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This book addresses selected aspects of political, so-
cial, cultural and economic life in the years following
the First World War in Eastern Europe. The division
between ‘Western Europe’ and ‘Eastern Europe’
should not be understood as mapping onto the dis-
tinction most familiar to us, since it long pre-dates
the East-West Cold War conflict after 1945. The histo-
riography of the First World War and its conse-
quences was long dominated by Anglo-Saxon, French
and German interpretation and literature, in which
events in Western Europe played a far larger part
than events on the Eastern Front or the establish-
ment of the new European order following 1918. In
this part of Europe, military action and violent con-
flict continued well beyond the Armistice of 11 No-
vember 1918, the discussions between the warring
parties at the Paris Peace Conference, and the peace
treaties signed with the governments of the Central
Powers. For about five years after the cease-fire
agreement, violence and armed confrontation, both
within and between states, continued to be the lived
experience in many European regions, in spite of the
efforts not only of new supranational institutions
such as the League of Nations, but also within civil so-
ciety, to find peaceful solutions to the various con-
flicts.!

This book’s aim is not to suggest that ‘Eastern
Europe’ was a homogeneous area, but rather to help
shine a light onto a neglected part of Europe. The var-
ious contributors deal with issues not only within but
also between nations, and adopt a comparative ap-
proach where appropriate. In most cases, they ad-
dress these issues by foregrounding specific exam-
ples rather than adopting the approach of overarch-
ing analyses.

The editors have collaborated to provide in this
introduction a description of the relevant historical

structures and developments, in order to help the
reader appreciate the context for the case studies in
the subsequent chapters. The first section focuses on
two debates within historical research. First, how
should one define an appropriate periodisation for
the First World War and its consequences? And sec-
ond, how has it come about that global historiogra-
phy has paid so much more attention to the Western
Front than to the ways in which the First World War
affected Eastern Europe? The second section recalls
the significant factors affecting the time period cov-
ered in the book: the pervading presence of violence,
successes and failures in establishing new states, the
fate of prisoners of war following 1918, the ‘Spanish
flu’ pandemic, and the high expectations East Euro-
peans vested in France and the United Kingdom. The
third section presents some of the key historical con-
cepts of the period: postcolonial history, the relation-
ship between social democracy and communism,
pacifism, revisionism and modernisation. The fourth
section then focuses on the bearers of memory in the
years after 1917: what image did emigrants and
refugees from Eastern Europe carry with them, and
what role did veterans of the front play in defining
the collective memory?

Throughout, the volume editors have been very
conscious that they have necessarily had to be selec-
tive in their choice of topics, the chronology they
present to provide context and the list of events be-
tween 1917 and 1923, and that they can make no
claim to be comprehensive.

First Section

Periodisation

The conventional dating of the First World War en-
compasses the period between the ‘July Crisis’ and
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Fig. 1: The former German Tannenberg National Monument in East Prussia. Contemporary Postcard.

the declaration of war at the start of August 1914 and
the cease-fire on 11 November 1918. This period fits
with the events of the war on the Western Front and
the influential war narratives of the Entente nations
and of Germany. An examination of the Eastern the-
atre of war would suggest a different periodisation.
Jay Winter identifies an initial phase (1914-1917),
characterised by an internal social consensus in
favour of mobilisation against an external enemy,
driven by the prevailing wartime conditions.

By 1917, it became clear to those involved that the
nature of the war had changed. Once a confrontation
between imperial powers, it had mutated into an in-
ternal revolutionary conflict in the wake of the Rus-
sian October Revolution, further exacerbated by the
peoples’ protests over inflation and the unfair bur-
den of war. Winter argues that the second phase
(1917-1923), ‘the Second Great War’, was charac-
terised by fear, internal divisions and ethnic and reli-
gious violence, and affected not only the newly cre-
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ated states and the regions of Central, Eastern and
Southern Europe, but also Ireland? in Western Eu-
rope.’ In many places in Eastern Europe, this coin-
cided during the years after 1917 with revolutionary
movements and efforts to achieve independence, and
these in turn gave rise to tensions and acts of vio-
lence, especially by paramilitary groups. This turbu-
lent period, Winter explains, lasted until 1923, when
the Treaty of Lausanne established the territory of
the new Turkish Republic and marked an end to
Greek territorial ambitions in Asia Minor - resulting
in the largest forced migration of peoples prior to the
Second World War.*

Why was the war in the East forgotten?

