge,”® who
defined liberalism as sympathy with democracy ‘in intention’.*’

Many parliamentarians in Frankfurt who were enthusiastic supporters of
the idea of national sovereignty were averse to joining any political faction.
Their romantic standpoint demanded a direct link with the people, a view
which would today be associated with the concept of direct democracy.
Almost one third of the Paul’s Church delegates did not profess any
political affiliation.*® The romantic poet Ludwig Uhland was such a ‘wild’
delegate. Elected at the age of sixty-one by nearly 90 per cent of his Ttibingen-
Rottenburg constituency, this eminent author of popular ballads and
historical dramas never joined a club or political faction. The first professor
of German literature at Tubingen University, from where he had been
expelled for his opposition to the Wirttemberg government, he was
famous for his stubbornly uncompromising stance. His passionate belief
in the sovereignty of the people usually led him to cast his vote with
the radical left. He shared their opposition to a hereditary monarch, the
retention of the aristocracy and to a German nation state which excluded
the German-speaking parts of Austria. Uhland’s own populist romantic
views on sovereignty prevented him from understanding social issues;
rejecting all modern political concepts he adhered to the undifferentiated
notion of Volk.’!

The liberals formed the largest group in the Frankfurt parliament. While
holding to the principal ideas of the Enlightenment, they did not wholly
share the democrats’ belief in national sovereignty. As practising politicians
during the Pre-March period, mostly associated with regional opposition
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movements, their politics were more pragmatic and their general outlook
more bourgeois, based on the support of the urban middle-class associations
which had developed prior to the revolution. They opposed the old concept
of a corporate order’ and saw the granting of the ‘March Demands’ —
press-freedom, the freedom to assemble and to form associations — as their
ultimate achievement. Fearing more extreme objectives, they had no wish
for the revolution to continue but sought to consolidate the new status quo.
Content with the establishment of a constitutional monarchy and a federal
system of national unification, they favoured a hereditary monarchy,*
opting at an early stage for Berlin and Prussian hegemony over the greater-
Germany solution, under Austrian rule. In rejecting Struve’s application
to declare the Pre-Parliament a permanent body until such time that a
national parliament had been established, liberals actually voted for the
pre-revolutionary Federal Diet, thereby transforming the revolution into an
evolution.** Fanny Lewald observed ironically, how in liberal circles the
word ‘revolution” had become unpopular and how the new Prussian prime-
minister, Camphausen, avoided it altogether, speaking instead of an ‘occur-
rence’, ‘although Mr Camphausen and his colleagues should regard this
revolution as their mother’ .’

Heinrich von Gagern serves as a good example of such liberal politicians.
Coming from a dynasty of diplomats and generals, his father had enjoyed
the friendship of Freiherr von Stein and he himself had negotiated with
Talleyrand. His brother, a Dutch general, was killed while fighting Hecker’s
revolution in Baden. Gagern had been a delegate to the Hesse-Darmstadt
parliament and in March 1848, while attending the Heidelberg Assembly,
he was appointed minister of the interior. He also played a leading role in
the Pre-Parliament, being instrumental in defeating the crucial Struve-Hecker
membership application. Although decisive in arranging the election of
the Habsburg Archduke John as regent of Germany, he always favoured
national unification under Prussian hegemony and pursued this policy even
subsequent to the collapse of the National Assembly.*® Many liberals, less
influenced by Western traditions of public spiritedness and the promotion
of individual rights, had their political origins in ‘the old moralistic Spirit of
Protestantism’ denounced by Ruge as ‘empty good will’.?” Predominantly
middle class and urban, they were often associated with conservative circles.*
The liberal citizens’ action groups (Biirgervereine), whose politically active
members were academics and civil servants, and the occasional business-
man, tended to be rather loosely organized, usually operating only at local
level. From September 1848 onwards, in response to the development
of democratic central organizations, the liberals established their national
associations, with strongholds in northern and central Germany, and to a
certain extent also in the southwest.*
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While the major players in the 1848 parliaments were the democrats and
liberals, other stakeholders also occupied the political scene. Strongly wedded
to the emancipatory principles of the Enlightenment and to revolution were
the workers” associations, who eagerly assimilated the theories and philo-
sophies of Saint Simonism, Owen’s co-operative experiments, the Chartist
movement and Marxism. Their activities originated in the secret associations
of the Pre-March period, such as the Bund der Gerechten and the Bund der
Gedchteten. They encouraged projects based on Louis Blanc’s labour organ-
izations, especially in the industrialized areas of the Rhineland, Saxony
and Berlin, and cultivated close contacts with the gymnastic societies, with
reading clubs and similar associations fostering emancipatory and educa-
tional aims.*” Karl Winkelblech was a leading activist in the early stages of
the movement, postulating equality between masters and journeymen, but
in some respects still wedded to the antiquated system of guilds.* In the
spring of 1849, Winkelblech was succeeded by Stephan Born, whose Workers
Confederation was much better organized and could be seen as an embryonic
trade union. By pronouncing that the only meaningful division was that
between capital and labour, Born abolished divisions based on status alone.*
He succeeded in organizing an all-German network of organizations which,
though on fraternal terms with the democrats, distanced itself from the
National Assembly and, later, the nationality issue. Born rallied behind the
red flag — symbol of emancipation and socialist fraternity — rather than
the German tricolour.*’

While the search for a solution to the social issues of the day was their
over-riding concern, workers’ associations on the whole rejected the more
radical alternatives of anarchy and revolution. The tailor-journeyman
Wilhelm Weitling was the exception. Addressing an audience in Paris,
he declared: ‘In my opinion a socialist democracy can only be achieved
once we have resolved the social question according to communist prin-
ciples, but the immediate need is anarchy, revolution, dictatorship.”** Com-
mitted democrats, such as Blum, Gottschalk and Frobel, kept their distance
form such anarchist movements, still pinning their hopes on parliament.
By the spring of 1849, workers’ associations, however, had become in-
creasingly disenchanted with the parliamentarians’ efforts, turning instead
towards social self-help organizations and co-operatives, and some early
form of trade union activity was established, notably by printers in Mainz
and cigar workers in Leipzig. The communists, led by Marx and Engels,
had only a marginal influence on workers’ associations, being deemed too
intellectual and preoccupied with theory.*’ Similar observations apply to
the influence of other radicals of the Left-Hegelian school; they, too,
were seen as steeped in theoretical argument and unable to offer practical
solutions.*
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Two other quasi-political factions, both opposed to the political legacy
of the Enlightenment, are of interest in this context. Catholicism had played
an important part in Pre-March politics, particularly in the Rhineland, where
the dominant catholic population found itself under the control of protestant
Prussia. The election of Pope Pius IX (1846) was greeted with enthusiasm*’
and much was expected from his liberal reforms and from developments in
Switzerland, where catholicism had become a crucial political force during
the Sonderbund war. Political catholicism in Germany had its roots in south-
ern and western Germany, in the German Romantic movement and in the
influential Silesian nobility.*® It began as a conservative ideology, strongly
opposed to the spirit of the French Revolution and supportive of the mon-
archy and of a corporate state. Felix Prince Lichnowsky, a prominent Prus-
sian catholic and delegate to the National Assembly supported the extreme
right wing. However, by 1848 the catholic position had shifted, not least as
a result of the dispute with Prussia over mixed marriages. An important
power behind the movement was the Freiburg theologian and popular
preacher Franz Joseph Buss. Following the March revolutions, he took
advantage of the new liberal environment to argue for the independence of
the catholic church from the state, for the freedom to establish religious
orders, especially the Jesuit order which had been prohibited in some states,
and for the free election of bishops.*” However, such policies, although
appearing to be liberal, were in fact opposed to any radical, free-thinking
tendencies, as indicated by this statement from the Archbishop of Cologne:
“We will not say freedom of instruction for all, rather freedom of instruction
for the church.”® Such statements led to clashes between catholics and
liberals, especially on education issues, where liberals demanded freedom
from church interference.’’ Most influential among catholics were the Pius
Societies, founded in March 1848 in Mainz, from where they spread across
south and west Germany, supported by local priests in small towns and
rural communities.’> By October Baden alone accounted for 400 societies
with 100,000 members.> At their general assembly in Mainz, often referred
to as the first all-German Catholic Diet, they established the ‘spiritual
parliament of the catholic people’.’* The Pius Societies maintained only a
loose association with the National Assembly, supporting liberals in their
desire for a constitutional monarchy but opposing them over the ‘smaller
Germany’ issue and the separation of education from church influence.”
They were successful in reinstating the Jesuit order and in gaining an input
into educational policy and, in general, their impact was anti-democratic
and illiberal. Prominent catholics, such as Buss, Dollinger, Ketteler and
Radowitz, supported the extreme right Café Milani faction, while others,
such as the Reichensperger brothers, sided with the centrist Casino faction.’®
Though linked with the Pius Society, the Vincentius Society devoted itself
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more to social issues and stayed aloof from politics, as did the Kolping
Society whose welfare programme is still in existence today.

The conservative associations, by their very nature, remained hostile to
the revolution and at first played no part in public debates. However, when
the March revolutions seemed about to threaten the established social and
political order, they took the opportunity to exploit anti-modernist tenden-
cies among peasants, craftsmen, civil servants and the nobility. Prussia and
Bavaria became strongholds of conservatism, seeking to reverse the March
achievements and to re-establish the corporate state. They rejected any form
of constitutional monarchy and stalled the process of national unification.
Ernst Ludwig Gerlach, a member of the Prussian camarilla, founded the
Kreuzzeitung, their first political newspaper. He also founded the Society for
King and Fatherland, with links to the reactionary Prussian and Patriotic
Societies. As the revolutions in Vienna and Berlin began to weaken, the
conservatives gained in strength, pandering to reactionary, petit bourgeois
aspirations by advocating such policies as rent increases or further trade
protection measures.”” They also favoured an alliance between throne and
(protestant) altar and supported the army.

The establishment of the Frankfurt National Assembly

It would appear that in the spring and summer of 1848 the political public
was broadly divided into democrats and liberals. Although both modernist
and wedded to the principles of the Enlightenment, the liberal ‘pragmatic’
solution increasingly adopted an anti-revolutionary stance. We shall now
examine the extent to which the Frankfurt National Assembly nurtured
such anti-revolutionary sentiments and whether, to paraphrase Danton, it
was this parliament which devoured the revolution.

In attempting to resolve the question we must return once more to the
earliest revolutionary programme at Offenburg and its related protest move-
ments in the southwest. This democratic Offenburg programme contained
all the demands, which were later to find expression in the Basic Rights,
drawn up by the National Assembly, but it also contained many more radical
proposals which did not find their way into the Basic Rights. It demanded a
progressive income tax, a more equitable division between capital and labour,
army allegiance to the constitution rather than to the monarch and weapons
for all free men.”® The liberal Heppenheim assembly, organized only a month
later, struck a rather different note. More conciliatory in tone towards the
established order, it emphasized the importance of free market forces and
sought national unification through the existing customs’ union. The next
city on the road to Frankfurt was Heidelberg, where fifty-one liberal and
democratic delegates met to discuss their plans for a German National
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Assembly. Among the liberals were Bassermann, Gagern, Gervinus, Mathy,
Romer, Soiron and Welcker, while the leading democrat representatives
included Brentano, Hecker, Itzstein and Struve. A vast majority of delegates
came from the southwest; with no legal or constitutional authority, they
were simply motivated by their own political will and the strength of their
political views.”” The assembly at Heidelberg already displayed deep divi-
sions, with democrats demanding the formation of a German republic with
a constitution fashioned after the North American model, while liberals, by
contrast, opted for a constitutional monarchy, based on the British system.
An unsatisfactory compromise was reached on 19 March, when Hecker pro-
posed a conciliatory resolution, deferring a decision on the type of govern-
ment — whether republican or constitutional monarchist — for resolution by
an all-German parliament in Frankfurt.®® Hecker had in essence capitulated
to the presence of a strong faction of March Ministers, who were seen as
‘the answer of the princes against the revolutionary movement’®' and whose
influence interrupted the revolutionary process, thereby undermining the
basis on which they had been brought into office.®* At Heidelberg the task of
the National Assembly was already being defined in such a manner that it
contained an anti-revolutionary overtone, suggesting that it should ‘surround
the entire German fatherland and the thrones with this strong protective
wall.’** The Frankfurt Diet’s subsequent conciliatory and supportive declara-
tion reinforced the Confederation belief that the revolution could now be
contained. The Diet immediately accepted the proposed national colours,
supported the nomination of the Committee of Seventeen and rescinded all
Metternich’s restrictive legislation.®® A series of further agreements between
democrats and liberals avoided an immediate conflict: individual govern-
ments were to decide on their own election procedures for the national
government, and a Pre-Parliament was to be installed, consisting of delegates
from every German state, according to rules laid down by a Committee of
Seven. The ‘constitutional’ approach, as implemented by the German Diet,
was one-sided, lacking any revolutionary counter-weight. The Committee
of Seven, though moderate, consisted of March Ministers and associated
delegates.

By the end of March, the following bodies assembled at Frankfurt: the
Federal Diet, still consisting of delegates from pre-revolutionary days, the
Committee of Seventeen, in essence a sub-committee of the Federal Diet
charged with reforming the Federation and the 574 delegates of the Pre-
Parliament, with a strong base in the southwest and only two representatives
from Austria. Nominated by the Committee of Seven, the Pre-Parliament
consisted of delegates from the new state parliaments and of members
pre-eminent within public life, such as Robert Blum. The only body not
institutionally linked to the old regime, it sat from 31 March to 3 April, but

123



The 1848 Revolutions in German-Speaking Europe

had no legal standing. In practice, it was the only institution capable of
maintaining a revolutionary momentum, though the fact that several of its
members functioned in a dual capacity, serving one or two further bodies
as well, hindered its revolutionary potential. A certain rivalry could be
observed, especially between the Pre-Parliament and the other associations
and it was clear that the democrats, though strongly represented in the Pre-
Parliament, were afraid that they might be outmanoeuvred by the forces of
moderation. The Pre-Parliament concerned itself with four different issues:

1. It attempted to formulate its role in relation to the actual aims of the
revolution. This and related issues came to a head when Struve introduced
a motion designed to give the Pre-Parliament enough permanence to enable
it to see the National Assembly established; it would also have made it
the sole legal authority, thereby advancing the revolution a step further.

2. Struve also pleaded for a constitution based on the federal, North Amer-
ican model and for an elected president. He also favoured the abolition
of both the civil service and a standing army, the latter to be replaced by
a militia.

3. The proposal for national elections to a future parliament was generally
supported, but with the proviso that only men of independent means
were entitled to vote, a clause which had not been debated and seemed
to have appeared from nowhere.

4. Radical democrats demanded that the existing Federal Diet be ‘cleansed’
of reactionary members. Struve’s republican proposal was deferred, a
final decision being left to the National Parliament. This deferral was
essentially a rejection, amounting to the defeat of radical democracy. In
the meantime, the proposal regarding the Diet was diluted, with the
liberal Bassermann suggesting a compromise solution which effectively
retained the status quo. Demonstrating their disgust with such a com-
promise, the radical democratic faction of Struve and Hecker left the
Pre-Parliament, reducing the moderate wing around Blum, Jacoby and
von Itzstein to a minority group. This division of the left had crucial
repercussions, most notably giving rise to the accusation that the moder-
ate democrats were content to abandon the revolution in favour of an
evolution. By not supporting the radicals, they effectively undermined
the establishment of a rival parliament.®’

Agreement was achieved on the territories to which the National Assembly
would be answerable. It exceeded the borders of the old Federation to
include West and East Prussia, Schleswig, the ‘German’ parts of Austria,
including Bohemia and Moravia, but not the Polish provinces. These would
be returned to some new future Polish state. Elections would be free, secret
and direct, with each delegate representing some 50,000 constituents.
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As a result of the decision to abolish the Pre-Parliament, a further com-
promise was agreed: a Committee of Fifty was to be elected from within its
ranks to advise the Federal Diet prior to the selection of a National Assem-
bly. It strengthened the numerical representation of the Austrian constitu-
encies, but retained its otherwise liberal moderate outlook. The constitutional
liberals and the moderate democrats gained virtually equal representation,
while Struve and Hecker failed to get elected. In essence, the Committee
continued the work of the ‘March Ministries’ but failed to tackle any of the
pressing social issues. It advocated the right to German citizenship, general
military service, open access to political office at local and national level, an
independent legal code based on the jury system, a fairer taxation law and
academic freedom.

The constitutional committees

The majority of the chief participants in these constitutional committees
were members of the Biirgertum, a term which defies precise translation,
since it corresponds neither to the English ‘middle classes’ nor to the French
‘bourgeoisie’. Its members were neither entrepreneurial nor defined by a par-
ticular class, but were best identified by the high standard of their education
with its strong, neo-classical, humanist ethos. A large proportion of German
Biirger were employed as civil servants, many of them teaching in schools
and universities or working as advocates in the numerous state or city
administrations. However, it would be misleading to emphasize the occu-
pational significance of this group at the expense of the cohesiveness of
their general way of life. While the number of actual academics in Germany
was still very small, though notably higher than in Britain and France,*® a
large number of educated citizens enjoyed the benefits of a cultural environ-
ment. Lothar Gall’s definition ‘classless society of Biirger’,” does go some
way towards describing a society which was not defined by wealth or social
status, profession or corporate identity, but largely by its own particular
environment and neo-humanist education. Such a Biirger enjoyed an urban,
small-town existence, with the cultural opportunities presented by the prox-
imity of a princely court, still in the pre-industrial pattern and identifiable
by its liberal values and aspirations. These Biirger citizens would not take
to the barricades or favour the complete overthrow of a political order on
whose employment they depended and whose cultural milieu they enjoyed.
So great was the cultural dominance of the Biirger, that even ‘proletarian’
democrats such as Blum or socialists such as Born tended to overestimate
the importance of education in order to reach this esteemed level, as is
evident from their promotion of workers’ education. An example of this
aspiration to achieve equality with the status of Biirger can be found in the
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statute of the Stuttgart Workers’ Association, which advocated ‘striving for
the general and moral education of all workers, in order to enable them by
every lawful means to attain the full enjoyment of all civil rights, as well as
to the highest representation and promotion of their material and intellectual
interests’.*®

While most parliaments, now as then, consist of a large number of public
employees who can more easily be freed from their normal occupation, while
retaining a certain degree of job security, the situation in the Germany of
1848 was extreme. This was particularly true in the case of civil servants
with a legal background. The importance of the Freiburg and Heidelberg
law schools, together with the contribution of jurists, such as von Rotteck,
von Itzstein and their various disciples, has already been discussed. Even
the radicals Hecker and Struve and poets or scholars like Uhland had a
legal training. Ralf Dahrendorf, in analysing the twentieth century, observed
that the study of law tends to reinforce an etatist tradition,” that jurists
have often been part of an elite within the German party system and that
they have contributed significantly, not only to the shaping of the German
Rechtsstaat, but also to Germany’s political tradition, founded on an exag-
gerated conformity to the rule of law:

As civil servants belong to the state of Hegelian phantasy and Wilhelminian
reality, lawyers are the ‘general estate’ securing the rule of law. ... The general
estate, being committed to neutrality, cannot take sides in political matters, so it
remains untainted by the struggles of civil society. This means, however, that such
an estate is always dependent on masters who give it directives; if we look at it as
a social reality rather than a fiction of metaphysics, the general estate is invariably
a service class. It is really subject to the demand of unquestioned obedience that
the theorists of authoritarian tradition would like to prescribe for us all.”

It was this legal background which was largely responsible for the triumph
of constitutional over revolutionary energies, especially in the more liberal
regions of the southwest, the cradle of the revolution.

The over-representation of academics, particularly among democrats and
liberals accounts for a strange bifurcation within the revolutionary move-
ment. The activists, whose public gatherings, demonstrations and barricades
constituted the moving force at street level, did not find their counterparts
among the elected delegates who acted as their representatives within par-
liaments and newly developing political parties.”! The newly enfranchised
electorate chose to be represented by notable public figures, often aca-
demics with impressive titles, rather than by members from within their own
circles. Although at least 75 per cent of men were enfranchised, the social
and professional composition of the Frankfurt parliament was considerably
more ‘bourgeois’ than parliamentary assemblies abroad. Of the Assembly’s
812 delegates, 75 per cent had a university education, 54 per cent were civil
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servants, only 18 per cent were tradesmen or businessmen, less than 6 per
cent were farmers or landowners, only 0.5 per cent were craftsmen and an
even smaller proportion came from industry. More than 13 per cent of
delegates had a legal training and nearly 12 per cent were professors at
a university or Gymmnasium. Wolfram Siemann concludes: ‘in terms of
profession, the National Assembly was a parliament of civil servants, judged
by its education it was a parliament of academics with a predominance of
judges’.”> However, it is misguided to criticize the Assembly for an aca-
demic and ‘bourgeois’ imbalance” without recognizing the degree to which
it was indebted to the German concept of Bildung, to an ideal of education
which was in itself liberal, as illustrated by the many Pre-March rallies.”
Several of the Assembly’s most eminent members had suffered political per-
secution during the Pre-March period, as seen in the example of Professor
Dahlmann, one of the ‘Géttingen Seven’. Now, as an Assembly delegate, he
seemed to enjoy a more cordial relationship with the establishment. In a
letter, relating to matters of the highest constitutional and political import-
ance, the Prussian king ‘pours out his heart’” to him. Dahlmann himself,
writing to a friend, is critical of the parliamentary left and expresses the
hope that reforms can prevent the revolution.”

Another important delegate to the National Assembly whose career will
illustrate the Biirger’s liberal dilemma was Friedrich Daniel Bassermann. Born
into an entrepreneurial business environment in Mannheim, Bassermann
was educated in the neo-classical, Humboldtian spirit. At Heidelberg Uni-
versity, he studied for the state examination in science, a subject necessary
to establish himself in business, but also read history and philosophy. Under
the guidance of his father, he joined several of Mannheim’s prestigious
societies, associated with the arts, music and the natural sciences. In 1835
he became a founder member of the Casino Association, a society devoted
to cultural and general civic issues, which by 1848 would form the nucleus
of the National Assembly’s right-of-centre liberal party. Bassermann’s
political career developed out of these general cultural and civic interests.
Elected to the city council at the age of twenty-seven, his concern for civic
rights and responsibilities brought him into the circle of Adam von Itzstein,
the political sponsor of Friedrich Hecker. On his election to the Baden par-
liament in 1841, Bassermann sold his business and devoted himself exclus-
ively to politics, becoming a vehement critic of the old Baden government
and promoting Baden’s accession to the Customs’ Union, generally following
Adam Smith’s philosophy of free enterprise. Favouring issues associated
with commercial freedom to matters of social justice, he found himself at
an early stage in opposition to radical democrats such as Struve and Hecker.
Bassermann surrounded himself with other moderate liberals to pursue a
‘smaller Germany’ course based on the existing Customs’ Union, with the
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goal of a Germany under the Prussian constitutional monarch. He was also
one of the initiators of the liberal Heppenheim programme and became
vice-president of the Committee of Seventeen, serving simultaneously in the
Pre-Parliament where he defeated Hecker’s proposal to expel reactionary
delegates from the Frankfurt Diet. After the demise of the Pre-Parliament,
he was elected to the Committee of Fifty and subsequently to the National
Assembly, where he became chair of the committee charged with forming
the National Constitution. He met the Prussian king on several occasions,
but failed to persuade him to become leader of the new democratic Germany.
During his time as delegate, Bassermann broke with almost all the values
espoused by the Heppenheim programme and declared: ‘If I could achieve
Germany’s unity and future greatness by temporarily forfeiting all rights to
freedom, I would be the first to submit myself to a dictatorship.””” During
the revolution’s end phase he aligned himself with von Radowitz, one of
Frederick William’s most ardent supporters and in May 1849, fearing a
clash with Prussia, he resigned his seat in the National Assembly. In 1850
he returned to Mannheim, now under Prussian occupation and, disappointed
by the failure to achieve German unity, abandoned politics and committed
suicide in July 1855.

This relatively detailed account of one of the leading liberal figures of the
National Assembly serves as an example of the many parliamentarians who
viewed the situation differently from those pursuing even the more moderate
aims of the revolution. Hecker and other committed democrats must have
become increasingly frustrated in their efforts to salvage any of their aims.”®
Divisions between the parliamentarians in Frankfurt and street activists in
Baden, Vienna or Berlin became all too obvious. Returning from Berlin in
November 1848, Bassermann is alleged to have described the revolutionaries
as ‘dark and depraved characters’”” roaming the streets of the city, a state-
ment which serves to indicate how worlds separated the members of the
Assembly from the activists in Vienna and Berlin. In contrast to these
delegates, the correspondent of the liberal Augsburger Allgemeine Zeitung
reported with astonishment that Berlin demonstrators, Bassermann’s ‘dark
and depraved characters’, had not taken advantage of their victory to steal
any property, as they were anxious to uphold their reputation for honesty
and morality.® It is also generally acknowledged that meetings of journey-
men and workers strictly observed the rules and regulations of their own
associations in all matters of debate and procedure and that minutes and
financial accounts were painstakingly recorded.®!

Occasionally, however, matters got out of hand. Tensions developed
between catholics and protestants and between workers and craftsmen.
The majority of street activists were young and enthusiastic, giving vent to
their protests in caterwauling (Katzenmusik) and other usually minor street
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disturbances and confrontations with the local police. Within these circles
the concept of democracy was still rather loosely understood, but certain
symbols, such as the German tricolour, together with patriotic songs and
other tokens associated with the democratic cause were respected and cul-
tivated. Habermas’ observation that the concept of a public mind in the
mid nineteenth century was too narrowly defined by liberal and bourgeois
criteria, so that any conflict of interest could be obliterated and nullified by
the ‘general interest” or channelled into bureaucratic control mechanisms,
comes to mind.*

As the movement towards parliamentary democracy gathered momentum,
the choice of Frankfurt as the seat of a German National Assembly became
a foregone conclusion. Frankfurt had long been the undeclared capital of
the Holy Roman Empire and was the home of the German Confederation
and its Diet. It therefore seemed the obvious venue for the new gathering
where a constitution was to be designed and a parliament would exercise
its legal powers. The choice of Frankfurt also reconciled romantic nostalgia
with political astuteness, since a city of only 60,000 inhabitants was con-
sidered less of a risk than either of the two major capitals, where street
violence and social unrest posed more of a threat. At Frankfurt, revolution-
ary ardour would be channelled into constitutional reform, an abstract,
conceptual form of democracy, divorced from street violence and other
radical exertions by the ‘people’.

The Frankfurt region, however, was not without its share of revolutionary
unrest. Its neighbouring cities, in particular Mainz and Darmstadt, but
also Wiesbaden and Hanau experienced demonstrations and disturbances,
involving craftsmen and peasants. Most of these incidents were of a local
nature and could be contained. Frankfurt, as a major administrative centre,
was home to many academics and civil servants who supported liberal
demands for basic rights and greater individual freedom. The city was also
within easy travelling distance of the liberal strongholds in the southwest
and in the Hesse—-Darmstadt-Nassau regions.** Here, liberal demands for a
declaration of basic rights and personal freedoms could easily merge with
national desires for a unified German nation state.

Frankfurt — Vienna - Berlin: three contenders for the
nation's capital

A comparison of the Frankfurt National Assembly with the parliaments in
Vienna and Berlin will elicit two interesting factors.

1. Any brief or superficial glance at the three assemblies would bewilder
the uninitiated observer, especially if the German terminology is con-
sidered, suggesting rivalry or lack of co-operation rather than a common
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revolutionary strategy. The new Vienna parliament, established more than
two months later than its Frankfurt counterpart, called itself Reichstag. It
claimed to represent patriotic interests and defined its territory as that of the
Austrian Empire, which was ‘absolutely dependent on the intimate union
[Anschlufi] with the great German motherland’.** As if to underline this ‘in-
timate union’ with Germany, the Reichstag was opened by the newly elected
German Regent, in the absence of the Austrian Emperor. Territorial defini-
tions, however, were further obscured by the fact that Hungary and Austria’s
north-Italian provinces were not represented in this parliament. With the
German delegates in a minority among the 383 members, with Poles,
Rumanians, Ruthenians and Czechs forming a majority, it remained unclear
as to whom this parliament sought to represent. A similarly confusing picture
emerges when one examines the Berlin parliament. On 1 May the citizens
of Prussia voted both for a German and for a Prussian ‘national” Assembly.
The Prussian National Assembly in Berlin had its inaugural meeting four
days later than the German National Assembly in Frankfurt. Even for the
more educated voters, it must have been confusing to elect delegates to two
different national assemblies simultaneously. A closer inspection would
indicate that 94,000 men were entitled to vote for the German National
Assembly as compared to 115,000 men for its Prussian counterpart. Several
thousand Prussians, mostly citizens from Polish or East Prussian territories,
were obviously not entitled to vote for the German assembly. The confusion
over these two ‘national’ parliaments not only reflects a general confusion
within revolutionary circles, but also reveals an element of obfuscation
attributable to the Prussian king. His royal edict of 18 March recognized
that the German Confederation had become an anachronism, acknowledging
also the need for action in the light of ‘the Viennese events’.*” In his edict,
the king insisted that he was speaking not only to Prussia, but ‘God willing’
also to an ‘intimately united” German people. This phrase anticipates his famous
declaration three days later, addressed ‘to my people and to the German
nation’. He declares his readiness to lead Germany out of the danger caused
by revolution and warfare ‘through the intimate union of German princes
and peoples’.** Whatever the role or influence of elected representatives or
monarchs within these parliaments, their names and claims to national
sovereignty would seem to suggest that the old rivalries for German hegemony
between Prussia and Austria were still very much alive. For his part, the
Prussian monarch could hope to gain political advantage from such consti-
tutional confusion, and Prussian negotiations with Bavaria, Saxony and other
states of the Third Germany would seem to strengthen this assumption.®”

2. A comparison of the three parliaments with regard to their political
allignments is also of interest. It is undisputed that both the Viennese and
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the Berlin parliamentarians were ‘further to the left’ than those at Frankfurt.
To suggest that this simply reflects ‘a different potential of candidate’®® does
not provide a sufficient explanation. The fact that both Berlin and Vienna
elected representatives who did not belong to the ‘classless society of Biirger’
serves as an important corrective to earlier observations, which claimed
that the bourgeois and academic element was always over-represented in
parliamentary assemblies. Of the 395 delegates in Berlin, 47 per cent were
civil servants and jurists formed 23 per cent of this group. In contrast to
Frankfurt, the farming community accounted for 18 per cent of members,
industry for 10 per cent and even craftsmen for S per cent. Figures for
Vienna show a similar deviation from the Frankfurt Assembly, with 25 per
cent representing the farming community. In the Berlin National Assembly
factions left of centre formed a majority of 53 per cent.

The assessment of the Frankfurt parliament in this chapter has come up with
a rather negative picture, giving the impression that its parliamentarians
had betrayed the principles of the revolution, almost to the point of collusion
with reactionary governments. The next chapter will examine the actual
working patterns and political achievements of the National Assembly,
especially in as far as its attempt at creating a national German forum was
concerned; a slightly more positive picture will emerge.
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Chapter 6

The Frankfurt National Assembly
and international reverberations

The establishment of parliamentary business

On 18 May 1848, 380 elected representatives from the various German
states assembled in the Imperial Hall of the Frankfurt Romer to choose the
father of their new house, his deputy and various officials. The elections over,
members moved in solemn procession to the nearby Paul’s Church where
they began their work on formulating a German democratic constitution
and on the task of establishing a central government.! Their aim was no less
than to contribute to the ‘happiness of world history’ through an assembly
‘the like of which Germany has never seen before’.? In view of such ambitions
which were clearly beyond the reach of the delegates, the Assembly became
the butt of much adverse criticism and some scathing satire. Karl Marx was
one of its most merciless critics, deploring the slow pace at which it came
into being, a full ten weeks after the outbreak of revolution in Germany.
Once instituted, a further eight weeks were to elapse before a provisional
government took office. Marx castigated the elected representatives as
yesterday’s men:

an Assembly composed in its majority of liberal attorneys and doctrinaire profes-
sors, an Assembly which, while it pretended to embody the very essence of Ger-
man intellect and science, was in reality nothing but a stage where old and worn-out
political characters exhibited their ludicrousness and their impotence of thought,
as well as action, before the eyes of all Germany. This Assembly . .. was, from
the very first day of its existence, more frightened of the least popular movement
than of all the reactionary plots of all the German Governments put together.’

Marx’s criticism has entered the historical canon to become accepted wis-
dom. However, once it is understood that the elected Assembly had little
inclination to further the revolution, wishing instead to channel its energies
into the constitutional waters of a democratic Rechtsstaat, the work of the
Assembly should be re-assessed from a less hostile perspective.

The elections to this first all-German parliament highlighted the problems
that had to be overcome in order to eliminate the many irregularities and
inconsistencies which had emerged during the process of its inception. Indi-
vidual constituencies were of unequal size, electoral registers were outdated
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and election procedures varied from state to state. Candidates’ eligibility
was often disputed and weeks passed until some delegates eventually reached
Frankfurt.* Czech candidates boycotted the Assembly while Polish and Italian
members took their seats, but had little interest in the creation of a German
nation state. Of the 649 members who eventually constituted the Assembly,
few were acquainted with each other and it took some time for a working
climate to be established. Nevertheless, it would be an exaggeration to suggest
that each member formed his own party.’ Specific political groupings began
to emerge while parliamentary procedures still had to be devolved. By the end
of May the French model of an elected president with a clearly devised order
for plenary debates and voting procedures was adopted. Individual commit-
tees were set up where motions were prepared for plenary debates.® Of the
seventeen standing committees and ten temporary ones in operation, the
two most influential ones were the constitutional and economic committees.

Before discussing how the different political parties coalesced within the
Assembly, a brief description of the salient features of the Paul’s Church
will be relevant. Completed in 1833, this protestant church with its neo-
classical rotunda, was, apart from the cathedral, the largest building in
Frankfurt, affording space for 500 delegates and gallery accommodation
for 2,000 spectators. Its refurbished interior provided a raised seat for the
president, where the altar had previously stood.” Opposite the president’s
chair was the rostrum from which members addressed the Assembly. The
building was by no means ideal for parliamentary business: having virtually
no committee rooms and, with little space between the benches for delegates
to move about, communication between sessions was restricted. The gelleries,
on the other hand, offered too much room for spectators, providing the
opportunity to monopolize delegates or to encourage popular rhetoric at
the expense of political substance. Delegates on the left tended to respond
readily to the gallery, probably in accordance with their interpretation
of Rousseau’s concept of popular sovereignty, while moderate and right-
wing delegates adhered to Burkean principles of representative democracy,
viewing contributions from the public galleries as a hindrance to parlia-
mentary business.

These architectural constraints made the need for order and efficiency all
the more urgent. The opening speech by the father of the house had already
ended in noisy chaos,® but matters improved with the election of Heinrich
von Gagern as President of the Assembly. Elected on 19 May with a 77 per
cent majority, he strove to improve the efficiency of parliamentary procedure
and emerged as an unchallenged and eminently respected authority in par-
liament.” Standing orders were introduced with delegates divided into fifteen
sections, with the aim of streamlining parliamentary business by effectively
pre-selecting speakers and those delegates who would serve on parliamentary
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committees. However, since individual members were allocated to sections
by drawing lots, they formed no common bond. As a result, their influence
declined so that, in time, clearly distinguishable political parties superseded
them. This development also arose from the problematic structure of the
Paul’s Church. Gagern therefore advocated the establishment of political
groups under individual leaders.'” The lack of committee rooms and other
amenities resulted in the formation of different political groups, many of
them short lived and of little significance,'" gathering in inns and clubs in
the city.

The emergence of political factions within the Assembly

Although the terminology of left and right was already in common use,
adopting the convention established by the Chamber of Deputies during the
1789 French Revolution, its application to the Frankfurt parliament can
give rise to misunderstandings. This is especially the case when we consider
that the Assembly, in its early stages, had no executive power to respond
to, so that there was no distinction between parties in government and
others in opposition. Furthermore, it will emerge that the conventional
associations of ‘right” with ‘nationalist’ and ‘left’ with ‘internationalist® did
not always apply. As an indication of parliamentary division, Veit Valentin’s
classification of four parties, is still useful.’® According to him, the far right
wished to conserve the power of the princes and was therefore inherently
hostile to parliamentary democracy. The far left sought to eliminate monar-
chic power, relying entirely on the sovereignty of the people and, in the last
resort, on a republic and a centralized nation state. The centre right party
advocated some form of constitutional monarchy, broadly following accepted
practice in existing March governments, while the centre-left wished to
submit the princes to the will of parliament, advocating a more radical
variation of the constitutional principle. In general, the left was opposed to
the Vereinbarungsprinzip (collaboration between parliament and the crowns)
and to the concept of a second chamber or upper house of nobility. They saw
these principles as detrimental to the pursuit of national self-determination,
aware that the Diet had originally insisted that the Assembly should be
restricted to revising the old constitution of the Confederation, thereby
denying the Assembly its full autonomy.'*

The Donnersberg faction represented the extreme left position inside the
Assembly. It was strictly democratic with about twenty members, including
the prominent left-wing Hegelians Arnold Ruge and Julius Frobel and the
Baden delegate Lorenz Brentano. Their manifesto stipulated direct elections,
the establishment of a one-chamber parliament, an executive committee
elected by and responsible to this parliament and a president as head of a
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nation state.” It rejected any notion of the Vereinbarungsprinzip and
opposed the prospect of military action against Germany’s neighbours. The
possibility of a second revolution and the creation of a counter-parliament
were never ruled out. The position of the right, as represented by Café
Milani, amounted to the exact opposite to that of the Donnersberg faction,
and need not be spelt out here.

Nationwide political parties had not yet developed; clear regional differ-
ences were still the rule. More than half the members of Café Milani
came from Prussia, with no representation from the southwest, in contrast
to the Casino Club which recruited a majority of its members from south-
west Germany. Liberals from the Third Germany found their home in the
Wiirttemberger Hof. Other differences reflected various social and profes-
sional backgrounds. While parties of the right contained a majority of higher
civil servants, university professors, judges and country gentry, parties on
the left tended to represent freelance journalists and intellectuals, as well as
low-ranking civil servants and members from the lower middle classes.’® A
frequently observed difference between the parliaments in Vienna or Berlin
and the Frankfurt Assembly was its high number of Honorationen. Almost
every third member in the Frankfurt parliament was nationally or locally
eminent, an individual of some social or professional standing.'” With the
establishment of political parties, these Honorationen often became integ-
rated within party politics and, although prominent within their party
groupings, were subject to party discipline. Other notable individuals such
as Ludwig Uhland, who chose to rely on his national reputation and refused
to be affiliated to a specific faction, failed to make a real impact in the
Assembly. Whatever their individual, social or regional peculiarities, most
delegates were obliged to conform to the formalities of the political process.
Within a few weeks ‘parties” had developed, practising the kind of political
procedures associated with modern parliamentary business.

From then on factions determined the course of business, turned important subjects
of debate into ‘party affairs’, imposed discipline in votes, formed coalitions, limited
the number of random decisions, steered the plenary debates and influenced the
public with their own publications. Factions operated as mediators for pressure
groups and for extra-parliamentary political associations; they received impetus
from outside and in turn provided impetus to the public.'®

The establishment of a central government

It has already been observed that the National Assembly found itself in an
anomalous position, in so far as its intrinsic function was ill-defined. The
formation of a central government therefore became a vital objective for its
survival. The individual states, however, though now represented by liberal
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governments, still wished to preserve their own particularist power. Conser-
vative factions within the Assembly, in particular Café Milani and Landsberg,
also objected to conferring a distinctive function to the Assembly. They
wanted a temporary parliament, concentrating on formulating a constitution;
all executive functions should be determined once this constitution was
approved. In their opinion, ‘the National Assembly exercises constitutional
control only over the business of the Reich ministry, it does not interfere
in executive matters’."”” The moderate and extreme left parties, basing their
demands on their understanding of and commitment to popular sover-
eignty, specifically supported an executive power which was responsible to
the Assembly. Matters came to a head on 19 May, when Franz Raveaux, a
member of the democratic left, tried to force a decision on the superiority
of the Frankfurt over the Prussian national assembly.? His party colleague
Venedy, alluding to the famous promise by the Prussian king that Prussia
would be absorbed within Germany, focused the debate on the Assembly’s
all-important national rule, suggesting that ‘all that matters in this debate
is the question whether we are the Reichstag or whether this role falls to
the Berlin Assembly, whether Prussia is to become German or Germany
Prussian’.*! Both resolutions were intended to force parliament into a decision
on the issue of establishing its primacy over individual state governments
and the Federal Diet. Raveaux eventually managed to engineer a compromise
solution which recognized the need for a provisional executive power. The
supremacy of the Frankfurt National Assembly vis-a-vis individual state
parliaments was secured by a resolution which stated: ‘The German National
Assembly . . . declares that all regulations of individual German parliaments
which are not in agreement with its yet to be determined constitution will
be considered valid only with reference to the latter [the Frankfurt Consti-
tution], regardless of their current validity.’*

This decision freed the Assembly for a debate on the format of the new
central government.” In April, Carl Theodor Welcker, a Baden delegate to
the Federal Diet, had already suggested a triumvirate directory, on the French
model of 1795, engendering considerable debate as to who should form the
triumvirate. Disagreements continued and a majority favoured the parti-
cipation of the Prussian and Austrian monarchs. The left opposed such a
policy, preferring an executive committee formed from among Assembly
delegates. The main issue was ‘whether the new authority would be directly
responsible to parliament, or whether it should be “irresponsible”, with
responsible ministers’.** Heated debates continued until 24 June, threatening
the Assembly’s very survival.”® At this critical juncture the impasse was
ended by the intervention of President von Gagern. He recognized that it
was imperative to establish an executive power, which would inevitably
lead to the abolition of the Federal Diet. However, he also saw the need for
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some conciliatory gesture towards the individual princes. Describing his
solution as ‘a bold stroke’, he declared: “We ourselves must create the pro-
visional central power’, and proposed Archduke John as head of the new
executive and regent of Germany, ‘not because, but although he is a prince’.?
Despite involving concessions from all sides, Gagern’s compromise proposal
was well received since it was capable of uniting substantial majorities,
both inside the House and within the various state governments. The election
of an Austrian prince satisfied those parties advocating a greater Germany,
without causing any affront to Prussia, since Frederick William was at this
stage not opposed to Austrian supremacy, as long as an aristocrat was at
the helm of the new Germany.”” This initiative pleased the champions of
popular sovereignty, while the provision that the regent would not be re-
sponsible to the Assembly appeased royalists. Unitarians who were opposed
to a directorship supported the single leadership principle, and the person
of the archduke was, to a certain extent, even acceptable to republicans.
The youngest brother of the last German Emperor Francis II, Archduke John,
was an acknowledged opponent of Metternich, had married the daughter
of an Austrian postmaster and had moved out of court circles to live in the
Tyrol mountains. Among intellectuals of most political persuasions he was
a figure of fun. Heine referred to him as ‘landless John’ and Herwegh
portrayed him as some kind of fake redeemer. The Austrian writers
Anastasius Grin and Bertold Auerbach were highly critical, questioning his
qualities of political leadership.®

The decision that the new central government was not responsible to the
Assembly proved to be of little practical consequence. The archduke was far
too weak to pursue his own initiatives, and, more importantly, the central
government found no significant support outside the Assembly. With the
exception of the last, rather unrepresentative, government, the first three
administrations relied on parliamentary support and — within their own make-
up - reflected the Assembly’s balance of power. The abolition of the Federal
Diet, boldly proclaimed by the Assembly on 28 June, remained in essence a
compromise, since the individual states’ representatives still had to be con-
sulted by the central authority.”” In an attempt to forestall the humiliation
of abolition, the Diet opted to suspend its own activities forthwith, trans-
ferring its rights to the regent and thereby allowing for the possibility of its
reinstatement. This move also supported the Vereinbarungsprinzip by im-
plicitly maintaining the influence of individual sovereigns over all decisions
of the regent and thereby serving to undermine the standing of the National
Assembly.” Even ceremonial formalities afforded precedence to the Diet,
almost elevating it to the position of a second chamber. After his visit to the
National Assembly, the regent went to the Diet where he accepted, in the
name of the German governments, the exercise of his legal responsibilities.
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The various provisional governments achieved little and in fairly rapid
succession were overwhelmed by excessive national pressures. The von
Leiningen cabinet (July-September) reflected the Assembly’s centre-right
outlook and favoured a greater Germany solution. It established six major
ministries, covering foreign affairs, the interior, finance, justice, trade and
war. The memorandum, which it dispatched to the individual German
governments, was exceedingly conciliatory, expressing a desire for full co-
operation with individual heads of state.’’ The minister of war, a former
Prussian general, communicated with state governments, to ask for their
support in military matters. Only the smaller states agreed to this request
while Austria, Prussia, Bavaria and Hanover refused to comply. The cabi-
net of von Schmerling (September-December) continued the policies of its
predecessor with few changes of personnel, to be succeeded by von Gagern’s
administration (December-May) which, except for its support of a ‘smaller
Germany’ solution, followed a similar political line. It is significant that
all three governments fell over issues relating to the question of German
nationality: the Prussian peace with Denmark in the Schleswig-Holstein
conflict, the defeat of the Vienna revolution and subsequent rejection of
a ‘greater Germany’ and the refusal of the imperial crown by Frederick
William V.

The central government was no more successful in its bid for international
recognition. Only the United States, Sweden, the Netherlands, Belgium,
Switzerland, Sardinia, Naples and Greece established diplomatic relations
with the new German state. Britain, where Queen Victoria was a half sister
to Prince von Leiningen, had indicated some initial sympathy for the
Leiningen government.’ With regard to the Assembly’s foreign policy, and
in particular its left-of-centre delegates, international peace and conciliation
were of uppermost importance. They particularly sought the active support
of the French republic and advocated peace or at least neutrality towards
all foreign states except reactionary Russia. While the protection of the
honour and legal sovereignty of Germany was its noblest aim, parliament
promised that Germany would not ‘hinder any foreign state in the pursuit
of its inner affairs’. This principle was amended by Ruge, demanding
Europe-wide disarmament and an international peace congress.** These noble
principles changed when the war against Denmark broke out; this gener-
ated an increasingly anti-German public campaign in Britain and France.
The refusal of the French Republic to enter into diplomatic relations
with the central government was based on fear of an Empire Germanique,
outweighing any sympathies for the revolutionary and liberal-democratic
tendencies espoused in Germany.

The failure to acquire a credible diplomatic status in the international
sphere had internal repercussions which emphasized the weakness of the
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Frankfurt Assembly. An offficial of the Prussian foreign office revealed the
complexities which hampered the central government in much of its activ-
ity. Frankfurt’s lack of common sense and moderation is seen as the chief
hindrance: a diplomat from the provisional central government might not
carry much weight in Paris, London or St Petersburg, but could, at the same
time, weaken the position of his Prussian or Austrian colleagues. More
co-operation and a general slow-down in the move towards centralization
were advised. Prussia could easily represent the Reich “for Prussia’s policy
will be no different from that of the Reich, and a conflict could therefore
not arise. Prussia could then bring to bear all her power, together with her
true might and her established influence, to Germany’s advantage’.’* This
advice might indeed have been well meant, but its straightforward claim of
overall representation pointed in no uncertain way to the delineation of a
future Germany under Prussian leadership. Its pragmatic nature failed to
pay due attention to the aspirations of those who embraced liberal and
democratic principles and whose priority was to establish parliamentary
democracy in Germany. It also offers an interpretation along the lines of
the Vereinbarungsprinzip, suggesting that the new Germany was simply a
continuation of the old Confederation, thereby denying the very essence of
the revolution and its principle of popular sovereignty.

The drawing up of Basic Rights

The formulation of basic rights was one of the first issues tackled by the
National Assembly. It has often been stated that to address this issue first
was a tactical error, taking up valuable time which should have been spent
on urgent matters of substance, such as executive powers.*> While such
criticism is legitimate, it nevertheless fails to recognize the symbolic signific-
ance of this new code of laws. Throughout the Pre-March period and
earlier, German citizens had suffered from the restrictions imposed by their
various internal security systems. The March demands, which had been so
recently conceded, required a legal basis. Furthermore — and these views
rarely appear in historical debates — progress on matters of fundamental
and universal importance was to parliament’s advantage, providing it with
a popular mandate to demand an executive power and to proceed in its
efforts to unify Germany, at least in constitutional and legal terms. The
newly created government could carry out its executive functions, confident
of the Assembly’s backing. Its legal framework constituted ‘a vigorous blow
against German particularism . . . a strong obliterating stroke through the
German territorial absolutism of the past’.’® The draft itself was completed
in less than six weeks and ‘accurately reflected the central concern of all

Vormiirz oppositional currents, moderate and radical, with this subject’.’’
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The Assembly’s concern with basic rights aimed to consolidate the revolution-
ary successes of the spring and early summer of 1848. Its most important
and most enduring legacy stems from its concern with the fundamental ideas
of the philosophy of the Enlightenment, which it sought to reconcile with
German thought and culture, in particular with the cultural inheritance of
Weimar classicism and with aspects of the Romantic movement. It was this
successful fusion of ideas which guaranteed its lasting influence, for without
it neither the Weimar, nor the Federal Republic could have emerged.

In their deliberations on the basic rights, the American Constitution was
of particular importance to German democrats. Some delegates had produced
books on such subjects as American voting rights and the work of Thomas
Jefferson, and the famous Staatslexikon by von Rotteck and Welcker con-
tained excellent contributions on the American Constitution. A number of
specific clauses, such as the relationship between federal and state law,
aspects of international law and the conduct of war and peace, were mod-
elled on the American Constitution.”” The English constitutional example
was also eagerly discussed, with opinions tending to be influenced by the
works of conservative philosophers, such as Burke, liberal historians, such
as Macaulay, and the liberal economist, Adam Smith. Like-minded liberal
delegates within the Frankfurt parliament quoted their works sympathetic-
ally. In left-wing circles, however, Adam Smith’s policy of free trade caused
some concern, a surge in pauperism and the rise of a disadvantaged prole-
tariat being associated with such policies. By contrast, the Chartists’ struggle
and Richard Cobden’s reforms received a very favourable reception. As far
as French legal principles were concerned, aspects of the Code Napoléon
were still respected, especially its concept of citizenship and civil marriage.
The political philosopher Montesquieu and his formula of the division of
power were often quoted, as was Rousseau’s concept of representative demo-
cracy. Representatives of the centre right in contrast favoured Mirabeau’s
idea of a constitutional monarchy.