This new historiographical insight - that fighting and
violence continued beyond the autumn of 1918 in
Eastern Europe - calls into question why any Euro-
pean assessment of the First World War persistently
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pays more attention to the fighting in Belgium,
France and Italy between 1914 and 1918 than it does
to the Eastern Front, or indeed to the subsequent far-
reaching effects of the continued unrest during 1918-
1923. This perceptual problem is clearly not because
the First World War was less dramatic on the Eastern
Front than on the Western Front. This introduction
cannot hope to do more than allude to the various
reasons for this collective mental blindness. It is of-
ten pointed out that history is written by the victors,
and in this case the United Kingdom, France and the
USA led the international narrative on the war. In the
East, the Russian Empire had ceased to exist with the
1917 October Revolution, which was followed by a
bloody civil war between the Red and White armies;
the USSR was officially established on 30 December
1922, and its priorities did not include memorialising
the soldiers of the former Tsarist Empire and their
fight against the armies of Imperial Germany and the
imperial and royal monarchy of Austria-Hungary.
When ‘the East’ featured in the international dis-
course between the wars, it was mainly in debates
over the state order in Central and South-Eastern
Europe. Assessments of the military causes that led to
the First World War overshadowed any consideration
of its consequences. Both German and British histori-
ans ascribed the creation of the new European order
to Polish, Czech and Romanian nationalism, rather
than seeing it as the expression of emancipation by
peoples who had previously lived under the domina-
tion of imperial powers. This one-sided interpre-
tation exerted considerable influence on historio-
graphy. In Britain, the stereotypical images of
‘Balkanised Europe’ were widespread, and they were
echoed in Germany by the common conception of
Eastern European ‘seasonal states’; these tropes
shifted the perception of the realities on the ground
in the region.

This context lends significance to the cultural dis-
course on the First World War during the interwar
years. Images of the topographical memorials on the
former Western Front have gained worldwide recog-
nition. The battles and the trench warfare on the Aus-
trian-Italian front are commemorated in the monu-
mental war cemeteries of Sacrario di Redipuglia/
Sredipolje (1938)° and Sacrario militare di Fagaré
della Battaglia (1933-1935) in the Piave river valley,®
and at the battle sites in the High Dolomites. Between

the wars, thousands of images sent far and wide on
postcards and shown in cinema newsreels depicted
the ossuary at Douaumont (1927-1932) near Verdun
and the associated military cemetery, the memorial
at Notre-Dame-de-Lorette (1920-1925) near Ablain-
Saint-Nazaire, the memorial at Hartmannswillerkopf
(1918-1921) in Alsace, and the memorials at Lange-
marck (1930-1932) and Ypres (1927) in Flanders. The
only memorial in the East to gain recognition at a
comparable level to its western counterparts was the
Tannenberg Memorial. It was dedicated to the mem-
ory of the German victory in the Masurian region in
the summer of 1914, setting up a link in political
memory between the Battle of Tannenberg-Grun-
wald (a confrontation on 15 July 1410 between the
Teutonic Knights and the Polish-Lithuanian army)
and General Paul von Hindenburg (1847-1934), who
later served as Reichsprdsident. Built near the town of
Hohenstein in East Prussia/Olsztynek between 1924
and 1927 in the expressionist architectural style, the
Tannenberg Memorial evoked prehistoric sites and
the Hohenstaufen Castel del Monte.”

The collective blindness to the fate of the East may
also be explained by the fact that former battle sites
were not as much revered as they were in the West.
The Paris government believed that battle sites in
eastern France not only commemorated lost lives but
also served as a warning to neighbouring Germany,
should it ever attempt an act of aggression towards
France. The military cemeteries in the region of the
town of Gorlice in Lesser Poland, however, easily
match the French memorials in terms of their size
and aesthetic appeal. They commemorate the con-
frontations between Austrian and Russian forces in
the Tarnéw-Gorlice area of Western Galicia between
1914 and 1918.2 The fighting between the three pow-
ers that had partitioned Poland had taken the lives of
Poles fighting on both sides, and in newly established
country, the commemoration of losses was neither
confrontational nor triumphalist. So it is perhaps not
surprising that it was not until 2011 that the ‘Line of
the Eastern Front in the First World War in Lesser
Poland’ (Szlak Wschodniego Frontu I Wojny Swia-
towej w Matopolsce) was laid out and opened to
tourists in the voivodeship of Lesser Poland, with ex-
planatory displays at the different sites along the
route.’ In Poland, a dense network of memorial sites
and monuments commemorates the Second World
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Fig. 2: The Galician town of Gorlice, which was heavily destroyed during the long and fierce fighting between the German-Austrian and
the Russian armies in the summer of 1915.