However, it was not just Western European and American political philo-
sophy that influenced the work of Frankfurt delegates. Their rhetorical
fervour was also fired by Schiller’s verse, by Goethe’s ‘philosophy of action’,
by Kant and the German romantic philosophers Fichte and Hegel. In short,
many of the ideas and inspirations of the writers and philosophers discussed
in chapter 1 were appropriated, illustrating an urbanity, an impressive know-
ledge of international affairs and a general erudition, to which so many
speeches in the Assembly bear witness. Unfortunately, these same delegates
lacked a personal understanding of the social problems confronting the
population at large and failed to grasp their implications, with the result
that, as one representative remarked, there was ‘little trust for the learned

men of the Paulskirche, who are viewed as too theoretical and moderate’.*®
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The eminent professor of history and constitutional law, Friedrich Christoph
Dahlmann, was the major force behind the Constitutional Committee, and
it was his draft of the basic rights which provided the ground for all future
debates. The Constitutional Committee itself consisted largely of Casino
liberals, with a majority of academics, but it also included Blum and Wiegand
from the left-wing Deutsche Hof. The final version contained twelve articles
of forty-eight clauses. Many of its provisions corresponded with modern
Western ideas of citizenship, including habeas corpus, the various individual
freedoms espoused in March, including the abolition of all remaining feudal
dues and the creation of independent courts. Reading these basic rights
today, it is not too difficult to single out a number of articles which are
striking in their progressive nature: the abolition of capital punishment
(para. 135), the abolition of aristocratic privilege (para. 137), equality in
appointment to public office (para. 137), complete religious freedom (para.
145), state supervision of schooling (para. 153), free basic education (para.
157), an equitable tax system (para. 173), public nature of parliamentary
sessions, both in Frankfurt and in the various state parliaments (para. 187),
state protection extended to every German citizen abroad (para. 189).%
The content of some clauses caused major controversy in the Assembly,
especially the apparently straightforward phrase ‘every German’. For a
country with no clearly defined borders and containing so many different
nationalities within its Austrian and Prussian territories, the phrase remained
somewhat ambiguous.

Schleswig-Holstein and the issue of a German nation state

Within the context of the European revolutions of 1848, four major themes
emerged: the concept of a liberal constitution, the notion of a democratic
republic, an emancipatory form of socialism and the concept of a German
nation state. While the German revolutions achieved some, albeit modest,
success in addressing the first two themes, they failed to resolve the problem
of the nation state or to provide a solution to burning social issues. Both
these themes were to haunt Germany well beyond the nineteenth century.
Of the two, the nationality issue was seen as the more pressing one, not
only because of romantic notions of a culturally united fatherland, but also
since the last remnants of its particularist medieval feudalism had to be
discarded in order to expedite a rapid process of industrialization.

For some considerable time the discrepancies between linguistic and cul-
tural borders, on the one hand, and those of the state and economy, on the
other, had occupied much of Germany’s cultural elite. Herder’s concept of
Volk, Fichte’s plan of a national education scheme, the romantic notion
that language and culture define a nation’s borders rather than historical
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conventions," all played their part in the development of a German national
identity, threatening to separate Germany from her Western traditions. The
development of European nationalism can be traced back to two different
concepts.*! The first-type of nationalism, a subjective-political form with its
roots in the Enlightenment, had found expression in the French Revolution
of 1789. Based on a particular understanding of patriotism, it developed
into an essential element in the definition of citizenship. As a democratic
form of nationalism, it is founded on the sovereignty of the people and does
not depend on ethnic or even linguistic considerations. Defoe’s True-born
Englishman presents a good example of this type of nationalism, where, in
this case ‘Englishness’, is defined as ‘personal virtue’.* The second type of
nationalism, defined as objective-cultural, is associated with the Romantic
movement, particularly that of Germany and Eastern Europe. It is ‘objective’
in the sense that it denies the individual any choice in the matter. Language
and culture define each individual, possibly even supported by ethnographic
considerations.”’ This kind of nationalism was represented in the Assembly
by romantic delegates, such as Jacob Grimm and Uhland, and by a generation
of writers who had come to fame during the war of liberation, represented
by Arndt and Jahn.

The two types of nationalism are, however, by no means mutually exclu-
sive. Men who had fought in these wars were now joined by a younger,
politically more astute generation, amongst them Johann Gustav Droysen,
one of Germany’s most influential historians and political scientists. Droysen
managed to embrace both kinds of nationalism, even merging them with
the German love of ancient Greece, as illustrated in his writings on Alexan-
der the Great and on Hellenism.** Droysen’s two great icons were Freiherr
von Stein and Wilhelm von Humboldt, and he exemplified a generation
which saw the Hellenistic spirit reflected in German nationalism. In addition,
and largely outside the Assembly, a more radical, revolutionary, francophile
nationalism found expression in Freiligrath’s poetry, in the views of left-
wing Hegelians like Ruge and in revolutionary statements by Hecker and
Struve. This camp developed a political agenda, which was on a collision
course with that represented by the delegates in Frankfurt. Three problems
in particular were to test the Assembly’s attitude to the nationality issue:
the Schleswig—Holstein conflict, the question of national minorities in Posen,
Bohemia and elsewhere and the problematic union with Austria.

Previous chapters have already referred to the Confederation’s conflict
with Denmark and the problem will be discussed here only in so far as it
impacted on the National Assembly. In March 1848, a German nationalist
movement, imbued with the all-pervasive European revolutionary sentiment
and responding to the Danish crown’s provocative attempt to incorporate
Schleswig into the Danish state, seized the initiative and formed a provisional

145



The 1848 Revolutions in German-Speaking Europe

government. On 24 March revolutionary nationalists, among them many
academics, moved on the fortress of Rendsburg, forcing its surrender. In
May Prussian troops crossed the Danish border and, having recognized
the new revolutionary Schleswig government, the German Diet effectively
elevated the conflict into a war to be supported by the Confederation. This
situation was inherited by the new provisional central government, which
declared it a national war. Troop contingents from northern German states,
reinforced by volunteers from all over Germany, were despatched to aid
the Prussian troops. The German troops successfully repelled the Danish
advance, almost driving them out of the Jutland peninsula, but the Danish
navy was supreme at sea and blockaded the entire German coastline, caus-
ing serious damage to northern Germany’s shipping industry and trade. In
response to this action, German nationalists demanded the formation of a
German navy and donations towards this project were received by the
Assembly from the whole of Germany.* German-Danish hostilities soon
brought about diplomatic intervention from Britain and Russia, ultimately
forcing Prussia to withdraw her troops from Schleswig and to conclude her
own armistice with Denmark at Malmo on 26 August.

Some historians tend to exaggerate this international pressure on Prussia,
thereby playing down the motives of the Prussian king.*® Frederick William
was keen to appease his monarchic relatives in Russia and Britain. He also
welcomed the return of General von Wrangel, hoping to employ his troops
against Berlin renegades.”” The King’s tactical deliberations, as well as
subsequent events, clearly indicate that Schleswig—Holstein was no longer
seen as worthy of support, but had instead become a pivotal element in the
success or failure of the revolution. The conflict brought existing political
alignments into disorder. Grimm envisaged the whole of Jutland as belong-
ing to the ‘Germanic tribes’ of which ‘not one single sod of earth could ever
be abandoned’*® and Dahlmann bridged the divide between romantics and
liberals by insisting that ‘Germany’s national honour’ had been offended,
suggesting that free corps ‘from all parts of Germany should assist these
heroes of the fatherland’.*” Democratic and left-of-centre delegates also
abandoned their pacifist and cosmopolitan stance. A closer analysis of their
contributions to the debate indicates, however, that they were not normally
moved by nationalist concerns. For them, the conflict provided a last chance
to regain the initiative, to liberate the revolution from the Frankfurt com-
promise. They were concerned with the role of the central government,
which had remained entirely passive during the negotiations and had not
been acknowledged by the parties at war. Blum suggested mockingly that
the emissary of the central government ‘went to Berlin, where he was scarcely
listened to; he went to Schleswig—Holstein, where once more he stood entirely
behind the scenes like some young person who has smuggled himself into
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the theatre, not wishing to be noticed’.*® For Blum and his friends the
issue had become part of Germany’s internal revolutionary struggle. One
Donnersberg delegate saw similarities between the German struggle for
Schleswig, the Italian campaign for national unification and the Polish
demand for national independence.’!

The revolutionary cause faced defeat in all three cases and delegates argued
that they should resign their mandates and form an opposition against the
National Assembly. Such views anticipated the ‘second revolution’ of the
autumn of 1848. Another delegate of the moderate left criticized ratification
of the armistice since, in the event of a European war, Russian, French and
English intervention would ‘lead to a German national rising such as world
history may perhaps not yet have seen . . . which might, incidentally, easily
also like an avalanche make the thirty-four German thrones and much else
reel before it’.”> As news emerged on the 16 September that the Assembly
had accepted the armistice, Frankfurt experienced widespread unrest. At a
public meeting, protesters castigated those who had supported the armistice
as ‘traitors of the German people, and of German freedom and honour’.*3
Barricades were erected and tension mounted; the minister of foreign
affairs was assaulted and two prominent right-wing Prussian delegates, Prince
Lichnowsky and General von Auerswald were murdered. The storming of
the Assembly was averted only when the central government sought military
assistance from the federal fortress at Mainz and by September the Frankfurt
rebellion was defeated.’*

Conflicting nationality issues

The Frankfurt disturbances led to the onset of a second wave of revolutions:
frustrated by the defeat of the revolutionary cause in the Frankfurt Assembly,
Struve initiated a second uprising in Baden; other disturbances erupted in
the Rhineland and the Palatinate. Although recognizing the unlawful and
hopeless nature of the uprising, the united left declared that ‘nobody should
be so blinded by partisan passion, as not to see that the feeling for Germany’s
endangered honour, freedom and unity has provoked [the uprising] and
has driven to their deaths, men who would rather have died joyfully con-
fronting the foreign enemy than in this struggle against their brothers’.*
Counter-revolutionary measures imposed by the central government must
be seen in the context of the Europe-wide reactionary movement of the
autumn of 1848. Any prospect of a successful national uprising and a
renewal of revolutionary energies had been lost, the political and military
initiative had been seized by counter-revolutionary forces, especially in Prussia
and Austria. It is against this background that the Frankfurt ‘September events’
have been interpreted as a turning point, as the sign of a revolution in crisis.*
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The Assembly’s approach to the other nationality issues provided a con-
trast to the Schleswig—Holstein conflict. It has been argued that Frankfurt
politicians were somewhat inconsistent in their attitudes to the nationality
issue in that imperialist or chauvinist tendencies afforded priority to German
over other national claims.’” The situation on Germany’s western borders
was even more complicated, largely as the result of autocratic traditions,
allowing for the transfer of whole provinces from one monarch to another,
regardless of public opinion. The German-speaking Duchy of Limburg, for
instance, had been placed under Dutch control. The Assembly’s refusal to
rule on this matter was criticized by the left and centre-left as lacking in
political courage. An additional aspect, which may account for some of
these inconsistencies, concerns the definition of the term ‘nation state’.
Throughout Europe, a nation was frequently defined by the objective
cultural type of nationalism, by cultural achievements, by the importance
attributed to its language and literature, and these criteria were used for the
definition of national sovereignty.”® Such an interpretation would explain
why Polish and Italian nationalism were afforded more weight than Czech
nationalism in Bohemia, where the cultural hegemony was German. Other
nationality issues were complicated by the fact that they also involved
revolutionary uprisings, often against one of the German states. This was the
case in Posen and in South Tyrol, where the whole province had belonged
to the German Confederation as part of the Habsburg Empire.

The situation in Posen, which had been awarded to Prussia at the Congress
of Vienna, was most interesting; it provides a mirror image to the Schleswig—
Holstein conflict. Posen contained a large German minority but was never
part of the Confederation. German liberals and democrats had always voted
for Polish autonomy — the Hambach festival was fired by the Polish struggle
for independence — and during the March revolutions Polish demands for
the restoration of their nation state were endorsed by the Pre-Parliament.
By the summer of 1848 however, when the Assembly debated the Posen
issue, a majority of delegates followed Prussia’s lead in voting for a division
of the province.” This incident deserves closer examination, since it illustrates
the unwholesome invidious nature of German nationalism. Whereas the
Schleswig—Holstein debate had largely been confined to patriotic statements
or romantic dreams, the debate about Posen engendered nationalist and
even racist sentiments. Arndt spoke of the cultural superiority of Germans
over Poles, accusing ‘the Polish of the primordial sin of untidiness, lack of
patriotism, even treason against their fatherland’ and accused pro-Polish
speakers of being ‘rogues and fools’ who were prepared to surrender ‘to the
Polacks half the Prussian monarchy’.®

The main speaker, Wilhelm Jordan, presented a more complicated argu-
ment. Frequently accused of rampant racism,*" a closer examination would
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indicate that a new form of Realpolitik overrode his racism, based on the
conviction that the end will justify the means. Jordan, who had begun his
parliamentary career as a left-wing radical, supported a ‘healthy national
egoism’, based on the rule of might rather than right, while deriding
the pro-Polish party for its ‘cosmopolitan liberalism’.®*> He dismissed an
‘exaggerated feeling of justice’, based on humanism and maintained that ‘our
right is different, it is the right of the strong, the right of the conqueror’.®?
Alluding to the German colonization since the twelfth century, he claimed
that Prussia had educated Poles ‘towards decency and humanity, in as far
as this was possible for such opposing elements’.** And yet, there is another
aspect in Jordan’s argument, which brings him closer to Herder’s concept
of nationhood. His main attack is reserved for the Polish aristocracy which
had sold short the peasantry. Polish tenants had benefited from Prussia’s
economy and when Prussia had liberated them, the aristocracy had started
its ‘nationalist’ fight against Prussia.®’ Jordan’s arguments are more danger-
ous than those of Arndt since they are based on the concept of pleonexia,
unrestrained egoism, anticipating the imperialistic and fascist tendencies of
later generations. ‘Hissing’ and ‘loud protest’ from the left accompanied
Jordan’s speech, while the right acclaimed his sentiments.

Even Ruge who in May had still defined ‘German’ as synonymous with
justice, freedom and brotherhood®® was not completely free from the new
sentiments proclaimed by Jordan. While recognizing national sovereignty ‘in
the enlightened sense of the eighteenth century’, he felt that Poland had been
empowered by a ‘higher civilization’, implanted into it by ‘German indus-
triousness and German education’. These forces would enable Germany and
Poland jointly to export this freedom to the east, ‘beyond the borders of
Poland and Russia’.*” In pleading for an international conference in order to
renegotiate the Polish question, Ruge hoped to gain the support of the liberals.
However, the liberals had also been affected by the new nationalist Realpolitik.
When Ruge’s speech proclaimed that ‘we, who desire the implementation of
the peoples’ new rights, who want the freedom of the European nations, we
must wish that the tyrants of the Italians, . . . that the Radetzky’s are defeated’,
the Assembly erupted tumultuously. Its president von Gagern, calling Ruge to
order, commented that a desire for the defeat of a German army amounted to
national treason. The Assembly’s reversal of the Pre-Parliament’s decision led
to public protest by the Donnersberg faction, calling it ‘an outrageous dis-
aster which estranges us from the hearts of our Polish brothers’.*® Even today,
the injustices against Poland have not been universally acknowledged; a lead-
ing German historian pronounced the dispute ‘an inevitable confrontation
of nationalities and nationalism’, a ‘legitimate’ but ‘tragic’ conflict.®’ The atti-
tude to Posen indicated once more the extent to which the democratically
elected Assembly was becoming an instrument of the counter-revolution.
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The participation of the Assembly delegation in the Cologne Cathedral
festivities of August 1848 further illustrate this state of affairs.”’ In 1841
King Frederick William had initiated an association charged with the task
of completing Cologne Cathedral. This enterprise channelled national senti-
ments in a romantic-conservative direction, ridiculed by Heine as a return
to the ‘dark ages’.”! The celebrations were intended as a festival of recon-
ciliation, bringing together the imperial regent, the Prussian king and the
Assembly delegates. In reality, however, the king took the place of honour,
demonstrating royal privilege over the democratically elected delegates, with
Prussian military representatives outnumbering the parliamentary delegation.
Gagern seemed unaware of the reactionary associations which such ima-
gery provoked. The Cologne Festival indicates clearly the extent to which
nationalist sentiment was allowed to over-ride democratic principles, how
antiquated notions, supported by ‘romantic professors’, dominated modern,
revolutionary aspirations for self-determination. This was the intellectual
climate in which the new Germany had to make a decision on its future
relationship with Austria, this rambling archaic conglomeration of many
peoples, which had thus far failed to address the nationality issue.

While drafting the new German constitution, delegates in Frankfurt had
to reconcile the liberal and democratic elements of the basic rights with
other concerns, such as a definition of who constituted a German and where
to draw the borders of the new Germany. Article 1 stated bluntly: “The
German Reich consists of the territories of the previous German Confed-
eration.””” The necessity for further clarification turned the whole matter
into ‘a question for Austria’.”® The next paragraphs, while consistent with
democratic views on popular sovereignty, were deemed to threaten the
survival of Austria: ‘if any German land shares the same head of state with
a non-German land, he must reside either in his German land or must by
constitutional means appoint an administration which consists solely of
Germans’.”* The wide-ranging discussion on this issue can only be summar-
ized here. Economic and cultural considerations suggested a greater Ger-
many solution, while the nationality issue favoured the constitutional draft.
Alarmed by pan-Slavonic and Magyar nationalist movements, the majority
of Austrian delegates together with southern German delegates and catholics
pleaded for the inclusive, ‘greater Germany’ solution. Even delegates on the
left, when faced with the alternative of Prussian domination, opted for
the ‘greater Germany’ solution as the lesser evil. After the fall of the von
Schmerling’s pro-Austrian cabinet and the defeat of the Vienna Revolution,
Austria herself provided the answer. The execution of Blum indicated that
the new Schwarzenberg administration sought a break with Frankfurt. Con-
firmation came on 27 November: Austria would seek to strengthen her own
central administration, building on the strength of her many nationalities,
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but would honour her commitments to the German Confederation. The
Austrian Confederation, with its forty million people of diverse nationali-
ties, threatened to dominate the new Germany of thirty million people.
Schwarzenberg’s policy amounted to a complete counter-revolution, attempt-
ing to dismantle the political gains of March and ignoring the constitutional
and democratic achievements of the National Assembly. This left the
Assembly with no option but to adopt the smaller Germany solution.

Gagern, although never fully aware of the modern nationality issue, ini-
tiated the progression towards a Germany without Austria, but was careful
not to offend Austrian interests. Gathering a group of influential writers
and delegates around him, he began to move the smaller Germany faction
towards northern German values. These represented a Germany with Martin
Luther at its core, with Frederick the Great, Luther’s heir, as its national
hero, sustained by the neo-classical tradition of Weimar and crowned by
the victory of the Wars of Liberation. Since Austria could not be drawn
into the German federal state, ‘a wider federation with Austria had to be
established’.” This proposed ‘wider federation’ anticipated the German—
Austrian alliance of 1879, but it also heralded a tragic outcome, both for
the National Assembly and ultimately for Austria. It was not possible to
accommodate ‘either the final achievement of a federal state, which meets
the inmost need of the German nation and which finalizes the national
movement of 1848, with the exclusion of Austria or, inclusion of Austria
in the same manner as with every other German state and then no federal
state, no German state’.”® The exclusion of Austria was a severe blow for
the Assembly; from now on it would continue in all but name. Parties
began to lose their identities. The moderate factions started to split along
regional or religious lines, the Pariser Hof, a new splinter group, adopting
a programme which excluded all enemies of Prussia, all catholics and all
those who fraternized with the left.”” The left, demoralized in the aftermath
of Blum’s execution and the defeat of the Vienna revolution, reluctantly
adopted the ‘smaller Germany’ solution, but only after Gagern had com-
pensated them with additional safeguards against a monarchical head of
state and with a German national parliament elected by universal manhood
suffrage. All that remained for the parliamentarians was to complete their
work on the constitution; they had ceased to have an impact on the further
course of the revolution.

An assessment of the National Assembly

The work of the National Assembly consisted of two major tasks, the
establishment of a set of democratic basic rights and the creation of a
federal German state. Both tasks were linked through the drawing up of the

151



The 1848 Revolutions in German-Speaking Europe

constitfition. As this project progressed, the nationality issue gained in
importance. The Schleswig—Holstein conflict, inherited from the German
Confederation, forced parliament to take a decision at a time when it was
not yet fully constituted. The armistice of Malmo was considered a defeat
and rekindled the revolutionary flame, which the Assembly had previously
subdued in favour of a conciliatory approach to the old monarchical states.
The Assembly, already weakened by its failure to gain the political initiative
in Schleswig-Holstein, allowed itself to be wrong-footed again over the
Posen issue, resulting in the pursuit of a German expansionist policy at the
expense of the principle of self-determination. The problems associated
with the creation of a greater Germany permitted a focus on the nationality
issue to the detriment of everything else. The opponents of national self-
determination in Austria, who had previously defeated the national demo-
cratic movements in Bohemia and Italy, gained the upper hand and the
German national movement now abandoned Austria. The Assembly, fighting
instead for its own survival by concentrating on the shaping of a German
nation under Prussian hegemony, lost its more radical factions, who, dis-
illusioned with the Assembly, pursued their aim of a second revolution.

The failure of the Paul’s Church experiment has been much discussed,
gaining centre-ground at the expense of other revolutionary aspirations. Some
historians saw the failure to achieve a nation state paradoxically grounded
in the advanced state of the German national revolution.”® This interpretation
is misleading because of its one-sided national outlooks; it relates the strength
of a national feeling to those apostles of nationalism, like Arndt and
Jahn, who had diverted the idea entirely towards an ‘objective cultural
nationalism’ which, by its very nature, sacrificed the enlightened idea of
self-determination. By combining the notion of national sovereignty with
historically ‘given’ cultural and linguistic confines, the concept of personal
freedom was subsumed to the demands of the nation state.” This new
nationalism, developed during the first half of the nineteenth century, was far
removed from the nation state of Wieland, Herder and Fichte: it demanded
exclusivity and failed to appreciate the national rights and individualities of
its neighbours. This emerging new German nationalism was all the more
dangerous for having failed in its democratic political mission. Its embra-
cing of the romantic national myth of a German uprising in 1813 obfuscated
the original purpose of the revolution, namely self-determination, economic
progress and political emancipation from a princely and bureaucratic des-
potism. At the same time, the new national movement began to divide
along the lines of existing social strata. Its mythical romantic form was
appropriated by the educated middle classes, excluding or bypassing the
artisans and the working class, minority religious groups and all those who
found themselves outside the northern German cultural sphere.
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In dealing with the 1848 revolutions, studies of German nationalism tend
to ignore subsequent Austrian developments. While any attempt to construe
an Austrian nationalism would be plainly self-contradictory, it is neverthe-
less possible to trace at least some elements which might represent a form
of ‘subjective nationalism’, comparable to the American model. Despite
Austria’s reactionary development after 1849, an Austrian identity clearly
emerged, which held together the conglomeration of ethnic groups for
another fifty years. Franz Grillparzer saw the danger of the new ‘objective’
form of nationalism, as it developed in the ‘lesser Germany’ and in Austria’s
Slav provinces, warning of a descent from humanism, towards nationalism
and a final degeneration into bestiality.* Grillparzer’s vision of Austria was
based on a pre-revolutionary, but enlightened, concept of humanity, incorp-
orating the principles of tolerance and moderation. A good example of
this vision is expressed in von Horneck’s panegyric in his tragedy King
Ottokar. Love for one’s homeland is dearer than love for a nation; love of
a particular tradition involves acceptance of tolerance and a harmonious
co-existence with other peace-loving nations. In his memoirs Grillparzer
favoured a ‘smaller Germany’ solution which would allow Austria to develop
into a liberal Rechtsstaat.® Though this perspective was untimely, it was by
no means entirely conservative or reactionary; and his idea of an Austrian
identity is closer to our generation, which functions within multinational
confederations and is more aware of global issues.** Significantly, Arnold
Ruge, approaching the subject matter from an extreme left position, reached
a similar conclusion: his nation state, too, was based on historic rights, on
peoples’ self-determination and on international treaties.
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Chapter 7

The revolution in crisis

The rejection of the imperial crown by Frederick William IV

It has become customary to refer to ‘the’ 1848 Revolution and to pronounce
its demise with the Prussian king’s refusal of the imperial crown. More
recent interpretations have seen Frederick William’s rejection of the crown
as little more than a caesura in a chain of events which were to lead to the
‘de-legitimization’ and defeat of the revolution! while other commentators
refer to the events from April to July 1849 as a ‘Second’ revolution,? To
speak in terms of a first and second revolution can, however, lead to
a serious distortion of the subject matter and should be avoided for the
following reasons:

1. The assumption of a second revolution fails to take fully into account
the many continuities, not only with the events of the spring and summer
of 1848, but also with the Pre-March period. In particular, such an
interpretation underestimates the persistent republican fervour in Baden
and the Palatinate, attributing too much weight to the National Assembly
which had in fact interrupted revolutionary activities and had sought to
channel these activities into constitutional reform.

2. A separation of the revolutions into two parts tends to neglect the current
of national and international developments. Hungary’s struggle against
Austria in the spring and summer of 1849 was a fight for national inde-
pendence, which arose out of the Viennese revolution and had its ante-
cedents in a Europe-wide struggle for democracy and national sovereignty,
the two most important modernizing features of the age. Similar campaigns
during the Italian risorgimento, under its intellectual leader Guiseppe
Mazzini, led to a revolutionary uprising in Sardinia (March 1849) and to
the declaration of a Roman Republic. Events in Germany must be seen
as an integral part of this wider European movement whose momentum
had left the aims of the Paris February Revolution behind, to focus instead
on national self-determination.

3. The concept of a second revolution would detach the 1849 campaign
from the counter-revolutions, which had already begun in September
1848 and reached their high point with the Prussian king’s rejection of
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the imperial crown and the constitution in April 1849. With the fruits of
their labours destroyed and forsaken by their liberal colleagues, the demo-
crats took up the revolutionary cudgel once more, in an attempt to pre-
serve some hard-won rights.

In contrast to the earlier phase, the new insurrections, with no support
from Vienna or Berlin, were largely limited to the ‘Third Germany’ and her
provincial capitals. Apart from some diplomatic activities behind the scenes,
Austria was not involved in this stage of the German revolutionary process.
Satisfied with their gains from the 1848 campaigns, the peasants, too, fought
shy of further revolutionary activities. The position of catholics had also
changed: throughout 1848, the catholic Pius Associations had supported
the struggle for constitutional reform but seemed to reverse their position
in the spring of 1849, notably in the Prussian Rhine province.* Once the
Prussian king had declined the imperial crown, catholics, wary of becoming
a minority group within a ‘lesser Germany’, supported his policy of closer
ties with Austria, rather than the National Assembly’s agenda. This attitude
was particularly strong within clerical circles but did not apply to catholic
working-class movements in the more industrialized areas. The interests of
the peasants and the catholic clergy were narrowly defined; in the case of
the former by economic and in the case of the latter by confessional criteria.
The Pius Association of Trier could not have made its position clearer:
‘In written and spoken form they [catholic associations] must everywhere
instruct the people and say to them that the question of the constitution is
really about whether Germany shall be protestant or predominantly catho-
lic.”® Rank and file catholics did not always agree with this change of policy.
Catholics in Rastatt protested when their Frankfurt delegate Joseph Bufs,
leader of the Pius Associations of Baden, advised his flock to reject the
constitution on the grounds that a protestant should not be head of Ger-
many.® This political shift by official catholicism, foreshadowing the later
dispute with Bismarck, revealed how the catholic church acted ‘political’
only in the narrow sense of wishing to strengthen its own position, with
little concern for democratic, constitutional or national issues.

The military intervention during the September uprisings in Frankfurt
had severely undermined the authority of the National Assembly, exposing
its reliance on neighbouring garrisons and their Prussian troop contingents.
As a result of this situation, and to oppose counter-revolutionary successes
elsewhere, the struggle to preserve the gains of March 1848 spread to the
German provinces. Motivated by nationwide revulsion over the execution of
Robert Blum and in response to the defeat of the revolutions in Vienna and
Berlin, delegates from Donnersberg, Deutscher Hof and Westendball joined
forces to form the Central March Association, a left-of-centre organization
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dedicated to the defence of the ‘March achievements’. Its proclamation
warned that ‘freedom and the rights of the people are in danger of erosion
and destruction’.” While they remained disunited on such important politi-
cal considerations as the exact form of national government, members agreed
in their defence of the basic democratic rights: “We demand for the whole
nation as for the people of individual states the right to determine their
own form of government and to improve and transform it as they see fit,
since every government exists solely for and through the will of the people.”®

The defence of the Imperial Constitution became the Central March Asso-
ciation’s major task. By this time, half a million members in 950 branches
nationwide had joined the Association.” Its committee included individuals
who became prominent revolutionary leaders, such as Adolf von Triitschler
who, after commanding the defence of Mannheim, would face execution by
a Prussian military court in August.'” Franz Raveaux took part in the revo-
lution in the Palatinate, Johann G. Eisenmann in the protest movement in
Franconia and Hugo M. Wesendonck was active in the Prussian province of
the Rhine. In May, at the height of the campaign, Julius Frobel became its
leader, advocating revolutionary struggle to save the constitution. He im-
plored soldiers to be loyal to the new constitution and to serve as the new
guardians of law and order against counter-revolutionary princes. Frobel also
favoured the formation of a citizens’ militia in defence of the constitution.!!

The Association’s main support was found in central and southern
Germany, where the fiercest defence of the constitution was mounted. The
Association’s weaknesses accurately reflected the inherent defects of the
revolutions: with a leadership drawn from the professions, including a large
proportion of lawyers, elementary school teachers and journalists, the rank
and file consisted of small businessmen, journeymen and master craftsmen.'2
Workers were conspicuously under-represented and the Association neglected
to incorporate social and economic issues in its agenda, failures which were
a source of contention with Karl Marx and various communist associations;
they serve to explain why later interpreters of the revolutions categorized
them as ‘bourgeois’.™

With the Imperial Constitution finally approved, the new Germany was to
remain a federation of states, excluding Austria, but maintaining a special
relationship with her. Foreign policy, military matters and the economy
were to be delegated to the central power. The Prussian king, Frederick
William IV, was elected emperor of the Germans, with 290 votes in favour
and 248 abstentions, a result which reflected the unease with which delegates
reached their decision. Uhland contemptuously dismissed the Assembly’s
vote: ‘a revolution with an hereditary monarch is a youth with grey hair’.**
A delegation of thirty-two royalists, including Arndt, Dahlmann and Raumer,
and led by the newly elected president, Eduard Simson, travelled to Berlin
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to offer the Imperial Crown to the king." Frederick William’s response to
the delegates amounted to a carefully phrased rejection: deeply moved and
honoured, he thanked them for their generous offer, assuring them of his
devotion, love and loyalty to the German fatherland. However, he disputed
that the Assembly had any right to bestow the crown, suggesting that he
could only accept such an offer with the full consent of all the crowned
heads of Germany.'® The king’s decision came as no surprise. Frederick
William’s belief in the divine right of kings was well known and he had not
concealed his attitude in letters to the Assembly’s president von Gagern,
nor to the delegates Dahlmann and Arndt.'” Nevertheless, the lower house
of the Prussian parliament, supporting the National Assembly, tried to
persuade the king to accept the crown. Individuals from within the Prussian
army and from among his civil service also urged him to accept, or at the
very least to enter into some serious negotiations.

A memorandum of 3 April from the Prussian ministry of state proposed
that Frederick William might take over from Archduke John as imperial re-
gent and a personal letter from the king to the Austrian minister president von
Schwarzenberg went even further in pursuit of this objective, re-assuring
himself of Austrian support in these uncertain times."® The king feared a
new rivalry with Austria which was likely to succeed in forging a coalition
with Russia and France. Added to this came von Schmerling’s resignation
as president of the Frankfurt Assembly, followed by a period of intense
negotiations and communication between Vienna, Frankfurt and Berlin, in
a concerted effort to prevent the ‘lesser Germany’ solution and to preserve
Austria’s position within the Confederation. An Austrian ministerial protocol
recognized Prussia’s interest in concluding an ‘entente cordiale’ with Austria,
but at the same time expressed fears of Prussian aspirations towards
hegemony in Germany.” Von Schmerling, now head of the Austrian del-
egation in Frankfurt, acted on these fears, proposing an enlargement of the
Austrian delegation in Frankfurt and the formation of alliances with other
German states. He warned the Vienna government against von Gagern’s
plans for a Germany that would confer the leadership on Prussia and rel-
egate Austria to the position of special ally. Instead, Austria should remain
an integral member at Frankfurt, with her delegates opting for a directorate
rather than an hereditary monarch. The key sentence reiterates von
Schmerling’s chief anxiety ‘that we do not break the governmental bonds
with Germany, since we would otherwise play into the hands of the
Prussians’.? The deep impact of von Schmerling’s warning to Schwarzenberg
is revealed in his confidential letter to the Austrian minister von Buol, where
he re-assured his colleague that the Prussian king would not wish to accept
the imperial crown from the Frankfurt parliament. Schwarzenberg, however,
apparently aware of Prussian plans to extend the Customs Union across the
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rest of Germany, had severe misgivings about the Prussian government,
warning that ‘the proposal of a German federal state, in close alliance with
Austria but obviously under Prussian hegemony, [was] completely unaccept-
able’.*! The Austrian government accepted this unequivocal position:

Austria is not prepared to surrender its thousand year old right as the premier
German power, nor to give up its position in Germany which has developed over
this course of time. These two guiding principles have led the cabinet to arrive at
its position on the future shape of Germany.?

Other documents confirm that the question as to whether the Prussian
king should accept or reject the Imperial Crown had become an issue of
utmost importance for the future shape of Germany and the decision was
increasingly wrenched out of the king’s hands and left to government
officials. Recognizing this, the ‘lesser Germany’ party around von Gagern
attempted to gain support from southern German states, still hoping to win
over some of the catholic clergy to its cause. Even after the king had declined
the crown, which he had privately compared to a ‘dog collar, binding [him]
to the revolution of ‘48°,** the power struggle between Austria and Prussia
continued. The king stated that he would be prepared to take over from
Archduke John, if ‘unanimously elected by Germany’s princes’.>* He would,
however, rule from Berlin and, in co-operation with the Austrian emperor,
hoped to change ‘the rules of the game’ by imposing their monarchical
constraints on Frankfurt’s constitutional policy.*® When all these machina-
tions collapsed, the king’s final note of rejection, issued on 28 April, did not
even recognize the Imperial Constitution. Prussia’s break with the National
Assembly and with the revolution itself was now complete. On 14 May
Prussia ordered its delegates to leave Frankfurt, Austria already having
done so on 5 April. Despite these major setbacks, the National Assembly
began preparations in May for the election of a Volkshaus by 15 July and
for a properly constituted Reichstag on 22 August.?® The struggle for the
Constitution had commenced.

The campaign for the Imperial Constitution

On 14 April twenty-eight of the smaller German states accepted the
Imperial Constitution. Their collective response, directed to the head of the
Prussian delegation rather than to the Assembly, referred specifically to
the Prussian government’s memorandum, which stated that Frederick William
was prepared to head a federation of German states.” The wording of their
response brings into question the very nature of their support for the con-
stitution. National priorities rather than liberal or constitutional sym-
pathies seem to have motivated them, along with political opportunism.
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However, apart from some minor reservations, they explicitly accepted the
constitution. Their communication expressed the conviction that all German
states that were not prevented by special circumstances — a clear reference
to Austria — would accept the constitution and join a federation under
Prussian leadership. On 5 May, in response to the final rejection of the
crown by Frederick William, the National Assembly voted, by a majority of
only two votes, that individual governments, local communities, together
with the whole of the German people, should be asked to support the
constitution. A heavy loss of liberal delegates had left the Assembly far more
radical than ever before, yet its appeal to the country struck a very dry and
legalistic note and did little to inspire public support. One reason for this
low-key approach might lie with the Assembly’s attempt to gain the support
of the provisional central government and, in particular, Archduke John.
The latter seemed little concerned about finding himself in opposition to
the Assembly to which, admittedly, he was not constitutionally responsible
but which he was expected to protect.”® He reported to Prince Schwarzenberg
that he had signed the Declaration of Empowerment only under duress,
describing his action as an overstepping of his competence.

The campaign’s failure can be attributed to four reasons.

1. The historical opportunity for a revolution had passed and counter-
revolutionaries had already regained control, not only in the two most
powerful German states, but also in France and Italy.

2. The revolutionary leaders were inhibited by their distrust of extremist
policies, particularly anarchism and communism, their chief concern being
the pursuit of the constitutional goal at the expense of everything else.
This moderate stance on the part of the leadership, though certainly a
weakness of the revolution, should be weighed against the fact that there
existed no significant working-class potential in Baden and the Palatinate,
the revolution’s two centres.

3. Even more important, though of a somewhat instrumentalist nature, was
a general failure of organization. With Struve discredited, Hecker in
America and many of the foreign military commanders unable to under-
stand German, any meaningful deployment of forces proved virtually
impossible.

4. The absence of a political centre was perhaps the greatest impediment.
The National Assembly had all but collapsed and the Central March
Associations were not strong enough to take over its role. The view
prevailed that ‘the reason for the south German revolution, the German

parliament, was the cause of its demise’.”’

Several members of the Assembly, recognizing the impasse which con-
fronted them, published a separate pamphlet, condemning the arbitrary

162

The revolution in crisis

disregard of the princes for the new constitution and invoking open revolt
against them, citing revolutionary activity in the Palatinate as a model.*°
The general public’s response to this passionate appeal was astonishingly
sympathetic, the Imperial Constitution now assuming a symbolic significance
in the minds of many people. It represented the culmination and only tangible
achievement of the ‘March events’, indicating a successful compromise be-
tween liberals and democrats which could bring about the desired nation
state. Furthermore, the public was by now politically mature enough to
recognize that, although the constitution could do little to improve their
economic and social ills, it nevertheless empowered them with fundamental
rights which could in time alleviate their most basic problems. These senti-
ments are reflected in the key passage of the pamphlet:

Germans! Once more, you are called upon to protect your freedom for the last
time against the assaults of your princes. Take your inspiration from the men and
women of the Palatinate, they are determined to act. Do not hesitate, take up
arms, organize and make use of your organisations, elect chairmen for your
defence committees, prepare manfully for the moment when you have to face the
violent deeds of your arbitrary masters!®'

Within the National Assembly itself, the situation had become desperate.
The establishment of a liberal and democratic constitution for all German
states, once the chief objective, had been rejected: the Assembly was mori-
bund. One last stand was attempted on 9 May when von Gagern issued a
government statement, warning that the provisional central government
would oppose ‘any intervention by one or several states with the purpose of
suppressing possible moves towards the recognition of the Imperial Consti-
tution in other states’.*> When Archduke John condemned this proclamation
as an illegal incitement to civil war, von Gagern tendered his resignation in
terms which indicated clearly that, in his opinion, the Archduke acted as an
Austrian aristocrat, not as the upholder of the law and of democracy.*
Initiated by Austria, Prussia and some medium-sized states, a number of
measures followed which in fact amounted to ‘a coup d’état against the
constitution by which these states dissociated themselves from Frankfurt’.**
In response, sixty-five delegates, mostly from the Casino club and including
von Gagern, Dahlmann and Arndt, resigned their seats on 20 May. Others
followed a week later, leaving behind a ‘rump parliament’ of 103 left-of-
centre delegates. Fearful of Prussian military intervention and encouraged
by the popular mood in Wiirttemberg, where King William had been forced
to accept the Imperial Constitution on 21 April, the rump parliament
decided to move to Stuttgart.’> The Assembly’s arrival in Stuttgart caused
some apprehension; many of those under the patronage of the royal house-
hold now feared for their livelihoods, while sympathizers were afraid to
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manifest their support for the delegates. Whether through desperate self-
deception or in blatant defiance, the rump parliament elected a counter-
government to the one appointed by Archduke John and claimed supreme
command of all the armed forces in Germany. Wiirttemberg troops were to
be despatched to support the Baden revolutionary government in its stand
against Prussian intervention and a law was passed for the formation of a
citizens’ militia, calling on all able-bodied men between eighteen and fifty to
take up arms in defence of the constitution. The Wiirttemberg government,
though not wholly unsympathetic to the rump parliament, could not tolerate
such activities within its territory. As Prussia threatened military action,
Minister President Romer, a liberal and technically still a member of the
National Assembly, employed troops to disperse the rump parliament. On
18 June, a group of thirty parliamentarians were threatened by Wiirttemberg
troops on their way to a parliamentary session, and subsequently arrested,
expelled or otherwise silenced.

It would be easy to dramatize this inglorious demise of the Assembly and
to criticize the Wiirttemberg government for its use of force. Romer’s memo-
randum to the last president of the Assembly all too clearly expresses the
futility of its position. The Assembly barely counted a hundred delegates and
could no longer claim to represent the various German states or the whole
gamut of political opinions: ‘Believe me, Mr President, you have been de-
ceived. There are, indeed, strong sympathies for the Imperial Constitution
and for the National Assembly amongst the people, but the great majority
is not enthusiastic enough to be prepared to charge into battle, should such
an improbable situation arise.””* Romer’s message concluded with an appeal
to reason and common sense which, nevertheless, was ignored.

Revolutionary patterns in the summer of 1849

Although the 1849 campaign was inspired by the threat to the National
Assembly and the dispute over the recognition of the Imperial Constitution,
both powerful symbols of national unity in the face of counter-revolutionary
successes in Austria and Prussia, its centre was neither Frankfurt nor
Stuttgart. The majority of states in the Third Germany and the Prussian
province of the Rhine provided the setting for most revolutionary activities.
While events in these regions differed markedly, dependent on revolution-
ary potential, distance from Prussia and historical tradition, certain com-
mon patterns can be discerned.

In the past, too much emphasis has been devoted to ‘the working-class
element’ and to-criticism of the petit bourgeoisie during the revolutions’
final stages. Contemporary reports by utopian socialists such as Bruno
Bauer and Frederick Engels’” may explain this, with recent interpretations
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by some GDR historians contributing to the imbalance. Today it is generally
recognized that the potential for any large-scale deployment of industrial
workers simply did not exist and that a clear division between ‘workers’
and ‘artisans’ was yet to emerge. The provincial revolutionary centres were
characterized on the whole by a socio-economic mixture of craftsmen and
other workers, with a minority of participants from the farming community
frequently themselves involved in crafts or trade. In Saxony, just over half
the population was employed in industry and crafts, with such activity
often centred in the villages of the Erzgebirge and the Vogtland mountains,
far from major cities.’® Only the Prussian province of the Rhine had a work
force of similar density, while in Baden craftsmen were a mere 6.45 per cent
of the population. More important to an understanding of the dynamics of
the revolution was not the social constitution, but the political affiliation of
activists. Saxony, for example, was characterized by rivalry between the
republican Vaterlandsverein and the liberal Deutscher Verein. In general,
divisions between liberal constitutionalists and democratic republicans were
always evident, with the former concerned exclusively with defending the
Imperial Constitution whereas the latter pursued more far-reaching radical
objectives.

The political leadership and their agenda

This revolutionary phase had a leadership broadly similar to that of the
previous year, with the same individuals frequently involved, but, in line
with what was essentially a defence of the constitution, academics with a
legal training were even more prominent. Many of these leaders were mem-
bers of the National Assembly or of one of the liberal state parliaments. Of
the ten members of the Palatinate Committee for the Defence of the State,
all were academics and a majority were advocates.”” The provisional govern-
ment of Baden followed a similar pattern, headed by Lorenz Brentano, the
Mannheim lawyer who had gained fame through his skilful defence of
Hecker. No workers and only two craftsmen were included in this group,
with one observer remarking that ‘law courts had become centres for revolu-
tionary agitation’.* Persuasive legal arguments were an integral part of
the constitutional campaign: if the National Assembly was Germany’s highest
authority and the Imperial Constitution its noblest achievement, then those
rejecting it, the counter-revolutionary princes and their high-ranking officers,
were the true villains in violation of the law which the revolutionaries
resolutely upheld. Such arguments were used not only to encourage regular
troops and civil guards to change sides and join the revolution, but were
also employed to justify military aid for neighbouring states. The Offenburg
programme (14 May) stated:
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The German peoples are obliged to guarantee each other’s freedom, so as to
observe completely the principle of popular sovereignty. They will therefore
always support each other, wherever they are attacked. The people of Baden will
therefore support the popular movement in the Palatinate with all the means at
their disposal.*’

Radical clubs and associations gained strong support from among element-
ary school teachers, a constituency traditionally involved in the commun-
ity life of villages and small towns. Their General Association of Teachers
(Allgemeiner deutscher Lebrerverein), founded in 1848, had the aim of
furthering comprehensive elementary education throughout Germany.** They
were soon singled out as the chief enemies of the counter-revolution.*
Since these teachers tended to be recruited from among the lower social
ranks, they approached their task with enormous enthusiasm, eager to eman-
cipate their pupils and local communities. In the aftermath of the Dresden
revolution, schoolteachers comprised the second largest group, after advo-
cates, to face criminal prosecution.** In the Palatinate, elementary school
teachers were singled out as the most active party of subversion.*

In the past, German historians saw the defence of the Imperial Constitution
often as little more than a pretext for the promotion of anarchy or republican
agitation,*® a viewpoint which demands some qualification. Several regions
involved in the 1849 revolutions already had a history of unrest, especially
Baden and the Rhineland. These, together with certain other regions opposed
to a Prussian hereditary monarch, therefore did not support that aspect of
the constitution. Furthermore, provinces such as the Rhineland, the Palati-
nate, Franconia and Swabia had, within living memory, lost their independ-
ence and suffered annexation, a factor likely to overshadow the constitutional
issue. Lastly, as in most revolutions, control mechanisms tended to disinteg-
rate once the movement had gathered a certain momentum, with radicals
coming to the fore. This was certainly the case in Baden and Saxony, pos-
sibly also in the Palatinate, all traditional strongholds of republicanism. And
yet, an analysis of the speeches and programmes of the largest public meet-
ings reveals a considerable degree of co-ordination, with the defence of the
Constitution as the crux of the argument.

The first important meeting occurred in Dresden on 22 April, organized
by the radical Vaterlandsverein in support of the Dresden parliament’s
acceptance of the Imperial Constitution. With a disunited leadership and an
extremist majority demanding action rather than words, this first meeting
ended in disarray. By the beginning of May, it had been agreed that the
constitution was to be defended, if necessary by all available means.*” The
Central March Association organized meetings throughout Germany. Its next
large gathering was held in Munich on 27 April; it declared its opposition
to an hereditary emperor but urged its members to support the constitution
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unreservedly, with a subsequent petition gaining 12,000 signatures. On
2 May a gathering of 13,000 met in Kaiserslautern, centre of the Bavarian
Palatinate, to elect a Committee for the Defence of the Country, empowered
to oversee the introduction of the constitution.*® Meetings in Nuremberg
and Offenburg followed on 13 May, attracting crowds of 30,000 and 40,000
respectively.*” The resolution taken at Nuremberg stated unambiguously:
“We act entirely within the law, for the Imperial Constitution, passed by the
German parliament, is law in Germany; our government has followed the
path of rebellion, for it has rejected this same law.”* The last of the major
assemblies, at Reutlingen in Wiirttemberg on 27 May, was addressed by
the Baden delegates Fickler and Hoff, in the hope of gaining support for the
Baden revolution. As Wiirttemberg had accepted the constitution just a few
weeks earlier, the major issue here was military support for Baden. A Baden
Legion was promised, but following Fickler’s arrest by Wiirttemberg troops,
support for this cause fell away.

The most important and best-documented gathering took place at
Offenburg. Eye-witness accounts from Franz Raveaux, representing the
National Assembly, from the popular poet Victor Scheffel, and from Amand
Goegg, the chief organizer, as well as various newspaper reports, give a
vivid description of events.’! In view of the intransigent attitude exhibited
by the Baden government, the assembly assumed a militant stance. Raveaux
captured the general mood:

a huge gathering of people was assembled. The crowd surged to and fro: the
people from the Black Forest in traditional costume with their marten-skin caps,
red waistcoats and black frocks, amongst them gymnasts, soldiers, burghers,
women and girls. . . . However, no trace of the proletariat that you would find at
public gatherings in northern Germany. The city itself was festively decked with
German flags and green foliage. From the station to the meeting place I saw only
the German tricolour; but some of the young folk, mainly gymnasts and young
farmers, had attached red feathers and ribbons to their hats and one could
hear them shout ‘long live Hecker!” Yet nowhere among the thousands of flags
did I see a single red one. ... It became obvious to me that the majority of the
[Offenburg] executive committee were confirmed republicans who, for the present,
would unite with the rest of Germany to bring about the realisation of the Basic
Rights and of the Imperial Constitution.*

A number of conclusions can be drawn from Raveaux’s comments. The
Offenburg Assembly had more in common with a German Fest than with a
bloody revolution in the making. Despite a certain republican flavour there
was little evidence of the imminent outbreak of an armed struggle; the
public speakers, notwithstanding their republican inclinations, were con-
centrating their efforts in defence of the constitution. Their ‘Sixteen Points’
confirm such an analysis, they can be summarized under five headings:
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1. defence of the Imperial Constitution and support for other, like-minded
German states;

2. replacement of the existing government by a republican administration
with a single-chamber, democratically elected parliament;

3. the establishment of a citizens’ militia with free election of officers;

4. the release of all political prisoners, the right to jury trial and a free and
publicly accountable local administration;

5. a national bank for the support of trade and agriculture and a progressive
income tax.*

These priorities indicate the Assembly’s desire to preserve their earlier
March demands; the only radical aspect was the proposal of a republican
government which their leader, Lorenz Brentano, successfully suppressed in
order not to alienate other states.