War and its catastrophic consequences for the land
and its inhabitants, which are far more prominent in
the national conscience than memories of the First
World War.*°

Romania has a number of imposing memorial
sites: the Triumphal Arch (Arcul de Triumf) in Bu-
carest, built between 1921 and 1936 to a design by the
architect Petre Antonescu (1873-1965); the Mau-
soleum of Heroes (Mausoleul Eroilor, 1923-1938) in
Mirigsesti in Moldavia; and the Cross of Heroes
(Crucea Eroilor) on Mount Caraiman in the Southern
Carpathian mountains. Yet these too were less
prominent than other memorials on the interna-
tional stage. One of the most artistically significant
memorials anywhere to the fallen of the First World
War is the group of sculptures at Targu Jiu in
Walachia - although only a few well-informed histo-
rians of art in Western Europe have paid them the at-
tention they properly deserve. It was created by the
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Romanian sculptor Constantin Brancusi (1876-1957),
who was living and working in Paris. He abandoned
the conventions and symbols of classical war memo-
rials in order to create an intellectually evocative
group that focused on inviting meditation on war and
death rather than glorifying battle. The group con-
sists of the ‘Gate of the Kiss’ (Poarta Sirutului), the
‘Table of Silence’ (Masa Tacerii) and the ‘Endless Col-
umn’ (Coloana Infinitului)."!

Artists also used literature and cinematography to
memorialise the First World War. Film producers in
Eastern Europe, however, were only very rarely able
to dub their films or to produce subtitles in widely
spoken languages in order to make them accessible to
international cinema audiences. Examples include
the film Ponad $nieg (Whiter than Snow), produced by
Konstanty Meglicki (1890-1955) and inspired by a
work of the famous novelist Stefan Zeromski (1864-
1925), and the two films Szalericy (The Daredevil)
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Fig. 3: The Heroes’ Monument at Marisesti, Romania. The Romanian inscription of the Mausoleum bears the motto ‘intru slava eroilor
neamului’ (To the Glory of the Nation’s Heroes) and indicates the names of famous World War I battlefields: ‘Jiu - Olt - Sibiu - Cogna -
Ciresoaia - Robdnesti - Neajlov - Dragoslavele - Predeal - C. Lung - Panciu - Rdzoare - Bragov - Porumbacu - Marasesti - Marasti -
Oituz - Doaga - Muncel - Arabagi - Barcuf - Amzacea - Prunaru - Cerna - Casin - Valea Uzului - Sticlarie’.

(1928) and Florian (1938) by the director Leonard
Buczkowski (1900-1967); all three films portrayed
fictional events during the First World War, and re-
mained unknown outside Poland. The renaissance of
the First World War in Polish cinema eventually came
in the 1980s, with the broadcasting of Bohdan
Poreba’s TV series Polonia Restituta, the 1983 drama
Austeria (The Tavern) by Jerzy Kawalerowicz (1922-
2007) and the 1986 comedy C. K. Dezerterzy (The Im-
perial and Royal Deserters) by Janusz Majewski
(b. 1931). When these films were released, the politi-
cal relations of the Polish People’s Republic were not
likely to favour the popularisation of Polish cinema in
the Western world. The cinema-going public, there-
fore, mainly gained their perception of the war from
films produced in France, Britain, the United States

and Germany, which generally presented stories
from the Western Front. Films produced in Russia,
Poland, Hungary and Romania portrayed events on
the Eastern Front, but their distribution remained
largely confined to audiences within their respective
countries. The film Redl ezredes/Oberst Redl (1985) by
Hungarian director Istvan Szabo (b. 1938) did achieve
an Oscar nomination, albeit unsuccessful, by dint of
being a German-Austrian-Hungarian co-production,
which opened it up to much wider distribution than
would have been available to a purely Hungarian
film.

The East was largely invisible not only in film, but
also in international literature. Literature from East-
ern Europe rarely made much headway in the inter-
national market. There were a few notable examples,
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Where the Fighting Still Goes On
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The first anniversary of the armistice sees fighting still gning on i'ni
at least a dozen places in Europs and the Near East.
shows these twelve storm centers as Jollows:

1. In the Baltic region there is a four-corneved struggle between the
Lett and Esth nationalist troops, the German-Russian monarchist force
of Colonel Bermondt, and the Bolsheviki.

2. South of Petrograd the alleged anti-German forces of Genmeral
Yudenitoh are in contact with the “red"” armies.

3. On the North Russian front the troops of the anti-Bolshevik
Avchangel government are still “sticking it out” in spite of the withdrawal
of the British expeditionary force.