The foreign involvement

An accusation frequently levied against the revolutionaries concerned the
involvement of foreign anarchists, where the term ‘foreign’ deserves a closer
definition. Reactionary forces used it in 1849 to describe both non-Germans
and Germans entering other German states, a definition clearly at variance
with the wording of the Imperial Constitution. The activities of the Russian
anarchist Michael Bakunin in Dresden are perhaps best known. Although
describing himself as a disciple of Hegel, he was neither a young Hegelian
nor a disciple of Marx. He ‘happened’ to find himself in Dresden in May*
and had himself elected to the Committee of Public Safety. Alongside the
extremist Saxon lawyer Adolf Tzschirner and the physician Carl Ludwig
d’Esther from Cologne and supported by the young composer Richard
Wagner and the court architect Gottfried Semper, Bakunin organized the
building of barricades. A professional revolutionary, who had already fought
in Poland, Prague and elsewhere, Bakunin was certainly not fighting for the
Imperial Constitution, but hoped to export the Dresden insurrection to
Poland and Bohemia, to form a Pan-Slavonic confederation with the ulti-
mate aim of overthrowing imperial Austria and tsarist Russia. Bakunin,
however, was arrested during the final phase of the Dresden revolution
and spent eight years in various prisons in Dresden, Prague, Olmiitz and
St Petersburg, from where he was exiled to Siberia. Polish officers made up
a significant element in the Dresden revolution. Once defeated, they moved
on to Baden and the Palatinate to continue the fight against reactionary
forces who sympathized with those elements who had once belonged to the
Holy Alliance and who were responsible for the suppression of the national
cause in Poland. Other Dresden revolutionaries, including Tzschirner and
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d’Esther, also managed to escape to Baden, or to the Palatinate where these
‘outsiders’ played a decisive role, particularly in their appeal to the more
extreme elements. The strongest foreign presence was felt in Baden, its
common borders to Switzerland and France and its revolutionary tradition
facilitating influx from elsewhere. Most important among them was the
Polish General Louis Mieroslawski, a veteran of the Polish liberation struggle
of 1831 and of the Sicilian uprising of 1848. He was appointed supreme
commander of the Baden troops and suffered the somewhat dubious sup-
port of the elderly Polish General Sznyde who commanded the army of the
Palatinate. The former Prussian officer August Willich, expelled from France
to Switzerland because of his anarchist tendencies, set up his own free corps
in Baden. Johann Philipp Becker, a ‘veteran’ of the Hecker campaigns,
returned from Switzerland to lead the militia and command the legion of
foreigners. Among the disaffected Prussian officers in the Baden camp were
Fritz Anneke and his redoubtable wife Mathilde. Several revolutionaries
from France, Switzerland, Poland and Hungary joined the campaign, with
Hungarians and Poles forming their own units. Exiled Germans in Geneva
and Paris founded revolutionary committees and published the ‘Manifesto
of German Democrats Abroad’.”” Some money and arms were dispatched
from Paris and the Alsace, but official negotiations with France were never
undertaken.

Such outside intervention on behalf of the revolutions in Saxony, the
Palatinate and Baden will have indicated how ‘foreign’ influence was gener-
ally limited to military action and only occasionally led to genuine political
involvement. Their common agenda was the defence of democracy and the
establishment of a republican regime, and to this end their policies were
extremist. In general, however, they failed to change the course of the
revolutions in any profound manner and wherever their influence was felt
to be significant, this was more to do with military prowess than with
political skill.

The role of the military

There can be no doubt about the key role played by civil guards and regular
troops, in deciding the fate of the revolutions in the spring and summer of
1849.° Just as the defence of the Imperial Constitution had become the
focal point around which liberals and democrats could once more unite, so
the various military units operated as a state within a state, to re-impose
the old semi-feudal order and implement the counter-revolution. An import-
ant outcome of this clash of ideologies was seen in the rapid strengthening
of the Prussian military tradition of unquestioning disciplinary loyalties,
the concept of duty and faithfulness to king and state as ultimate values,
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and the supremacy of military discipline over democratic emancipation,
Anxiety over the situation in March 1848 had already prompted Albrecht
von Roon, future minister of war, to define the Prussian army as the sole
embodiment of the Prussian state, as his only ‘fatherland, for there alone have
the unclean and violent elements who put everything into turmoil failed to
penetrate’.’’ Similar pronouncements were made by Radetzky in Austria.

If seen within this context, all Prussian military operations gain in signific-
ance: Prussia assumed an hegemony, based on the ‘virtues’ of discipline and
unquestioning obedience as against the liberalism of southern Germany
and the Rhineland. Prussia, in the person of Crown Prince William, achieved
within Germany what Windischgritz’ armies achieved in Prague and Vienna
and what Russian troops managed in Hungary. The similar strategies
employed by these three forces were symbolic of a return to the Holy
Alliance and its anti-democratic despotism. The supreme role assumed by
Prince William, the ‘shrapnel-prince’, cannot be underestimated. His ap-
pointment as supreme commander of all troops dispatched to the Palati-
nate, Hesse and Baden was interpreted as Prussian resolve not to enter into
any form of negotiation with the revolutionaries.’® The temporary defeat of
the military in March 1848, symbolized by the crown prince’s ignominious
flight and exile, was now to be avenged. Prince William’s return, to lead an
invading army, served notice that the counter-revolution was bringing its
might to bear on the Third Germany, in a cynical fulfilment of his brother’s
earlier promise that Germany could rely on the Prussian shield and sword
against the enemy within and without. The king himself put the message
powerfully, ‘only soldiers can help fight democrats’.”” Such attitudes justify
the earlier warning of Gustav Julius, editor of the Berliner Zeitungshalle,
that the military institution in its entirety should be abolished: ‘any recon-
ciliation with the class of profession of soldiers, as hitherto and still exists,
is inconceivable. . .. It has to be eradicated, until there is no distinction
between citizens and soldiers, until the soldier is no longer a tool of tyranny
against the will of the citizen .. .".*

In May 1849 the Central March Association appealed to ‘German soldiers’
to disregard the commands of their princes: ‘Soldiers...You are being
misused to fight against law and order, fatherland and family, freedom and
equality; you are being turned into police lackeys who trample over human
dignity. . .. Such black treason will sully your fame-endowed weapons in
the service of Russian despotism.”®" The provisional government of Saxony
employed similar appeals, inviting soldiers to make common cause with the
people in defence of the constitution: ‘Follow the example of other brave
soldiers, remember that you have sworn an oath as citizens and that you
must protect the rights and liberties of the people.”®* Unfortunately, these
appeals fell on deaf ears. On 3 May the regular Saxon army opened fire on
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a crowd who were storming the armoury. The civil guard chose to remain
‘neutral’, in fact remaining loyal to the monarch. Fear of Prussian interven-
tion may have played a significant part in the strategy of the Saxon military
and could explain why regular Saxon troops intervened in the Dresden
uprising, even before the arrival of Prussian forces. By this means Saxony
hoped to keep the initiative. With the exception of Baden and possibly the
Palatinate, this same pattern of events could be observed wherever a conflict
arose between the princes and their people. In Breslau and in the Prussian
Rhine province, particularly in the towns of Iserlohn, Hagen, Solingen,
Elberfeld, Diisseldorf, Grifrath, Siegburg and Priim, there was public unrest
over the mobilization of the militia.*® Insurrections tended to be led by
democratic clubs and workers’ associations, while Communists either refused
to support them or at best gave minimal assistance. A march from Elberfeld
to Diisseldorf, organized by the German Militiamen’s Association, gained
the support of men from the lower Rhine region. At such events, the black-
red-gold colours would be prominently to the fore, with the occasional red
flag, and an open display of support for the Frankfurt constitution. Regular
Prussian troop contingents, billeted in various fortresses with a strength of
barely one hundred men, generally remained in their garrisons, fearful of
an open confrontation with significantly larger, but lightly armed, militia
units. Where local garrisons were in action, as in Elberfeld, their response
was often half-hearted with some fear on the part of officers that their men
would refuse to obey orders.®* Larger Prussian troop contingents, who were
experienced in defeating similar insurrections elsewhere, consisted of units
who had no contact with the local community and displayed little appre-
hension at facing opposition. In general, attacks by regular troops were
fierce and brutal, mobile artillery being employed to destroy the barricades.
Iserlohn, a minor provincial town, suffered more than one hundred casual-
ties, mostly factory workers and craftsmen, during such a confrontation.
Events in Wiirttemberg clearly indicated the dilemma facing liberal regimes
as the counter-revolution gained the upper hand. Prussian intervention would
put in jeopardy the future of the Romer cabinet which had successfully forced
King William to accept the constitution. The local militia was wholeheartedly
behind the constitution and demanded the resignation of its royalist com-
mander.®> While assuring the king of his personal safety, militiamen warned
that they would accept orders only from a minister of the elected govern-
ment, not from the king or his officers. When Wiirttemberg was ‘offered’
Prussian military assistance to suppress the revolution, Romer was forced
to take prior action in order to maintain his country’s independence. Even
at this juncture Romer did not have the support of the various civil guards,
who remained loyal to the National Assembly until faced by the threat of a
confrontation with regular troops in Heilbronn and Lowenstein.®

171



The 1848 Revolutions in German-Speaking Europe

In Bavaria, too, the outcome of the revolution depended on the loyalty of
the militia and, particularly, on the role of regular army units. Franconian
workers and craftsmen supported the constitution, though their ultimate
aim was far-reaching social and economic reform. Troops in Nuremberg
sympathized with the revolutionaries, but the potential for an armed in-
surrection was undermined by the indecision of a Frankfurt delegate. A
more explosive situation developed in the ‘Bavarian’ Palatinate, where
the Kaiserslautern Assembly convened a committee for the defence of the
province. Various civil guard units declared their total support and more
than 3,000 regular soldiers changed sides in defence of the newly founded
regime. Public support began to weaken when the Kaiserslautern commit-
tee openly expressed republican sympathies, coming increasingly under the
influence of radicals from outside the Palatinate, such as Carl Ludwig
d’Esther, the Cologne physician and delegate to the Prussian parliament,
and the Mainz democrat Ludwig Bamberger. In the last resort, only some
13,000 men were prepared to offer armed resistance to a Prussian expedi-
tionary force.®’

The revolutionary forces obviously suffered a major disadvantage when
faced with the superior military equipment of the regular troops, especially
that of the Prussian army. Many revolutionaries in the Palatinate and in
Baden were armed only with antiquated rifles or improvized weapons, such
as scythes. Arms procurement from Belgium, France and Britain largely
failed, such was the success of Prussian troops or diplomats in preventing
these weapons from reaching their destinations.

The revolutionaries' last stand in Baden

The revolution in Baden went further than in any other German state and
can be used to illustrate certain features already discussed in this chapter.
Baden had twice been the scene of revolutionary unrest; the effects of
Hecker’s insurrection in March 1848 and Struve’s short-lived rebellion of
September were still evident. The aims of the various revolutionary clubs
and associations went far beyond a recognition of the Frankfurt constitu-
tion, they desired the process of democratization to become an everyday
reality in their own state. The Offenburg Assembly was Baden’s response to
the revolutions in Dresden, in Prussia’s Rhine province and in the neigh-
bouring Palatinate. The liberal government in Karlsruhe was preparing to
introduce an electoral law which seemed in conflict with the Basic Rights
and was, furthermore, opposed to the general call to arms in defence of the
constitution, as demanded by Mannheim democrats on 1 May.*® The single
most critical factor for the success of the Baden Revolution was the volatile
state of the military, not only in the imperial fortress at Rastatt, but also in
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the garrisons of Bruchsal, Freiburg, Lorrach and even Karlsruhe itself.
Discontent within the army had a number of causes. The officer corps and
particularly the non-commissioned officers, whose conduct was described
as ‘collective brutality’,*” had lost the confidence of the rank and file. The
Baden army, still enforcing corporal punishment, had not benefited from
the military reforms applied in Prussia half a century earlier. Furthermore,
with the army’s strength increased to 2 per cent of the population, military
conscription was rigorously imposed. The common practice of Einsteber,
whereby young men with no social prospects were paid to ‘stand in’ for
more prosperous and educated young men, was no longer condoned. The
resulting change in the army’s social structure therefore caused rifts between
new conscripts, generally well educated and aware of the political situation
at home and in the rest of Germany, and the old Einsteber, with the low
rank of sergeant or corporal, feeling their status and career prospects threat-
ened. Severe overcrowding in the garrisons led to extended leave periods
for soldiers, which afforded them the opportunity to attend liberal and
democratic clubs in their home towns. Military pay was ludicrously low,
equivalent to one-third of the rate of a day labourer. Political leaflets and
other propaganda, advocating improved remuneration, free elections of
officers and the abolition of the hated puttees, circulated amongst soldiers.
These soldiers’ radical desire for freedom found expression in parodies such
as this:

[freedom] ascended into the hearts of suppressed Germans, from whence it will
return to claim its rights from tyrants and their fellow-citizens. I believe in the
community of all freedom loving Germans, in the abolition of all oppressive dues,
the resurrection of human rights and one common freedom and equality, Amen.”

Reports of fraternization between soldiers and the townspeople of Rastatt
on 9 May indicated that military discipline was crumbling. Outright mutiny
occurred when a soldier was imprisoned because of his radical political
affinities and on 11 May political prisoners held in two of the local garrisons
were released by rioting troops. In Freiburg the radical democrat Fickler
and young Wilhelm Liebknecht were set free, the distinguished lawyer Carl
von Rotteck persuading the garrison to take an oath not to fight against
civilians. The following day the Baden minister of war travelled to Rastatt
in an effort to restore order. Soldiers demanded an amalgamation with the
civil guard, a new constitution for Baden, the release of political prisoners
and participation at the Offenburg Assembly.”" Unable to fulfil his mission,
the minister fled the country. In several other garrisons officers were attacked
by ordinary soldiers and forced to resign their commands. Even the Grand
Duke’s own Life Guards were in open revolt and used violence against their
commanding officers.
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The role of the Offenburg Assembly, as previously noted, cannot be under-
estimated. Together with the military revolt, it contributed to the downfall
of the Grand Duke’s government and his flight into political exile to the
Prussian Rhineland. With the release of the prisoners Struve, Blind and
Eichfeld, a Committee of Public Safety (Landesausschuf§) was formed and a
new provisional government established under Lorenz Brentano. A procla-
mation ‘To the German people’ swore death to the old confederation of
tyrants and hailed a greater, free, united Germany.”> This proclamation
bore the signatures of the Baden Committee of Public Safety as well as
those of the provisional government and of the three National Assembly
delegates, Raveaux, Triitschler and Erbe. Nevertheless, the new provisional
government under Brentano pursued a responsible, moderate policy, intent
on averting military confrontation with other German states and prepared
to carry out social and economic measures which would ensure the support
of liberals and democrats alike. Amand Goegg in particular, chief organizer
of the Offenburg Assembly and now in charge of state finance, was prudent
in his economic policies.”” The new government’s attempt to buy arms in
Switzerland, France and Belgium failed, notwithstanding essential financial
guarantees, a sign that the ‘international’ money markets had little con-
fidence in the revolutionary government.”* Tensions between republicans
and moderate pragmatists within the Safety Committee soon affected the
operation of the provisional government. On the republican wing, Struve,
in particular, advocated revolutionary armed intervention in neighbouring
states. A defensive military union with the Palatinate was formed, but had
little more than a symbolic effect. Attempts to gain military and political
support from France, Wurttemberg and Hesse failed. With the formation of
a one-chamber parliament, by equal, direct and secret ballot for all men
over the age of twenty-one, a majority of democrats were elected, including
Fickler and Hecker, with the latter still on his way back from American
exile.” The new parliament, consisting mainly of lawyers, artisans and
teachers,”® supported Brentano’s policies, in particular his adherence to the
Imperial Constitution. It was, however, short lived; within three weeks of
the election, it was forced to leave Karlsruhe, holding its fourteenth and
final session in Freiburg. Despite this brief life span, it was to remain the
most democratic parliament on German soil until well into the twentieth
century. Republican radicals, mostly professional revolutionaries from out-
side Baden, opposed Brentano’s policies and rallied around Struve. They
hoped to use Baden as the base for a Europe-wide revolution, already an
anachronism by the summer of 1849, when preservation of the status quo
was the best that could be hoped for. These radicals formed a free corps,
with the intention of implementing a coup d’état, but Brentano avoided
conflict by mobilizing the civil guard against them.
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In the meantime, Prussian troops had massed at the borders of the Palati-
nate and Baden, threatening the survival of their revolutionary governments
and endangering the balance of power between Prussia and Austria. The
provisional government in Frankfurt, together with the governments of
Wiirttemberg, Bavaria and Austria, sought a political solution to the revolu-
tion and attempted to neutralize Prussia, or, at the very least, to integrate
Prussian troops into an army under the authority of the provisional govern-
ment.”” Prussia circumvented these efforts, using Grand Duke Leopold’s
plea for military intervention as a pretext to send her troops into Baden,
effectively reducing this state to a satellite under Prussian domination.
Prussian foreign secretary von Arnim played the hard-liner, ordering imme-
diate military intervention and advocating the harshest punishment for all
revolutionaries. At the onset of the Prussian invasion, Prince William com-
manded nearly 100,000 men, whereas the revolutionary armies mustered
just 45,000, many of whom were ill equipped and poorly trained.

By the middle of June the Baden revolution had reached its end phase.
The Palatinate had already fallen, the republican movement in France had
suffered its final defeat and the rump parliament in Stuttgart had just been
dissolved. The revolutionary army was demoralized, short of weapons,
ammunition and general provisions. On 21 June the battle at Waghiusel, a
small village near Speyer, inflicted a decisive defeat on the revolutionaries,
though General Mieroslawski managed an organized retreat to the Murg
valley, only to suffer another defeat. Some 6,000 men withdrew to the
fortress of Rastatt, which managed to hold out against superior Prussian
forces until 23 July, when hunger and the utter hopelessness of the situation
forced their surrender to Prussian troops who manifested inhuman brutality.
The revolutionaries were imprisoned in the casemates of Rastatt, many dying
from typhoid, others executed on the orders of Prussian military tribunals,
among them soldiers from twenty-nine German states and many European
countries. Special courts, staffed by Prussian judges, carried out sentences
in accordance with Baden law. Protests against the death sentences and the
general disregard of the basic rights remained unheeded:

The public protests against the incessant continuation of blood trials in Baden are
not only the expression of a natural feeling for justice. . .. This is not solely a
matter for Baden. Should the Empire disintegrate, should our fatherland become
more fragmented than ever, it, nevertheless, remains a German concern that the
concepts of right and wrong do not also perish, that the system of justice, and
with it German culture and national honour, do not become downtrodden.”

A closer study of this protest note would indicate the deep, post-romantic
concern with German law, which was central to German culture and was
considered to be the nucleus of German regeneration. These concerns turned
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into reality: the concepts of democracy, of self-determination and of liberal-
ism were subverted. The counter-revolution ignored the achievements of
the German Enlightenment in the same way as it ignored political develop-
ments in Western Europe and North America. The oppressive political cli-
mate affected all aspects of public life. Prussian tribunals remained in session
until late October, dealing with nearly 250 cases. Denunciations were the
order of the day and many freely elected city mayors were removed. Nearly
one thousand people faced imprisonment; mere sympathizers and minor
offenders faced responsibility for the cost of the revolutions, forced to pay
punitive fines in reparation. All clubs and associations were declared illegal,
with only a gradual return to pre-revolutionary activity. In face of such
repression, thousands of citizens chose emigration, either to Switzerland
or to the United States. A Prussian army of occupation of nearly 18,000
troops controlled every aspect of public life and Baden remained under
military rule until 1852. Her regiments were transferred to Pomerania and
Brandenburg, where Prussian military discipline was instilled into them.
Despite draconian press censorship, the whole country was seized by virulent
anti-Prussian sentiment. The Baden Lullaby, an adaptation of a song from
the Thirty Years War, made the rounds:

Sleep, child, a gentle sleep,

A Prussian your guard will keep.

He, who has murdered your father

And impoverished your mother.
Whoever won’t sleep in quiet rest

Will feel his eyes in their sockets pressed,
Sleep, child, a gentle sleep.”

The next chapter will examine the political and social consequences of the
defeat of the German revolutions. It will explore how the change of political
culture, towards a Realpolitik based on the principle that might is right,
channelled all nobler sentiments into unrestrained nationalism, at the expense
of those humanist values which remain the touchstones of a civil society.
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Chapter 8

Forces of reaction, the counter-
revolution and the decline of
political life

Introduction

Most accounts of the 1848/9 revolutions conclude with either the collapse
of the National Parliament in Stuttgart or with the surrender of the fortress
in Rastatt. The decade between 1849 and 1859 has usually been neglected
within this context and until recently has been the least well researched
decade in nineteenth-century German history.! However, the impact of the
revolutions’ ‘defeat’ cannot be fully appreciated without an assessment of
the major developments of this post-revolutionary decade, involving the
reconstitution of the German Confederation and its imposition of repres-
sive measures in public life.

The common denominator of this decade was one of reaction, a concept
which has been employed to epitomize that whole period.” It denotes an
attempt to return to the status quo ante and acquired symbolic popularity
in 1849 through the image of the crab and the pigtail, defined in political
and economic terms as a return to the feudal order of pre-revolutionary
days.’ An analysis of political life in the 1850s will illustrate how the situ-
ation had not gone completely into reverse but had, nevertheless, rolled
back significantly. While democratic and emancipatory concerns had once
again been relegated to the lowest level, Germany, however, avoided a
return to the repressive position of the Pre-March period. Although the
forces of reaction were once more in control, the industrial revolution,
powered by the continuing advance of the railways, was under way. Fur-
thermore, the nationality issue and renewed competition between Austria
and Prussia for national leadership ensured that there could be no return to
a pre-industrial, anti-modern position. This chapter will concentrate on
developments in Austria and Prussia, but will also touch on political posi-
tions within the ‘Third Germany’, as an illustration of how the balance of
power between the two major German players was affected by changing
alliances elsewhere.
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Reactionary policies in Austria and Prussia, a comparison

Austria’s position in 1849 differed from that of Prussia in at least three
respects.

1. Despite defeating the revolution in her capital by armed force, peace had
not yet been secured. The new Austrian government had to turn its
attention to Hungary, relying on Russian military help to reverse the
losses which she had suffered. With Russia’s reputation as Europe’s most
reactionary state, such an alliance could not fail to leave its mark on the
Austrian government.

2. Austria’s ‘German policy’ was fraught with problems. Opposed to the
creation of a German nation state, it could neither support the ‘larger
Germany’ solution recommended by von Schmerling, whose position as
Minister President in Frankfurt it had undermined,* nor could it approve
of the ‘smaller Germany’ solution, necessitating the surrender of its posi-
tion as premier German power to Prussia.

3.In view of the crucial role played by the Austrian generals and their
armies in quashing the revolutions, the Austrian military was able to
assume an even more influential position than was the case in Prussia.

While paying lip service to the constitution devised in Kremsier in the
immediate aftermath of the revolution, the newly crowned emperor pre-
pared for a neo-absolutist rule. Baron Karl Friedrich von Kiibeck, a former
associate of Metternich, became president of the newly established Reichsrat,
an imperial council designed to strengthen the emperor’s position in relation
to parliament and the Council of Ministers. Throughout 1851 the Reichsrat
gained in importance, leaving more liberal ministers such as von Schmerling
little option but to resign. Ministerial responsibility was virtually at an end
and their political influence was transferred to a circle of reactionary advisors
who had the ear of the emperor. The Sylvester Patent of 1851, inspired by
Napoleon’s coup d’état in Paris,’ led to the revocation of the liberal consti-
tution of March 1849, to the abolition of most of the Basic Rights and to
an inevitable severing of the last bonds with German national democratic
aspirations. Only the emancipation of serfs and the guarantee of equal
rights for all citizens remained in force, both more in line with the enlight-
ened reforms of Joseph II than with the aims of the German revolutions.
The new political system operated on strictly bureaucratic lines, based on ‘a
standing army of soldiers, a sitting army of officials, a kneeling army of
priests and a creeping army of denunciators’ and laid the foundation of the
‘K and K’ monarchical regime.” One critic of the new regime described it as
‘a second edition of the Metternichian system, on cheaper paper and with
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worse type’.® The climate for political turncoats had arrived. Kiibeck al?an—
doned his liberal democratic outlook to revert to his original conservatism,
while Alexander Bach, the reformer of spring 1848 and justice minister in
the Wessenberg government, now became Kiibeck’s closest confidant and
took over the new government on his death in 1855. The ‘Bach system’ was
based on the ‘omnipotence of the bureaucracy and the police, the i.nﬂuence
of generals and aristocrats on the Emperor, government by the cabinet and,
above all, on the church, the Jesuits and clericalism’.” -
This new reactionary absolutism was modernist to the extent that it
deployed the latest advances in science and technology and pursued a
modernist economics policy. A treaty with the German Customs Union
was agreed in 1853, further enhanced by a currency agreement; a fr.ee—
market policy was applied to trade and industry from 1859. Following
Schwarzenberg’s death in 1852, Francis Joseph effectively tggk over the
running of the army and, the next year, the regulation of military affairs
was transferred from civilian control to the authority of the army. The
church continued as a pillar of imperial power. Bishops were more clqsely
bound by imperial edict than by papal influence, with virtually no .derCt
access to Rome and requiring the emperor’s seal of approval prior to
their investiture.' When ecclesiastical pressure sought to remedy this
absolutist situation,'' a compromise was reached in 1855, when Frances
Joseph signed a concordat with Rome, securing an importapt measure of
independence for the Austrian clergy and afﬁrmmg its links with the
Habsburg throne. Through its own network of officials and. bureaucratic
institutions, the administration, preserving a degree of mdependen.ce
even from imperial influence, managed to erect a system that was Vir-
tually unaccountable to politicians. Representing not only a state within
a state, it actually took over the body politic, with expenditure on the
administration increasing eight-fold."> The command structure was both
centralized and ‘Germanized’. German became the official language through-
out the Austrian Empire, its influence surviving well beyond 1918 and
accounting for the widespread knowledge of German throughout the
Balkan countries today. The Gendarmerie became a ‘chief instrument of
the new regime’,” its significance to be discussed later. A measure of Fhe
administration’s success was the ending of martial law, prev10us!y im-
posed over Vienna and Prague,'* as the new methods of police surveillance
and a major increase in police strength rendered the old emergency laws
superfluous. .

In contrast to Austria, Prussia emerged from the revolutionary upheavals
in a less stable, but essentially more modern shape. Although Frederick
William’s rejection of the imperial crown had effectively ended the rfsvolu—
tion in Prussia, it failed to extinguish all opposition to the new reactionary
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policies, especially in Prussia’s western territories. The rejection of the crown
must be seen in the context of the king’s own plans for a united Germany.
He still sought to adhere to his self-imposed role as national leader, hoping
to assume the position of regent by seeking the consent of all the crowned
heads of Germany and thus bypassing the ‘populist democratic’ National
Assembly.” To this end, a special role was assigned to Joseph Maria
von Radowitz who had gained the king’s confidence during the Berlin
revolution of March 1848. Radowitz had recognized, at an early stage of
the revolutions, that liberal constitutionalists were in opposition to the
social policies of democrats, leaving these political forces divided. Elected
to the National Assembly, he had joined the Café Milani faction, the most
extreme right-wing group at Frankfurt. After the spring of 1849 many
prominent liberals joined him, in an effort to salvage what remained of the
nationality issue. A Prussian memorandum of 9 May mapped out a revised
plan,'® with the objective of forming a German Federation based on the
existing dynastic order, but envisaging a ‘smaller Germany’ with special
links to Austria. When Schwarzenberg rejected this proposal, a new conflict
between Austria and Prussia seemed probable. In an attempt to avoid
war, Radowitz organized the Berlin Conference, where the governments of
Prussia, Hanover, Saxony, Wiirttemberg and Bavaria met to consider the
establishment of a German Federation. The southern German states, tradi-
tionally closer to Austria than to Prussia, soon withdrew from this venture,
leaving the three remaining kingdoms to form the Dreikonigsbiindnis (26
May 1849).

Although its new constitution contained several liberal elements, adopted
from the Frankfurt Imperial Constitution, the major democratic input was
omitted. The principle of ‘agreement’ between the various princes and their
parliaments was intended to loosen basic constitutional constraints and an
absolute veto guaranteed the new chief authority, effectively the Prussian
king, virtual independence from parliament."” The king’s absolutist position
was further strengthened by the nature of the new parliament, which was
no longer elected by universal suffrage, but by an indirect, class-based
system. At this stage, Saxony and Hanover already expressed some reserva-
tions, obviously fearful of Austria’s likely reaction. The majority of former
liberal delegates to the National Assembly met at Gotha and signed a de-
claration in support of the Prussian plan. Despite this gesture of liberal
backing for the new national federation, all the major states of the Third
Germany withheld their support and by the end of the year only twenty-six
minor states endorsed the union. The newly constituted Reichstag, which
met in Erfurt in March 1850, consisted predominantly of liberal delegates,
while — for different reasons — factions of both the right and the left in
Germany failed to support this experiment.
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Austrian—Prussian rivalry

Austria’s political and military position had by now recovered and Schwar-
zenberg managed to form a powerful alliance against the Prussian plans for
a ‘lesser Germany’. Reactionary Russia and the formerly liberal southern
German states found themselves alongside Austria in opposition to the
German Union. When old constitutional conflicts erupted again in Holstein
as well as in Hesse, the traditional rivalry between Prussia and Austria
could no longer be contained. On both occasions, Austria supported the
established, reactionary forces, manoeuvring Prussia into siding with the new
nationalists. In both instances Prussia was defeated, in the case of Holstein,
having to concede ultimate control over Schleswig and Holstein to Denmark.
Prussia’s case was thwarted, especially after the re-establishment of the
German Confederation, which a majority of German states had re-joined, and
by the settlement agreed at the London Conference of 1852. The Holstein
conflict had strengthened Radowitz’ position, leading to his appointment as
Prussian Foreign Secretary,'® but the problems in Hesse brought about his
downfall. In February 1850, Grand Duke Frederick William sacked his
liberal-reformist cabinet, in an effort to gain absolute government control.
The Hesse parliament refused to sanction either this move, or the new
government’s change of political direction, away from Prussia and towards
Austria and the revival of the German Confederation. In the wake of its
refusal to sanction the new government’s budget, the Grand Duke dissolved
parliament (12 June 1850), invoking a constitutional crisis. Hesse’s civil
servants, army officers and judges refused to renounce their oath to the
constitution, tenaciously upholding the old liberal order. In September a
state of emergency was declared. At the height of the conflict the Grand
Duke and his prime minister fled, requesting military assistance from Austria
and the German Confederation. The Confederation’s decision to intervene
in Hesse also threatened Prussia’s established rights of passage through the
Grand Duchy, the essential link between the two parts of her territory.
By November, Prussian army units confronted the Confederation troops,
primarily Bavarian, Wiirttemberg and Austrian contingents. Radowitz was
prepared to risk a war, but a majority of the Prussian government advised
a more conciliatory policy. With the signing of the Olmutz Proclamation
(November 1850), Prussia effectively conceded defeat, abandoning the Erfurt
Union together with its national aspirations,'”” while Austria’s superiority
was re-established in Germany. Her position as leader of the Confederation
was confirmed in August 1851, allowing for a return to the reactionary
legislation passed in 1819 and 1834. Following the defeat of the liberal
cause in the spring and summer of 1849, Austria’s re-entry into German
politics meant that the national cause was also lost.
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Radowitz was forced to resign his position; his downfall caused not primar-
ily by the political defeat imposed on Prussia, but by the Prussian camarilla,
where the Gerlach brothers opposed him from a narrowly Protestant and
‘Borussian’ base. Ludwig von Gerlach, in particular, a prominent member
of the Treubund mit Gott fiir Konig und Vaterland, condemned Prussia’s
new German policies and worked towards a revival of traditional Prussian
monarchical principles. Backed by the Treubund, which recruited mostly
from among the lower middle classes and the civil service, he pursued a
neo-absolutist policy and tried to retain the old corporate order.° His brother
Leopold opposed Radowitz on the grounds that his ‘sharp logical reasoning’
would influence the king into adopting a policy of modernizing Prussia by
furthering the German national cause.?'

These divisions inside Prussian court circles must be seen as part of the
counter-revolutionary re-alignment. As Radowitz’ fall signified victory for the
reactionary camarilla, the Olmutz Proclamation was not universally denoun-
ced. The agreement was viewed as a humiliating defeat for Prussia, both by
the ‘Gotha liberals’ and national-conservative politicians, who had supported
a federative principle, based on a constitution along the lines of the British
system.”> However, this was not the view of Prussia’s neo-absolutist faction,
associated with the Treubund, who had a majority of its support within the
army and among the Junkers east of the Elbe. Totally opposed to any form
of “‘Vereinbarung’ (agreement), which to them was a move towards popular
sovereignty and ultimately democracy, they resisted any means of allowing
parliamentary influence over the setting of the budget, fearful that such a
step would damage a future German emperor’s suspensive veto.”’ To counter
such ‘democratic’ tendencies they advocated discipline, total loyalty to the
crown and a further extension of military control over public life.** In similar
vein they opposed the liberal national colours, which were no longer displayed
at the Frankfurt Confederation after 1852, and they vetoed the establishment
of a German navy, recalling the Prussian contingents to the home fleet.”’
Otto von Manteuffel, succeeding Brandenburg as prime minister after his
sudden death in 1850, saw the Olmiitz Proclamation as an opportunity to
promote his own reactionary policies and Otto von Bismarck, conservative
member of the Erfurt parliament and opposed to Radowitz, declared that
there was nothing shameful in the agreement. Bismarck’s own memoirs
vividly relate the tensions at the Berlin court. He condemned Radowitz as a
‘catholicizing opponent of Prussia’,*® dismissed Gagern as an arrogant dema-
gogue and, in his speech to the Landtag, days after the Olmiitz Proclama-
tion, criticized liberals and supporters of a German nation state:

In my opinion Prussia’s honour is not upheld by assuming the role of Don Quixote
throughout Germany, on behalf of resentful municipal office holders, fearing for
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their local constitutions. I would rather seek to uphold the honour of Prussia by
keeping her distance, in particular, from all shameful associations with democracy,
by denying that in this as well as in all other issues anything may happen in
Germany without Prussia’s consent, so that whatever Prussia and Austria, jointly
and independently, consider to be reasonable and politically right, will be carried
out together by these two protecting powers of Germany.?’

The historian Leopold von Ranke, an early admirer of Bismarck, con-
sidered Olmiitz a ‘defeat’ for Prussia,”® but one which could be exploited to
accelerate Prussian regeneration. While accepting the need for constitutional
government as a means of overcoming internal divisions, he supported a
strengthening and reorganization of the army and, in the short term, an
accommodation with Austria within the German Confederation, despite his
own conviction that such a federative order was outdated.

The position of the ‘Third Germany'

The two supreme powers were not alone in undoing the political achieve-
ments of the Frankfurt National Assembly. Virtually all the ‘March Minis-
tries’ in the ‘third’ Germany were replaced by reactionary politicians, usually
opposed to any constitutional reforms. In Wiirttemberg, where the Romer
government had forced the king to accept the Imperial Constitution and
a one-chamber parliament promoted liberal and democratic issues, this
episode ended with Romer’s dismissal and the dissolution of parliament (28
October 1849).” When new elections in December returned the radical-
democratic party with a decisive majority, the king proceeded to dissolve
parliament three times, finally abolishing the constitution in favour of a
pre-revolutionary system, based on corporate principles. By 1851 the demo-
crats faced defeat; the new constitution and the royal coup d’état were
approved by a new parliament. The new government under Freiherr von
Linden revived the pre-revolutionary political order, prohibiting almost all
clubs and associations, severely restricting press freedom, purging the civil
service of liberal elements and exercising strict control over the universities.*

In Baden and Saxony military rule was sanctioned in order to revoke the
liberal legislation, defy the parliamentary majorities and crush popular dis-
sent. Only Bavaria managed to pursue her liberal course for some time,
under the government of Ludwig Freiherr von der Pfordten. He forged a
coalition of the patriarchal nobility with the popular catholic clergy and
local notables, but on the basis of Pre-March principles of constitutionalism.
Pfordten’s chief policy was to retain Bavaria’s independence, avoiding too
close an association with Austria while supporting her anti-Prussian policy,
in particular her opposition to the Erfurt Union. With the support of the
centrist parties, he steered a middle course between the ultra-conservative
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aristocracy and the party of democratic liberalism. New press and assembly
restrictions indicated a reactionary trend, but adhered to the country’s
constitution. From 1852 the powers of the police increased markedly and
in 1859 a constitutional crisis, brought about by Pfordten’s break with the
democratic liberals, led to the abolition of parliament and new electoral
laws.?! Bavaria had become the last state to succumb to the reactionary
order, just at a time when new policies in Prussia heralded the end of this
reactionary decade.

With the exception of Austria and Mecklenburg, every German state had
retained at least some semblance of constitutional government, retaining a
fragile consensus between liberal and conservative forces. It is difficult to
know whether this consensus was a sign of weakness on the part of the
liberals®? or whether it reveals a traditional liberal tendency of ultimately
rejecting radical and revolutionary forces.”

The nature of internal Prussian strife will have indicated that the long-
standing rivalry between Austria and Prussia was in fact largely the result of
factional conflict between reactionary and modernist forces and could soon
be overcome in the pursuit of mutual interests. Both countries were paralysed
by anxiety over new revolutions and international threats, leading Alexis de
Tocqueville to comment that the revolutionary disease in Germany ‘may be
temporarily arrested but . . . cannot be cured’.** The efforts of the German
states in establishing a defence against potential revolutionary turmoil
resulted in the creation of an efficient, all-pervasive bureaucracy, intent on
regulating the public sphere. In the case of Austria this involved a closer
rapprochement with the German Confederation, in Prussia’s case it meant
moving away from the national objectives of Frankfurt and Erfurt and a
return to the pre-revolutionary political order.”” The new system of surveil-
lance and control, though outwardly less oppressive than under Metternich,
proved significantly more efficient. Improved methods of control could by
now take advantage of new technical advances and of a bureaucratic system
which was virtually unanswerable to parliamentary or government authority
and had an unprecedented degree of independence.

Several historians have attempted to weigh the ‘negative’ reactionary
policies of the 1850s against the ‘positive” achievements in economic and
technical terms.>® Such a favourable interpretation seems, on the whole, too
concerned with the purely instrumentalist functions of modernism, with
industrial advances and market forces, overlooking the decline in political
awareness and a reversal in the emancipation process, which were ultimately
responsible for the anti-democratic and a-political outlook of the Austrian
and German public after 1870. The term ‘reactionary modernism’ comes to
mind, employed by Jeffrey Herff in a different context’” to describe the
typically German bifurcation between industrial progress and the rejection
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of those major political tenets which are associated with the Enlightenment
and the adoption of a democratic political culture.*®

This simultaneity was itself the hallmark of a period of reactionary policies
in Germany. The division occurred following a time when moral values and
idealistic concepts in philosophy were being undermined, encouraging a
purely functional, predominantly materialistic approach to all aspects of
the human domain. In order to demonstrate the dangers inherent in such a
bifurcation, three issues, significant for the post-revolutionary decade, will
be examined: 1. An all pervasive bureaucratization with its ‘nationwide’
control of public life, 2. the emergence of Realpolitik and 3. the failure of
liberalism during the 1850s.

The bureaucratization of public life

In the aftermath of the 1848/9 revolutions, the systems of bureaucracy
developed in Austria and Prussia extended state control into virtually all
walks of life, replacing pre-revolutionary absolutism with a system of
control which consolidated and refined the German tradition of political
étatism® to a hitherto unimaginable degree. It is customary to seek the
roots of this étatism in absolutism and in Hegel’s philosophy of state, but
its fullest flowering can be found in the post-revolutionary decade, when
state control was employed specifically to implement reactionary policies.*
Prussian education was to face the full force of this agenda through the
‘school regulative’ of 1854. This regulative, responsible for elementary
schools and teacher-training colleges, used its authority to eradicate all
enlightened forms of pedagogy and to suppress teachers’ associations.
Through a number of reactionary edicts, general education was transformed
into a system that would produce citizens, unquestioning in their loyalty to
the royal family and to state religion, and destined for a life of submission
and servitude. These secondary virtues of obedience, discipline and the
mechanical repetition of the catechism became the mainstay of school
routine. Student teachers were no longer instructed in psychology, ped-
agogy or other academic disciplines normally associated with the teaching
profession and were even denied the pleasure of reading modern literature
- including Goethe and Schiller. In the spirit of Friedrich Julius Stahl’s anti-
emancipatory, anti-enlightened doctrine of the Christian state,* the ‘regu-
lative’ was a ‘first attempt by the state to consistently abuse the public
education system as a means for ideological indoctrination and discipline’.*
This process was deliberately designed to subdue elementary school teachers,
who — in the opinion of the king — had been chiefly responsible for the kind
of ‘irreligious wisdom of the masses’, designed to alienate ordinary people
from the monarchy and to incite them to revolutionary anarchy.*
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State bureaucracy was also involved in refining a police and surveillance
system that could be deployed throughout the German Confederation. The
Polizeiverein (Police Association), a secret police force, initially operating
in the seven largest states inside the Confederation became the chief instru-
ment through which reactionary bureaucrats could monitor political parties,
associations, newspapers and liberal parliamentarians. Originally envisaged
as a unified police force covering the whole Confederation and unaccount-
able, even to individual state governments, it proved unsuccessful against
states such as Bavaria which were anxious to preserve their independence.**
However, such was the power of state bureaucracy that it was possible to
establish an improved system of clandestine police operations, based on the
cooperation of chief of police Hinkeldey in Berlin and his colleagues in
Vienna, Munich and Stuttgart. The necessity for such an initiative was con-
firmed at a top-level secret police conference in Dresden between Manteuffel
and Schwarzenberg in April 1851. Permission for such co-operation was
usually granted by royal consent, without any parliamentary consultation
or official documentation. The objectives of this new force were ‘the
shared surveillance of all of Germany’ and speedy communication between
individual forces.* Special attention was paid to ‘suspect’ cities such as
Hamburg, Bremen and Frankfurt and to exiled organizations in London
and Paris. Individual police forces went beyond exchanging suspects’ details;
they were also prepared to circulate confiscated and secretly intercepted
communications, providing information on prominent figures and literary
material. Through agents in New York, Paris, Brussels, Zurich and London,
the police investigated not only German exiles, but all ‘heads of revolutionary
parties’,* and activists including Giuseppe Mazzini, Victor Hugo, Louis
Blanc and Karl Marx. The names of the various organizations under
surveillance are too numerous to mention, they included workers’ associa-
tions, gymnasts’ clubs, student fraternities, artists’ groups and masonic
lodges. At local level, social structures became strained under the weight of
such police scrutiny and even party politics was criminalized, with the terms
‘political police’ or even ‘state police’ being used in police documents.*’

The use of censorship was also refined, with some states persecuting
newspapers and journals in an attempt to destroy the last bastion of a
democratic public. The Prussian press laws of March 1850 were outwardly
perhaps no worse than the laws of the Metternich era. In substance, however,
the new control mechanisms were far more restrictive: censorship, now
transferred from the police to the administration, became more remote and
even less transparent than during the Pre-March period. Responsibility for
the printed word was no longer solely the author’s, but extended to the
publisher, the printer and even the bookseller. Shopkeepers were particu-
larly vulnerable, since they could hardly be expected to have an intimate
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knowledge of every book in stock. While the number of confiscated pub-
lications was not particularly high, authorities staged special operations to
intimidate booksellers who were naturally reluctant to risk severe fines or
confiscation. The Prussian press law is only one example of what was com-
monplace in other states. Newspapers and magazines had to be submitted
to specially appointed censors prior to distribution, and sales could be
delayed by weeks. The Niirnberger Kurier, for instance, was confiscated
fifty-three times within a three-month period. Most seizures were arbitrary,
amounting to mindless harassment: the Munich Volksbote was seized for
allegedly undermining the authority of the Bavarian minister president, by
reporting that he had slipped on an icy road.* Print media from abroad or
from other German states fared little better. Their prohibition could be
effected by the ministry of the interior without any prior approach to a
court of law.

Despite the strictures of the Prussian school regulative, academic freedom
was formally guaranteed. Nevertheless, persecution and surveillance was
widespread and a number of university professors lost their position or
faced prosecution. The most spectacular case was that of Professor Gervinus
who was accused of high treason on the grounds that he expressed the view
that the age of monarchies was over. In references to France and the United
States, he welcomed the prospect of a democratic system in Germany, a
controversial opinion that cost him his post as professor and a prison sen-
tence of four months, later suspended.*’

If a democratic order can be formed in Germany, emanating out of her aristo-
cratic order, in the same manner in which the aristocratic emanated from the
imperial [the Holy Roman Empire], with the same clear succession and structure
and without major and debilitating disruption, then Germany will have a successful
historical continuity of enviable security and in a similar vein of modest grandeur.*

Although there are no precise details of university life available for this
period, it is known that at least fourteen other professors lost their posi-
tions.’! By the end of the 1850s pressure on the universities receded, but the
damage had been done. The liberal climate had vanished from the univer-
sities to be replaced by a fiercely nationalistic outlook, strengthened by the
fact that science and technology were expanding at the expense of the
humanities.*?

Bureaucratic neo-absolutism was also instrumental in hardening govern-
mental attitudes to constitutional checks and balances. The German Con-
federation became the vehicle for reviving pre-revolutionary laws in this
area. The Bundesreaktionsbeschlufi of August 1851 was established as a
means of examining all reformist laws, especially those introduced in the
more liberal states of the Third Germany. In addition to press freedom and

190

Forces of reaction

the surveillance of suspect activities, three further issues were rigorously
scrutinized.

1. Military allegiance to the constitution. Members of the regular armies no
longer swore their loyalty to the constitution, but bore allegiance to their
respective crowned heads of state. As already discussed in the case of Hesse,
the Confederation supported the actions of the Grand Duke and his gov-
ernment, contrary to the laws of the existing constitution.’>

2. A class-based franchise. Here the Confederation exercised its influence
mainly against smaller states, especially those which still supported the
Basic Rights. It sought to promote Prussia’s three-tier electoral system, based
on an individual’s tax obligations, whereby the vote of a wealthy man with
high taxation obligations would be worth three times more than that of a
low-paid worker or modest craftsman. Furthermore, an open voting system
left anyone who depended on the wealthier classes no choice but to vote for
their influential patrons. The resulting changes in the Prussian parliament
and in the Berlin city council were grotesque: of the Berlin electorate, only
3.1 per cent belonged to the first class, 9.4 per cent belonged to the second
class and 87.5 per cent belonged to the third. The July elections demon-
strated the impact of the new franchise. While previously Berlin, with its
high proportion of working-class citizens had sent only democratic del-
egates to the Prussian parliament, now only conservative members were
returned.’* In many other cities the lower classes boycotted the July ballot.
In Wetzlar, democrats did not vote and also abstained from elections to the
Erfurt parliament,’ while in other German towns and districts fierce battles
waged between those liberals who supported the new suffrage system and a
democratic majority who favoured an election boycott.*

3. Fiscal control One of the major achievements of the March governments
was the right of parliament to determine their government’s budget. With
the return of the old political process, parliaments all over Germany lost
this budgetary control, giving rise to constitutional conflicts such as occurred
in Prussia in 1861, where Bismarck was successful in effectively removing
parliament’s last chance to retain any constitutional power.*’

The emergence of Realpolitik

The counter-revolutionary victory meant, above all else, the defeat of con-
stitutional reform with disastrous consequences for parliamentary demo-
cracy in general.”® The new authoritarianism led to a re-alignment of the
whole state apparatus, affecting in particular the attitudes of the predomin-
antly liberal middle and lower ranks of the civil service, who now became
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increasingly more attached to the monarchic system. Such changes would
not have been possible without a fundamental change of values, comparable
perhaps to the changes which affected public life in the Western world in
the post 1968 era. Any discussion of such changes must take into account
the wider ideological implications of the philosophical positions that were
prevalent during the first six decades of the nineteenth century. The Pre-
March period had already experienced a move away from the idealistic
philosophies of the ‘spirit’, usually associated with Hegel and Fichte, towards
more ‘realistic’ positions, favouring the superiority of matter over spirit. It
was precisely in this context that Marx could claim that he had turned
Hegel from his head back on to his feet, in order ‘to discover the rational
kernel within the mystical shell’:

My dialectical method is not only different from the Hegelian, but is its direct
opposite. To Hegel, the life process of the human brain, i.e., the process of thinking,
which, under the name of ‘the Idea’, he even transforms into an independent
subject, is the demiurgos of the real world, and the real world is only the external,
phenomenal form of ‘the Idea’. With me, on the contrary, the ideal is nothing else
than the material world reflected by the human mind, and translated into forms
of thought.”

Although the actual changes in philosophy cannot be mapped out here, it is
important to recognize that the 1848/9 revolutions were themselves part of
a wide change of parameter. More than mere proclamations of intent, they,
too, had looked towards real political power and measurable social and
economic change. Once this slow, but continuous change has been recog-
nized, it will become clear that the counter-revolutions were themselves
part of the revolutionary process and that both tendencies constituted ele-
ments within a wider shift of philosophical outlook.

The emergence of the term Realpolitik must be viewed in this broader
context. Though normally associated with Bismarck’s policies, which placed
the interests of the new German nation state above moral or philosophical
considerations, the term was actually coined by August Ludwig von Rochau,
a writer broadly sympathetic to the ideas of 1848 who, in his younger
years, had been associated with radical democratic policies. A member of
the Burschenschaften at Gottingen University, he had joined in storming
the guardhouse in 1833; he also had contacts with the writers Jakob Venedy,
a democratic republican and August Werth, the principal organizer of the
Hambach festival. In the aftermath of the revolutions Rochau anonymously
published his Grundsitze der Realpolitik, angewandt auf die Zustinde
Deutschlands in 1853.°° Rochau summarized his experiences during the
1830s and 1840s with the conclusion that ‘the law of power exercises a
similar dominance on matters of state as the law of gravity does over bod-
ies’.®! The critical issue for Rochau was no longer the theoretical problem
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of the nature of right, virtue, wisdom, but the practical problem of how to
exercise power most effectively: “To rule means to exercise power and this
can only be done by those in possession of power. This immediate connec-
tion between power and domination forms the basic truth of all politics
and the key to all history.** With reference to Germany, Rochau believed
that ‘the fragmented German powers will not be united by a principle, an
idea, or a treaty, but only by an overwhelming power that will subdue the
rest’, for ‘power is the precondition for a nation’s fortune’.*® In contrast to
Bismarck’s later Realpolitik, Rochau does not attribute this power to the
army, the government or any other state authority, but to the educated and
property-owning middle classes. In this, he approaches the liberal position
of Dahlmann who had suggested in 1845 that politics must be ‘reduced to
the base and the extent of existing [political and social] conditions’.®*

Rochau’s concept anticipated historical developments by more than a gen-
eration. For the time being, actual political power remained with the state
and, in particular, with state bureaucracy and the army. Power became wedded
to Staatsrdson (reasons of state). This concept adhered to the principle that
the political process should enhance the power of the state, regardless as to
whether this power is used internally against specific groups or externally for
imperialist aims. Rochau came to embrace the formula of ‘might is right’,
believing that the successful outcome of an enterprise justified its political
means. In the second volume of his Grundsiitze, Rochau invested Prussia
with the task of developing the new Germany, describing this as ‘a necessary
natural law that cannot be judged by private morality’.®’ For him, success
became the final judgement of history, and it is in such statements that the
naked imperialism and the nationalist search for Lebensraum (living space),
which were to curse the twentieth century, can be anticipated.®®

There seems to be some valid connection between Rochau’s political
formula and Gustav Freytag’s best-selling novel Soll und Haben, published
in 1855. This work depicts a change from the old corporate order of aristo-
crats, artisans and peasants to the newly emerging middle classes whose
fortunes were founded on trade, commodities and manufacturing. A sound
balance of ‘credit and debit’, the title of the book, is rated more highly than
sentimental feelings®” or an impressive aristocratic lineage. At the height of
the love scene between the two main characters, the young lady discloses
her accounts to the conscientious, reliable, but slightly timid young man.
Accepting him as a husband, she also sees him as her business partner,
suggesting that he ‘come and have a look at my credit and debit,” leaving
her brother to comment that, ‘Property and prosperity are of no value for
the individual or for the state, without the wholesome energy which grasps
the inert metal in a life-giving momentum’.®® The book rejects revolution,
associating it with disorder, ugly excess and false romanticism.®” With no
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mention of the German revolutions, the Polish revolution is shown in a very
negative light. The ‘Polish economy’ appears not to be based on discipline,
industriousness and firm government, but subject to the effects of insurrec-
tion, anarchy, lascivious drunkenness and a very superficial joie de vivre.”
Germans are inevitably seen as the superior race, with a mission to colonize
Eastern Europe:

We and the Slavs, it is an old struggle. And we acknowledge with pride that on
our side is education and culture, a delight in work, profit. Whatever Polish
country squires may have become in this region — and there are many intelligent
and rich men amongst them — every thaler, which they can afford to spend, they
have acquired in one way or the other, through German efficiency. . .. Not the
policies of intrigue, but our peaceful methods, our labour, has given us rightful
authority over this land.”

This passage and the other quotations serve to illustrate how the least
salient aspects of the German revolutions, national pride and faith in a new
national destiny, were honed into a fierce nationalism, while the democratic
aspects have been discarded in favour of secondary values. Freytag’s novel
suggests that the political will of the people can best be displayed in conflict
situations beyond their borders or, in dealing with Jews, seen as an undesir-
able minority within their own society.”

Within this development of Realpolitik, Rochau and Freytag both recog-
nized a definitive split between the industrial working class and the broader
spectrum of middle-class craftsmen.” This new post-revolutionary working
class was seen to recruit from among farm labourers, small-scale craftsmen
and journeymen who accepted the term ‘proletarian’, attributed to them both
by the political left and by reactionary forces. The term ‘Lumpenproletariat’,
frequently used by Marx and Engels™ is echoed in the Lumpensammlerlied
of 1849,” where the term is accepted in anticipation of the development of
an emancipated proletariat, of a future society where ‘silk and velvet’, ‘splen-
dour and folly’ will be rejected. This new self-esteem on the part of the
proletariat was one of the more important aspects which emerged during
the revolutions and which survived beyond the period of reaction. While
the new bourgeoisie sought to establish itself by association with the aris-
tocracy, imitating their life styles and adopting their social values, the new
working class had grown in confidence and found expression in a separate
identity, eventually leading to the wider network of trade unionism.”

The ‘failure’ of liberalism

The established view among historians and political scientists interpreted
the defeat of the revolutions as the failure of German liberalism,”” but, since
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the 1980s, such assumptions have been questioned.”® There is no doubt
that most liberals assumed an anti-revolutionary position almost as soon as
the revolutions were under way, seeing their own achievements in danger
of being overturned by more radical, democratic and republican policies.
They attempted to focus on constitutional reform and the establishment of
a comprehensive set of basic laws, as preconditions for a liberal rule of law
(Rechtsstaat). Following the demise of the National Assembly in Frankfurt
and Stuttgart, most liberal politicians pursued an increasingly opportunistic
course, prepared to accept even the most deleterious compromise in exchange
for political recognition.

While virtually no liberals supported Austria’s claim to German leadership,
since she had established herself as ‘the wicked principle of Germany’,
associated with the dark forces of Jesuitism and an autocratic police system,”
they generally believed that Prussia could bring about the desired unification
of Germany. To this end, they followed Gagern, Dahlmann and Droysen
along the more ‘realistic’ path of post-revolutionary politics, abandoning
the constitutional positions of the ‘old’ liberals of the southwest, associated
with Rotteck and Welcker.®* Whereas Rotteck had preferred liberty, even
at the expense of national unity,*" Dahlmann stipulated a different concept
of freedom, based on political power which was unsustainable without
national unification. Most liberals accepted Dahlmann’s interpretation of
Realpolitik: ‘the drive to power is the only route which can satisfy the
seething urge for freedom. For it is not only freedom which we Germans
demand; it is, to an even greater extent, power which we crave.”®

However, the motives for such a political shift cannot be exclusively
explained as the result of a new ‘materialistic’ ideological approach, but are
deeply embedded in a romantic historicism. Jacob Grimm, the founder of
Germanistik, is one such individual who was willing to give preference to
everything German or Germanic, be this the Lutheran interpretation of the
Christian faith® or German domination in Italy and Poland. Ernst Moritz
Arndt took a similarly nationalistic stance. Written while a delegate at
Frankfurt, his political poems envisaged a new dawn for ‘Germania’,**
a revival of Barbarossa’s glorious empire, now transposed on to the
Hohenzollern dynasty, while attacking cosmopolitan French, English and
Polish influences. These nationalist demands were by no means the excep-
tion: during the summer of 1848, Dahlmann had come to advocate a united
Germany under Prussian domination, no longer based on Rousseau’s prin-
ciple of the sovereignty of the people, but on love for the fatherland, fused
into a nation state, representing a ‘divine order which would unite the king
and his people’.® Together with his political allies, including his friends
Gagern, Bassermann, Beseler, Duncker, Grimm, Haym and Mathy who
had been associated with the centrist Casino party in Frankfurt, Dahlmann
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was now prepared to sacrifice essential liberal positions in order to achieve
Germany’s future unity and greatness.*® With this aim they entered into
coalition with their former political opponent Radowitz, prepared even to
abandon basic tenets of the Imperial Constitution, which they had sup-
ported only a year earlier.

Only very few liberals remained faithful to their original principles,
accepting that their political aspirations could never be realized in a Germany
under Prussian hegemony. Georg Gottfried Gervinus and Ludwig Bamberger
remained steadfast in their liberal convictions, although this led to political
isolation and contempt from former associates. As editor of the Deutsche
Zeitung, Gervinus had once been the unofficial spokesman of the Casino
party and had supported the political concept of a constitutional monarchy,
but by the autumn of 1848 he gradually shifted his position in favour of
a republic.’” During the campaign for the Imperial Constitution he sym-
pathized with delegates from Hanover, who ignored their government’s in-
structions to leave the National Assembly and even accused British politicians
of supporting anti-constitutional policies in various German capitals.*®
In his famous Introduction to the History of the Nineteenth Century,
Gervinus finally broke with his liberal friends. He rejected British constitu-
tionalism, even expressing some scepticism about the idea of the nation
state and pronounced himself in favour of the American Declaration of
Independence, where governments derived their powers from the consent
of the governed:

And by introducing the general franchise for all citizens as equal participants
within the state, the great democratic principle was pronounced: the rule of the
will of the people was expressed in the form of a law.*

For Gervinus America had become ‘the state of the future’ reaching beyond
‘self contained nationality’ towards ‘a universal, all-embracing society . . . and
with the nature of world citizenship’.”® Bearing in mind the German situ-
ation, Gervinus perceived the United States ‘not as a unitary state, but as a
federation, in which the individual states aspire to impose their sovereignty
over and above that of the whole, just as the individual aspires to the
highest degree of independence within the state’.”’ With such ideas Gervinus
found himself in collision with his fellow liberals at Gotha and Erfurt, who
had moved in the opposite direction, seeking to integrate the individual
into the nation state at the expense of basic individual rights.

Ludwig Bamberger was the other liberal to break ranks with the Gotha
party in pursuit of a modernist solution to the German question. Coming
from an established banking family and having developed a passionate
interest in printing and journalism, Bamberger developed a natural interest
in the emancipatory potential of modern technology and commerce. He
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spoke up for universal progress, a secular society, open to individual enter-
prise and independent of oppressive state control. During his time as a
journalist with the Mainzer Zeitung (March—-May 1848) he expressed his
commitment to a German nation state, based on a democratic constitution,
advocating general tolerance and closer links with revolutionary France.
While a reporter at the National Assembly he joined the left-of-centre
democratic circle of Ruge, Frobel, Zitz and Jacoby, but also forged contacts
with democratic liberals. He supervised the organization of self-help
banking facilities for craftsmen and traders and was temporarily involved
in the campaign to defend the Imperial Constitution. In exile in Switzer-
land, he sought to clarify his political position. He was opposed to the
Gotha party and a German nation state under Prussian hegemony but
supported a united Germany, which was to remain receptive to the
influence of Western democracies and devoid of ‘vélkisch® concepts of
nationalism. For similar reasons he also opposed various Eastern European
nationalist movements and Prussia’s intervention in the Schleswig-Holstein
conflict. ‘Steam and electricity’ were for him the natural exponents of the
ideas of 1789, and he advocated a system of free-market capitalism
which would give individuals maximum freedom from state interference
and guarantee the kind of personal liberty affirmed in the American Declara-
tion of Independence.

Neither Gervinus nor Bamberger were successful in promoting views which
could withstand a rising tide of nationalism and a concept of Realpolitik
which was in strident opposition to the democratic, cosmopolitan and mod-
ernist ideas of Western Europe. However, their names remain associated
with the more progressive traditions of the German revolutions of 1848/9,
with the principles of universal self-determination, of political equality and
of a modernism that was prepared to utilize technological advances in the
service of an emancipated, progressive society.

One tragic postscript to the history of this formative decade in German
history was the loss of thousands of citizens who emigrated to France and
Switzerland, but mainly to North America. Exact figures are difficult to
obtain, numbers varying considerably, depending on whether they apply
only to the United States or include all those who left Germany in the wake
of the revolutions.” While the number of emigrants before 1848 hardly
ever exceeded 100,000 per annum and fell markedly during the years of
the revolutions, it rose well above the 100,000 average during the 1850s,
reaching a record of approximately 300,000 emigrants in 1854. With their
energies, talents and aspirations, many of these men and women made a
significant contribution to the development of their new homelands, espe-
cially in the USA where they made their mark in journalism, education and
the army, taking a major role during the Civil War.”
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Chapter 9

The receptions of the 1848/9
revolutions in the German-speaking
countries

The first hundred years

This final chapter was originally conceived as a research survey. However,
while working on this book, it became apparent that the memory of the
revolutions remained so alive in Germany that it was more pertinent to
discuss their actual receptions within the context of political and social
changes and to conclude with some comments on research in the USA and
in Britain.!

Divergent views on the outcome of the revolutions and on the legacy that
they bestowed were already evident in the immediate aftermath of the up-
heavals. These interpretations emerged in the personal and official versions
of events and through the various developments which have shaped Ger-
many’s history. The extent to which academics as a group were involved in
the various national parliaments in Vienna, Berlin and Frankfurt has been
covered in earlier chapters. Their close association with liberal issues and
their efforts to preserve some of the revolutionary gains, by opting for a
‘smaller Germany’ solution under Prussian hegemony, were a major aspect
of such studies. Historians, constitutionalists and scholars of German lit-
erature, in particular, felt that their academic interests would best be served
by the formation of a German nation state, a combination of academic and
political interests which lay at the root of the concept of the German man-
darin. The term ‘mandarin’ was adopted by F. K. Ringer, to describe the
typical features of those German academics who saw themselves as the
‘bearers of culture’,* thus linking them to a predominantly German inter-
pretation of national sovereignty, based on the concept of Volk and its
cultural aspects. The Pre-March period already demonstrated how consti-
tutional issues came to dominate the revolutionary debate and the National
Assembly deliberated over a shift in political power from semi-feudal mon-
archies to the authority of ‘an abstract and rational state’.’

In view of the over-representation of academics in the Assembly and
subsequently in the various German parliaments, it is not surprising that
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historical accounts of the revolutions diverged into two directions. A large
group of historians, mostly university professors, could justify their demo-
cratic role in the National Assembly, while feeling some necessity to distance
themselves from the violent street disturbances of the ‘mad year’. What
now came to be seen as a period of aberration had to be discarded so that,
in pursuit of the ‘national question’, some form of reconciliation with the
various governments in office could be initiated. Although no longer openly
supporting the revolution, a smaller, more radical group of academics felt
the need to record the events of 1848/9 for posterity. Documents of the
constitutional proposals were collected and edited, appearing in the Deutsche
Chronik or in the encyclopedic series Die Gegenwart* and such works
presented the earliest interpretation of key events. Karl Biedermann, for
instance, attempted to justify the offer of the imperial crown to Frederick
William IV, on the grounds that it was an integral feature of the Imperial
Constitution.” On another occasion he maintained that ‘a reaction [had]
swept through the whole of Germany, assaulting the nation’s finest feelings
in a methodical, merciless manner, the like of which had never been en-
countered before’.® Biedermann and other committed liberals who persisted
in questioning the new officially sanctioned chorus of revisionism, suffered
for their recalcitrance and lost their university positions. During Gervinus’
trial, a fellow historian commented that ‘this trial is about whether it will
continue to be possible to write history in Germany, a country famous for
its scholarship’.” The majority of historians joined the revisionists and blamed
the liberal and democratic minorities in parliament for the revolutions’
failure.® Rudolf Haym’s comprehensive history of the Frankfurt National
Assembly was soon to become the official version for the political establish-
ment. The ‘mad year’ was declared a failure; public unrest was denounced
as rebellion on the barricades, a demonstration of anarchist violence. The
work of the Assembly was ignored as the nationality issue came to outweigh
all the constitutional achievements. In similar vein, Bismarck’s nation build-
ing success was celebrated at the expense of the work of the Frankfurt
parliament: the events of 1848/9 and 1870/1 were played out against each
other by politicians and historians alike, finding their symbolic expression
in the quarrels over Germany’s prime national emblem. The black, red and
gold of Frankfurt became a symbol of democratic republicanism, while the
black, red and white of Berlin represented the triumph of national power
and Realpolitik.’

Another conflict arose over the commemoration of the Berlin victims of
18 March 1848.'° The Prussian government erected a monument in honour
of her soldiers killed during this crucial event; civilian victims were officially
ignored. Public celebrations at Friedrichshain were banned until the late
1860s, and by then only Social Democrats attended. During the 1870s, the
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victims were jointly honoured with those of the Paris Commune and after
1890, when the Social Democrats were declared illegal, the commemora-
tion gained a new momentum." In time, international May Day celebrations
overshadowed those of March 1848, which were all but forgotten. Most
academic historians supported conservative and nationalist parties, citing
the events of 1848 at best as a precursor of 1871. Liberal historians associ-
ated 1848 with the potential for constitutional monarchism, but remained
opposed to all forms of popular unrest. The reception in Austria was sub-
stantially the same. In the immediate aftermath of the revolutions, respected
liberal politicians such as Pillersdorf lost all official standing. Despite sev-
eral documentary accounts, mostly published abroad,'* the revolution itself
was seen in terms of a threat to the Habsburg dynasty.

Apart from some early literary accounts by Karl Gutzkow and Adolph
Streckfuf3, novelists failed to exploit the dramatic potential of 1848/9.
Theodor Fontane, who had played a marginal role on the barricades on 18
March, remained typically ambivalent, an attitude reinforced after joining
the staff of the Kreuzzeitung in 1851. Still describing himself as a National
Liberal, his outlook became one of resignation.'® The brothers Thomas and
Heinrich Mann adopted characteristically different attitudes to the revolu-
tions in their novels. Thomas Mann’s Buddenbrooks strikes an ironical note,
indicating the alienation and rejection felt by senators and the propertied
classes, while the riotous crowds seem strangely unaware of their own power,
retreating into submission on being addressed by their patron. Nevertheless,
revolutionary events are portrayed as the end of an era, symbolically ex-
pressed in the sudden death of the old senator, a stalwart of the old order.
Heinrich Mann’s Untertan (Man of Straw) assumes a radically different
perspective. Critical of both Wilhelminian nationalism and militarism, as
seen through the subaltern character of the young upstart Hessling, the
author portrays ‘the old Buck” as the hero of the revolution and guarantor
of democratic and humanist values. Although overwhelmed by the new
Wilhelminian spirit, he represents the voice of Germany’s conscience,
particularly when, towards the end of the novel, he and his son anticipate
a new beginning, based on ‘the spirit of mankind’. He states with great
conviction: ‘You must believe in it, my son. When the catastrophe, which
they hope to avoid, is over, rest assured, mankind will not describe what
followed the first revolution as less shameful and irrational than the condi-
tions we endured.”'* Buddenbrooks was completed in 1901, Der Untertan
in 1914, though not published until 1918.

Throughout the Wilhelminian period German historians kept their distance
from the events of 1848/9 or treated them with some scepticism. Veit
Valentin, a liberal democrat, was critical of the reactionary attitudes of his
contemporaries. His major work on the revolutions, completed in 1918,
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was entirely ignored by the history establishment and failed to get published
until 1930. His criticism of Admiral von Tirpitz involved him in a libel
suit and ruined his prospects for a professorship."” According to Valentin,
German historians after 1918 continued with ‘their particular taste for the
spirit of tradition and order’.'® During the Weimar Republic, he sought to
revive the revolutionary spirit of 1848/9'” and became the target of reac-
tionary historians such as Heinrich von Srbik." After Hitler’s rise to power,
Valentin lost his status as civil servant and emigrated, first to London and
later to New York.

However, it would be misleading to suggest that the Weimar Republic
completely failed to reassess the revolutions. Theodor Heuf, later to be-
come the first President of the Federal Republic, suggested that the Imperial
Constitution should become the basis for the Weimar model. A new episode
in the debate about Germany’s national colours reflected the serious conflict
between her different political factions. Whereas Social Democrats and
Liberals again opted for the black, red and gold of 1848, reactionary and
conservative parties wanted to retain the imperial black, white and red, in
allegiance to Bismarck’s Prussia and the ‘smaller Germany’ solution. This
conflict haunted the Republic throughout its life, with various bizarre
compromise solutions attempted.'” While Valentin’s comprehensive history
of the revolutions remained unsurpassed, other liberal historians also
attempted to counter prevailing anti-democratic and reactionary trends.?’
Friedrich Meinecke’s Die Idee der Staatsrison in der neuern Geschichte is a
good example. For Meinecke, the revolutions symbolized the permanent
conflict between freedom and power. The revolutions’ failure led to Rochau’s
Realpolitik, finding in Bismarck the ultimate ‘successful synthesis’ between
national greed for power and democratic and constitutional reasons of state.
Meinecke blamed Treitschke and Nietzsche for the irresistible advance of a
Machiavellian lust for power, which critically weakened the traditions of
humanism and its associated public ethics, so that the advance of techno-
logical rationality, supported by a new utilitarianism, destroyed the very
basis of Staatsrison. In the age-old conflict between freedom and necessity,
freedom was the loser. Elementary passions were destroying those liberal,
democratic, national and social elements which had once enhanced the
state, but were now being transformed into a destructive force.”!

Meinecke’s warnings, echoing those of the old Buck in Heinrich Mann’s
novel, went unheeded and, as the Third Reich tightened its grip, the revolu-
tions were exploited by an ideological necessity to justify Nazi policies. Once
again 1848 was denigrated as a ‘mad year’. In Mein Kampf Hitler had acknow-
ledged the revolutionary character of the age, but rejected it as inherently
suspect, since it helped ‘to awaken the spirit of Western democracy’.?* By
1938 Hitler’s views had become more ‘positive’, no doubt coloured by the
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annexation of Austria which he viewed as having some legitimacy within the
context of Frankfurt.?® Historians now interpreted the revolutions in the
service of National-Socialism. Srbik blamed socialists and communists for
driving the liberal bourgeoisie into the arms of conservative forces and the
reactionary establishment. By 1938 the revolutions were seen as the first
national uprising to pursue the aim of establishing a Greater Germany and
during the war itself, foreign powers, together with Western concepts of con-
stitutionalism and democracy, were blamed for the failure of the revolutions.**

The end of the war and the centenary celebrations of 1948 presented
an opportunity for yet another re-evaluation of the German revolutions.
The bomb-damaged Paul’s Church was hastily repaired in time for the
centenary celebrations, though Frankfurt failed to be chosen as the seat of
the new West German parliament. The emerging Cold War began to make
an impact. The Soviet Occupied Zone used the centenary as a means
of identifying with other socialist revolutions and with the workers’ fight
for emancipation; Western zones focused on the legacy of the National
Assembly’s Basic Rights of 1848. The origins of the ‘Battle for the Legacy’
(Erbschaftsstreit) were laid in 1948 and continued until the demise of the
GDR. East German statements during this early phase, amounting to little
more than propaganda, can be largely ignored. In West Germany, the old
“Weimar’ historians, such as Meinecke, Otto Vossler, Hans Rothfels and
Rudolf Stadelmann, presented a more complex interpretation, but only
Stadelmann saw the revolutions in their social and economic context.
Meinecke’s centennial retrospective may serve as an example for an under-
standing of the revolutions a hundred years on. He remembered joining in
the Friedrichshain processions of 1871, when the memorial was seen as ‘an
eerie remnant of a bygone, bad and evil world’,** and he saw Germany’s
national situation after the defeat of Nazism in similar terms. Meinecke
interpreted the revolutions as part of a greater tradition, beginning in 1819
and including 1866, a tradition which had failed to introduce liberal
democracy and had instead opted for national unity and power politics.
The ‘obsessive obedience’ of the German people is considered responsible
for the German catastrophe and a social regeneration of her people, in the
spirit of 1848, is seen as a solution to Germany’s problems.”

The revolutions of 1848/9 within the ideological concepts of
the GDR

It hardly needs to be spelt out that a society which justifies its existence by
its own socialist revolutionary origins will choose to integrate 1848/9 into its
own heritage. Much has been written on the political and historical reception
of the revolutions in the GDR and this account can at best summarize and
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briefly evaluate the result of half a century of historiography.?® The various
interpretations reflect fairly accurately the different stages of ideological
change within the country, which can be divided into three: 1. The period
of the actual inception of the GDR, marked by crude Marxist ideology and
centred on the role of the working classes. The revolutions are understood
within a wider parameter of revolutionary strife, including both the sixteenth
century Peasants’ War and the Spartakus uprising of 1919. Added to this
‘fixation on Marx’,”” a concept from which later generations of GDR his-
torians distanced themselves,’® was the dominant reputation of Lenin and
his influential views on the German revolutions. 2. A second stage of GDR
research seems to coincide with the workers’ uprising in June 1953 and a
subsequent political thaw on the part of the SED. Although still sourced
almost exclusively from accounts in the Neue Rbeinische Zeitung, the
historical perspective now broadened to include Pre-March social and
political developments, as well as working-class traditions in the first half
of the nineteenth century. Regional studies gained in importance, though
largely based within GDR territory, they included the cities of Cologne and
Stuttgart. The ‘bourgeois-liberal tradition’ was interpreted from a nar-
rowly Marxist angle and the concept of the ‘treason of liberalism’ became
established. 3. A third phase of development took place in the late 1960s
and early 1970s, broadly shadowing the change of political leadership from
Ulbricht to Honecker and marked by a growing international recognition
of the GDR. While the revolution was still interpreted as part of the wider
socialist development, along scientifically determinable laws, a certain re-
finement of earlier, populist and narrowly Marxist presentations can be
detected. The hagiographic fixation on Marx and Engels gave way to a
more open study of the events of 1848/9. The role of the bourgeoisie in the
early stages of its development became a topic for research, especially where
it was seen to impact on the course of the revolutions. Non-Marxist and
non-communist workers’ associations, particularly those associated with
Stephan Born, Andreas Gottschalk, Wilhelm Weitling and Frangois Babeuf
began to attract attention. While the complete works of Marx and Engels
were edited in 1975, following an earlier popular but incomplete edition of
1956, other important works of literature, often in editions accessible to a
wider public, now appeared, including revolutionary songs and the works
of Herwegh, Freiligrath and Weerth. As a new interest in the intellectual
leaders of the revolutions emerged, their contribution was no longer dis-
missed as political failure. The roles of the bourgeoisie and of the various
national parliaments gained greater prominence, with biographical studies
undertaken on liberals such as Dahlmann, Rotteck and Gagern.

A crude evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of GDR historiography
would suggest that it gained an early lead in the somewhat neglected research
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area of the 1848/9 revolutions, supported by the establishment of specific
research centres in Berlin, Leipzig and Jena.”! From 1960, regular reports on
the various research projects were published every ten years. Much of this
work concentrated on specific themes and was carried out under the guidance
of eminent historians such as Karl Obermann, Rolf Weber and Giinther
Hildebrandt. Their publications gradually gained international recognition,
first within COMECON countries, but later also in Western Europe and
the United States. Their democracy studies, for instance, diverged from the
typically Western preoccupation with institutional and constitutional details,
to consider democracy as the expression of the universal will of the people,
workers, peasants and petit bourgeoisie. Divisions between a liberal polit-
ical culture and a more spontaneous grass-roots movement were discussed
and the first comparative studies of the revolutions emerged. Dealing in the
main with France and the German-speaking countries, even these indicate a
certain ideological bias, with an emphasis on the participation of peasants
and workers at the expense of craftsmen. By the 1980s a more pragmatic
approach signalled a further convergence towards the output of West
German research.

Research in the Federal Republic

This short summary cannot possibly do justice to the wealth of research
that has emerged over the last fifty years. Prevalent themes and perspectives
will be outlined, with an attempt to relate them to prominent social and
political developments, albeit at the expense of maintaining a strictly chrono-
logical survey. Some excellent surveys give a detailed and specialist account
of trends and directions among West German historiographers.*
Although there is little evidence of external pressure on West German
historians, particularly in comparison to the situation in East Germany,
there were, nevertheless, certain discernible influences, with the ‘battle for
the legacy’ also engaging the West, especially during the Cold War period.
During the 1950s West German historians tended to concentrate on consti-
tutional issues, such as comparing the Frankfurt Basic Rights with those
established by the Bonn Republic. In addition to paying tribute to the adop-
tion of individual rights and to the democratic institutions promoted by the
National Assembly, the role of liberalism was also high on the agenda.
While 1848 was now regarded as the annus spectabilis, the ‘second revolu-
tion’, to preserve the Imperial Constitution, was all but ignored. Against
the background of a newly divided country, the revolution’s failure to
achieve national unification was emphasized. A ‘Commission for the His-
tory of Parliamentarianism and Political Parties’ was set up in Bonn in 1951,
but until the early 1970s its impact was limited.” With the reception of
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American research in the social sciences in the early 1960s, a first change of
emphasis was apparent, reflected in Werner Conze’s work on the Pre-March
period. Such innovations still met with some suspicion, since the mainstream
tended to regard 1871 as the benchmark for the emergence of a German
nation state.

The student unrest of 1968 and its aftermath marked yet another change
of direction. While social history had by now come into its own, a neo-
conservative backlash became apparent, usually seen as part of the
Tendenzwende of 1974. Largely unaffected by these ideological shifts were
two monumental works whose origins lay in the 1950s; Ernst Rudolf Huber’s
constitutional history, first published in 1960, and Manfred Botzenhart’s
study on parliamentarianism during the revolutions. Of some significance
at the time was the speech delivered by President Gustav Heinemann on the
occasion of the unveiling of the Rastatt memorial.** Heinemann’s speech
came to be dismissed as yet another episode in the Cold War battle for the
legacy, but it went far beyond that. Heinemann, whose own ancestor had
been killed at Rastatt, had initiated the idea of the memorial, seeking the
advice of the historians Conze and Jickel. He himself had frequently been
criticized for countering West German hysteria in the face of Red Army
Faction terrorism. This latter phenomenon may explain the strong negative
reaction by an older generation of mostly conservative historians® to a
speech which sought to correct the prevailing tradition in German history
of hailing Bismarck as the guardian of a strong, united Germany. Heinemann
speculated on the role of both winners and losers in history and advocated
a new approach to research, affording more weight to the campaign for the
Imperial Constitution, to a more interdisciplinary approach, involving the
social sciences, empirical culture studies as well as literary criticism.

West German historians increasingly turned their attention to the examina-
tion of working-class cultures, to regional differences, Pre-March initiatives
and the formation of political parties. Of particular importance in this
context are publications by Hans-Ulrich Wehler, studies on liberalism by
Lothar Gall and Dieter Langewiesche and Werner Conze’s research into the
working classes. The last thirty years has seen interest in the German revolu-
tions growing steadily. While this survey cannot refer to all the important
works published during this period, the most notable publications will be
covered under nine headings; reprints and re-editions will normally not be
mentioned.

1. General surveys. Thomas Nipperdey’s Deutsche Geschichte devotes a
prominent chapter to the German revolutions, ranging over a variety of
aspects, from extra-parliamentary action to nationality conflicts, regional
differences and economic issues. He interprets these often contrasting themes
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within a general framework of the ‘failed revolution’, but emphasizes,
nevertheless, that they constituted a turning point in nineteenth-century
German history. On the whole, his book is less innovative and less inter-
disciplinary than Wolfram Siemann’s important study which focuses on the
outbreak and defeat of the revolutions, on popular protest and the emer-
gence of a political culture in clubs and associations, rather than presenting
a more narrative account of the course of the revolutions. Siemann inter-
prets 1848/9 as part of a pan-European crisis of modernization, involving
various attempts at nation building and experiencing co-ordination problems
which affected the dynamics of the revolutions. Drawing on his earlier
study, he includes important features of the post-revolutionary decade. The
East-German historian Giinther Wollstein concentrates on the nationality
issue, which has been somewhat neglected in recent years, but here is
allowed to dominate most other aspects of the revolutions. Rassow’s newly
revised Deutsche Geschichte contains a chapter on the revolutions, written
by Michael Behnen. As part of a one-volume study, it is very accessible, but
cannot contribute many new insights. Wehler’s social history covers the
period 1815-49 and offers perhaps the most cptimistic interpretation, recog-
nizing that, despite the revolutions’ ultimate failure, they did, however,
transform German society, laying the foundation for a new political cul-
ture. Wehler interprets the failure of 1848/9 as an unsuccessful attempt to
resolve too many varied and often complex aspects of modernization, when
an inevitable coincidence of social, political and industrial change produced
a general crisis of modernization which had to address a thousand years of
German feudalism.

2. National and international aspects. The nationality issue has gained a
new importance with Germany’s reunification in 1990, with particular
emphasis given to previous manifestations of the sovereignty of the people
(Volkerfriihling) and to parliamentary debates on German attitudes to
Poland and other Slavonic countries, as well as to the Schleswig—Holstein
issue. Giinther Wollstein and Hans-Georg Kraume examine the nationality
issue as a party political question, underlining the dilemma of the liberals
who accepted Realpolitik and a compromise with established conservatism,
at the expense of the universal and in particular the West-European
concept of the sovereignty of the people. In marked contrast to Wollstein,
Kraume sides with Stadelmann and W. E. Mosse in defence of left-of-centre
democrats, whose national concerns are seen as more ‘modern’ than those
of the main parties at Frankfurt. Giinther Heydemann compares the early
phase of the German revolutions with the Italian Risorgimento, in relation
to British foreign policy. His work comes within the scope of other inter-
European comparative studies,* the national dimension emerging almost
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by necessity within an international context. Reinhard Riirup’s recent study
also examines the German revolutions within the European context and
compares 1848/9 with other pivotal dates in the continent’s revolutionary
calendar.””

3. Biographies and documentary collections. Hans Jessen’s collection of eye
witness accounts is still valuable as a first insight into the 1848 events,
though its approach and general layout no longer meet today’s requirements.
Similar observations apply to Hans Fenske’s Quellen: though more scholarly
in its general presentation, it does not correspond to the more stringent
demands of authenticity. Furthermore, in concentrating largely on the Frank-
furt parliament and on national issues, Fenske’s selection fails to cover the
‘sentiments, intentions and actions of those in the centre of events’.*® The
latest edition of Walter Grab’s miscellany is accessible in an affordable pub-
lication and includes pamphlets and documents from extra-parliamentary
sources. Fenske and Grab seem to be on opposite sides of a clear ideological
divide, with the latter more interested in those parties and associations
which were in opposition both to the National Assembly and the existing
monarchies. Grab’s choice seems to have been influenced by Obermann and
other GDR commentators, but he is also indebted to Huber. In comparison
with the host of research on most aspects of the German revolutions, bio-
graphies are rare. Sabine Freitag’s collection of twenty-five biographies of
distinguished men and women is therefore particularly valuable; it ranges
from David E. Barclay’s portrait of King Frederick William IV to Rudolf
Mubhs’s account of Karl Blind, who experienced most of the revolutions
from his prison cell. Between these two extreme positions are the stories of
activists of all political and social backgrounds, presenting a vivid picture
of the various trends and ideological positions which competed with each
other during these tempestuous years. Though not strictly biographical,
Christian Jansen’s important study of left-wing opposition to the National
Assembly deserves to be mentioned here. His weighty opus follows the
opposition movement from the end of the revolutions up to German unifica-
tion under Bismarck. Brilliant biographical studies of men like Bamberger,
Biedermann, Frobel, Jacoby, Ruge and others illustrate how their various
political careers continued beyond 1849, to throw a new light on the verdict
of the ‘failed revolutions’. Another important feature of Jansen’s work con-
cerns the academic elite, whose significant contribution to the political de-
bate has, in the past, too often been dismissed in terms of the ‘parliament of
professors’ or overshadowed by the activities of other social groups.

4. Revolutionary centres. In his research survey of 1981 Langewiesche re-
marks that the Vienna Revolution has received a good deal more attention
than events in Berlin,* a state of affairs which has been more than rectified
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by Riidiger Hachtmann’s recent study. The late 1970s saw Wolfgang Hausler
and Herbert Steiner produce valuable new insights into the social and eco-
nomic conditions of the working class and of craftsmen in the industrial-
ized outskirts of Vienna, but little work of such an eminent standard has
since appeared. An exception is Heinrich Lutz’s comparative study of the
rivalry between Austria and Prussia for German hegemony, which con-
siders Austria’s socio-economic backwardness as a critical dimension in the
equation.*’ Research into revolutionary Berlin has been transformed by
Hachtmann’s book which traces developments from the Pre-March to Erfurt.
His main concern lies with the actual revolution of 1848 but he includes
valuable chapters on clubs and associations, on the civil guard and the
military and on conservative trends. Numerous other aspects are covered
and a most useful short bibliography and detailed index are provided.
In assessing revolutionary centres, the Swiss Sonderbund struggle is a ser-
iously neglected area. While there have been some recent publications in
this field,*" including a biography on Guilleaume-Henri Dufour, only the
popular study by Heinz Rieder attributes some prominence to Switzerland
which can be seen as a springboard for the German revolutions.

5. Socio-cultural aspects. A variety of topics come under this heading and
many studies are the result of inter-disciplinary co-operation. The Tiibingen
Ludwig Ubland Institut has been of groundbreaking importance here,
influencing numerous studies by Wolfgang Kaschuba, Carola Lipp and Martin
Scharfe, whose regional analyses of southern German towns focused on
town halls, public houses and the streets as centres of protest action. Stud-
ies on the role of women, on the participation of the Jewish community, on
Gymnasts’ associations and in particular on the press and political pamphlets
also fall into this category.** Schools, universities and churches can also be
included here, despite the fact that their roles transcend this somewhat
simple categorization. K. E. Jeismann’s work on the history of education
deserves some special mention,* together with research by K. H. Jarausch
and Albert Reble. Some studies, mainly on southern German universities,
seem to suggest that they followed the general trend in society, towards
a more corporate attitude, with liberal elements being pushed into the
background.**

6. Working classes. In view of the tremendous interest in working-class
research in the GDR and, since the late 1960s, also in the FRG, it is not
surprising that more recent work has little to add to the previous output.
Some new insights can, however, be gained through regional studies,
such as Hartmut Zwahr’s book on class-based organizations in Leipzig" or
in Hachtmann’s study on revolutionary Berlin. Some new impetus also
comes from an analysis of the minutes and records of meetings held by

212

The receptions of the 1848/9 revolutions

working-class or craftsmen’s organizations.*® New light has been shed on
the allegedly conservative nature of craftsmen’s organizations, concluding
that their ‘economic conservatism’ should not be too readily confused with
political conservatism. More recent investigations into journeymen’s organ-
izations seem to indicate that ‘workers’ should not be seen as isolated from
craftsmen or from other groups on the fringes of society.*’

7. Economic history. Although there has recently been some general interest
in the economic and banking sphere, relatively few studies seem to have
emerged. Of particular interest would be the fluctuating fortunes of the
Rothschild and Oppenheim banking houses. Further information can be
gleaned through regional studies of the Rhineland, Vienna and Berlin and
from biographies of public figures such as Hansemann or Bassermann, but
a further examination of this topic would be welcome.

8. Parliaments and constitutions. So much has been published on this topic
that it is surprising that recent studies have managed to offer any new
perspectives, especially where the Frankfurt Assembly is concerned. J. D.
Kithne examined the constitution from the point of view of a legal expert,
while also considering local government.** Giinther Hildebrandt, still some-
what indebted to the Marxist approach, developed a complex analysis of
the liberals and their policy compromise with individual governments.
Heinrich Best argues that the ultimate failure of the Assembly was the
result of severe fragmentation among its participating groups, for whom
the dual aim of national unification and democratization proved too
onerous a task. Jansen has taken up some of Best’s arguments, but only
in relation to left-of-centre liberals, tracking their progress through the
following decades.

9. Conservative and military aspects. Research in this subject area has seen
an acceleration during the last fifteen years, with important works by
Hachtmann, Michael Wettengel, Eckhard Trox and Dieter Langewiesche.
These studies indicate that, while catholic conservatism could establish itself
even in the middle and smaller states, especially in Bavaria, the actual strong-
hold of conservatism was Prussia. Membership of the various conservative
associations was no longer limited to the nobility and the landed gentry,
but included many civil servants, industrialists and, in particular, master
craftsmen.* The different military associations soon became an important
coalition partner of the conservative forces, constituting the ‘Borussian’
element and usually to the right of even the Prussian monarch. While Prussia
and the Third Germany developed a type of conservatism which was not
hostile to modernist reform, Austrian conservatives depended far too heavily
on the military, thus consolidating a new form of absolutism.
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A brief survey of Anglo-American research

It scarcely needs stating that historiography in the United States and in Britain
tended to be more progressive and modernist than in the German-speaking
countries, whose outlook was too often inhibited by a reactionary or fascist
past or by national divisions. German historians, on the whole, had failed
to take advantage of new approaches elsewhere, something that has changed
dramatically during the last two decades. Space will not permit more than
the most superficial survey of American and British publications, limited to
those works which have significantly influenced German research.’® P. H.
Noyes’s important study on working-class associations was of crucial im-
portance to German historians, stimulating a more broad-scale approach to
research in this area. Though his more recent contributions concern the
nationality issue, John Breuilly’s studies on German workers’ associations
must also be mentioned, disproving previous Marxist inspired views which
suggested that master craftsmen and journeymen were hostile towards the
earlier associations. Frank Eyck’s detailed work on the Frankfurt Parliament
encouraged lively debate on a topic which had hitherto often been dealt
with in too abstract and hypothetical a manner. William J. Orr’s study of
the Kreuzzeitung and J. R. Gillis’s book on Prussian bureaucracy contributed
towards a shift in the debate, giving prominence to reactionary and counter-
revolutionary aspects.”’ Roger Price placed the German revolutions into
their European context and Eda Sagarra’s social history successfully exploited
an interdisciplinary approach by linking literary and historical topics with
socio-cultural issues.

Three names, above all, had a major impact on German historiography
and have significantly promoted a broader understanding of the German
revolutions. James J. Sheehan’s book on German liberalism did much to
widen our knowledge of liberalism during the Pre-March period and beyond;
his detailed analysis of regional issues countered earlier attitudes which
were too ready to associate liberalism with the purely economic sphere.
Sheehan’s German History 1770-1866 has been indispensable for this book;
his deep insights into the cultural, social and intellectual aspects of the time
have been of immeasurable value. Jonathan Sperber’s brilliant study of
Rhineland Radicals, as well as his earlier work on popular catholicism,
encouraged a whole generation of younger German historians to embrace
regional studies and to examine the extra-parliamentary domain. The book
by David Blackbourn and Geoff Eley on the ‘peculiarities’ of German history,
first published in German, met with an overwhelming response among Ger-
man historians and social scientists. The authors sought to dispel the notion
of a German Sonderweg and — essentially — tried to prove that a successful
bourgeois revolution is not the only means of achieving ‘synchronization
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between economic, social and political spheres’.’* The Historians’ Dispute
of the late 1980s reopened the debate about a special German development,
though eventually a general consensus seemed to emerge that every nation
has a unique special development and that no Western norm should be
imposed world wide. Many other contributions by historians in Britain and
the United States cannot be included here, but this brief survey will have
indicated that the German revolutions of 1848/9 have become a topic for
serious international research. The numerous works translated from English
into German and vice versa bear witness to the genuine co-operation and
partnership that has developed during the last few decades.

The reception of the 150th anniversary of the
German revolutions

A satirical programme recently made the point that 1998 was the first time
in 150 years that the Germans had managed to find time to celebrate this event.
On the fiftieth anniversary the Kaiser’s war preparations preoccupied the
nation, 1923 witnessed the crisis of uncontrollable inflation, in 1948 Ger-
many was still struggling to emerge from the devastation of war and in 1973
the international oil crisis overshadowed the commemorative activities.’?
As if to compensate for lost time, 1998 marked a period that seemed to
crave anniversaries and lavished excessive attention on a host of events.
The central German government, however, did little to commemorate the
revolutions, leaving it to regional authorities and the media to celebrate this
first attempt to establish a democratic German state. Berlin also largely
abstained from the proceedings and Vienna’s response was low key, con-
centrating mainly on economic and banking factors. The main centres for
festivities were in Baden-Wiirttemberg, the Palatinate, Hesse, North-Rhine
Westphalia and Saxony. In Mannheim, the president of the Constitutional
Court commemorated the formation of the Basic Rights, reminding his
audience to be vigilant in the observation of human rights and tolerance
towards others, while the minister presidents of Baden-Wiirttemberg, the
Palatinate and Hesse participated in local festivities. Valentin’s pioneering
work was reprinted and many publications were marketed to coincide with
the anniversaries, ranging from academic studies to popular illustrated
accounts.’® Information on most of these publications can be gained via the
VLB (Verzeichnis lieferbarer Biicher) list which contains some 120 titles,
including catalogues of various exhibitions. A special Internet page was
created, to provide details of publications, exhibitions, lectures and other
events, though information was largely confined to the southwest.*
Baden-Wiirttemberg seemed particularly active in promoting the anni-
versary; its Haus der Geschichte subsidized many events, most prominent
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among them the exhibition at Karlsruhe which was augmented by 350
special activities, including live performances, attracting the largest number
of visitors to any exhibition in Germany in 1998. SPD members of the
Land parliament celebrated the opening in authentic style, sporting the
fashion of the time and singing revolutionary songs. The Offenburg ‘free-
dom festival® attracted 130,000 visitors and Mannheim mounted a touring
exhibition, sponsored by a building society and transported by train to
more than 100 railway stations across the country. The Mannheim Reiss
museum organized an exhibition of caricatures and the city of Rastatt
provided guided tours to places of historic interest, including the casemates
where revolutionaries had been imprisoned.

Centre stage was given to Frankfurt’s Paul’s Church, where on 19 May,
the Federal President, accompanied by the leaders of the federal and regional
parliaments, took part in a commemorative act to commission a new b.ell,
replacing the original one which had been destroyed during a bell ringing
festival the previous year. It may have been an act of historic irony that the
new bell failed to hit precisely the right note! A major Frankfurt exhibition
was organized by the German Historical Museum in Berlin, whose curator,
the Frankfurt historian Lothar Gall, arranged an accompanying programme
of lectures by leading German experts. The forty-second conference of Ger-
man historians, dedicated to the revolutions, was also held in Frankfurt.

Prominent German papers published articles by eminent German histor-
ians*® and most universities put on lectures to commemorate the revolu-
tions; Freiburg, for instance, hosted Mommsen, Fenske, Langewiesche and
Siemann, among others. Particularly welcome was an essay competition for
school children, entitled ‘Starting into freedom’, sponsored by the federa-
tion of German newspaper editors and aimed at stimulating interest in local
and regional history. A survey of radio and television reveals a similar
picture. The majority of anniversary programmes were transmitted by
Siidwest 3, the regional broadcasting station in the south west. Apart from
looking at political songs, poems and documentary sources, there were
special features on leading figures such as Hecker, Struve and von Gagern
and on the historic importance of Offenburg, Mannheim and Rastatt.
Hecker’s Baden Revolution was covered a number of times and one inter-
esting programme focused on the revolutionaries Schurz and Stadelmann
on their way into American exile.”” The most spectacular and most stirring
programme was a film version of Stefan Heym’s novel Lenz oder die Freibeit
which revolved around the 1849 revolution in Baden.’® A specially commis-
sioned opera by Detlef Heusinger, on the theme of the political apathy of
the legendary deutsche Michel, had its inaugural performance in the Paul’s
Church, and Lortzing’s opera Regina was televised. While Hecker, Herwegh,
Struve and Sigl were particularly popular characters, Brentano was hardly
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mentioned and Marx and Engels were afforded only a marginal role. The
satirical impact of Heinrich Hoffmann’s Struwwelpeter was recognized by
articles in several papers, though no specific political message was related
to his work. In general, the early Baden revolution received more attention
than the struggle to retain the Imperial Constitution. The latter was com-
memorated more particularly in the Tauber and Main regions and in Rastatt,
but it is likely that by 1999 the major interest in the anniversary had begun
to diminish.

Most exhibitions, broadcasts and reports were of a high standard and
should have stimulated a new interest in local research, providing a further
impetus to national and international research. Inevitably, however, some
events involved the promotion of tourism, rather than academic research.
The Lake of Constance region, in particular, commemorated revolutionary
events with special boat and train excursions, walking tours and open-air
festivals to attract visitors. Political correctness was always observed,
attributing the special roles played by women and Jews, frequently irrespec-
tive of inner divisions within these groups or of their actual social status at
the time. Some newspapers attempted to play down or ridicule the revolu-
tions. The Wertheimer Zeitung for instance reproduced observations from
1948 which condemned the revolutions as chaotic and anarchic, peace being
restored only after ‘thousands of political cranks had been dispatched to
America’.”” The Rhbeinische Merkur described Franz Sigl as ‘a failed homo-
sexual lieutenant and law student’, dismissed Herwegh’s poems as of scant
literary value and their author as the ‘pioneer of an aggressive nationalism
... In the vicinity of Bismarck’s blood and iron rhetoric’, while celebrating
Archduke John as ‘a patriot and liberal’.’ Such examples illustrate that,
despite much valuable work in enlightening today’s citizens, future genera-
tions will still have plenty of opportunity to continue to revise the many
images of the German revolutions.
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For instance: G. Wollstein and K. O. von Aretin in Rbeinischer Merkur, R. Hachtmann,
W. Siemann, F. Vollmer and others in a special issue of Zeitpunkte. published by the
Zeit Verlag.

Siidwestfunk 3 presented a series of programmes from September 1997 until May
1998. Some programmes gave a survey of the Revolution in Baden, others concen-
trated on individual figures such as Hecker, Herwegh’s wife, Struve and Heinrich von
Gagern, others again portrayed the Gymnasts’ Societies involvement. The feature
‘Traum von der Freiheit’, presenting Schurz and Stadelmann was broadcast on 12
and 19 April, 1998 at 17.00.
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58 Broadcast under the title ‘Lenz oder die Freiheit’ on 20, 21 and 28 April, 1998 at
21.20.

59 Wertheimer Zeitung, 4 June 1999.

60 Merkur, 18 December 1998, Merkur plus, 17 July 1998 and 10 September 1999

respectively.
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