4. In Eastern Russia Kolchak's army is suffering one defeat after
another at the hands of the “reds.”

5. In Southern Russia there is the wvolunteer army of General

The above map

6. In Volhynia and Podolia the troops of the Ulrainian durectorate,
under General Petlura, are facing the Bolsheviki on one side, the Poles
on the other.

7. Along the Dvina the Polish-Bolshevik war continues.

8. In Silesia there is no actual fighting, but, semething very much
like a truce between the Poles and Germans,

9. Hungary, what with the Rumiian ocoupation and the White
Terror, with its pogroms and wholesale executions, 18 very much in the
state of war.

10. On the Adriatio fighting may start any moment between the
Italians and Jugo-Slavs, with d'Annunzio’s volunteers still holding “‘con-
quered” Fiume.

11. In Albania promiscuous fighting is going on, with Italians,
F'rench, Greeks, Serbians and Albanians participating.

12. In Asia Minor the Turkish nationalist forces of Mustappa Kemal

Detikin making war on the ‘reds” and the Ukrainians.

Pasha are defying the Allies.

Fig. 4: Map of Europe, ‘Where the Fighting Still Goes On’. The New York Tribune, 9 November 1919.
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works that portrayed the war in all its grim reality
from the point of view of the common soldier: the
plays The Last Days of Mankind (Die letzten Tage der
Menschheit, 1915-1922) by Karl Kraus (1874-1936),
and Drums in the Night (Trommeln in der Nacht, 1919)
by Bertolt Brecht (1898-1956); and the anti-war nov-
els All Quiet on the Western Front (Im Westen nichts
Neues, 1929) by Erich Maria Remarque (1898-1970)
and Higher Command (Heeresbericht, 1930) by Edlef
Koppen (1896-1939). A further exception was the
comedic novel The Adventures of the Good Soldier Svejk
(Osudy dobrého vojdka Svejka za svétové vdlky), by the
Czech author Jaroslav Hasek (1883-1923), which has
been translated into 58 languages, rewritten as a
stage play, and produced as a film several times. The
author, who tended towards political anarchism,
wrote it as a Dadaist response to the absurdity of war.
The novel was widely misunderstood in the West,
where the figure of Svejk became seen as a stereotyp-
ical representation of what was assumed to be the
Czech national characteristic of ‘Svejkism’. Western
readers seem to have missed the parody of a Czech
soldier forced to serve against his will in the imperial
and royal army and taking every sabotage opportu-
nity available to him; and yet this novel reflects par-
ticularly well the situation of the small nations under
the rule of the three great imperial powers.

Two major literary works about the war in Eastern
Europe suffered from unfortunate publication dates.
The epochal novel of Joseph Roth (1894-1939), The
Emperor’s Tomb (Kapuzinergruft), was distributed in
1938 by a publisher in exile in the Netherlands who in
1937 had published the German translation of a key
work by a childhood friend of Roth, the Polish author
J6zef Wittlin (1896-1976). Wittlin had published his
novel Sél ziemi in 1935, and the German translation
Das Salz der Erde (The Salt of the Earth) had appeared in
1937. Roth’s work gained posthumous international
recognition as a masterly portrait of the dying days of
the Habsburg Monarchy; Wittlin’s, meanwhile, took
much longer to gain the attention of a wider public.

Second section
Violence
Violence remained a widespread feature of daily

political and social life in Eastern Europe during the
years following the First World War, a reality that

escaped the notice of selective western observers.
This violence was rooted in many causes, and it was
expressed in a variety of ways. It could be due to ma-
terial want; it could be expressed through attacks on
unpopular groups, or on those of different ethnicity
or political persuasion. It was sometimes perpetrated
by paramilitary groups, and sometimes escalated into
civil war.

George L. Mosse (1918-1999) has suggested that
war experiences brutalised those taking part and en-
couraged further violent acts, and this has been
borne out in all the nations concerned. The myth of
‘war experience’ resonated in every nation that had
taken part in the war; the losers, and especially the
Germans, were particularly susceptible to this phe-
nomenon. The trauma of the 1918 defeat made it dif-
ficult for them to engage rationally with the war and
where its roots had lain.'? Mosse and others have cor-
rectly emphasised that the experience of the First
World War altered the attitude of the combatants to
the use of violence. The vast majority of soldiers who
had survived the war unhurt, however, returned to
civil life in November 1918. As we shall see below,
some became convinced pacifists, while others cre-
ated patriotic mythologies from their experience in
the trenches. The myth acquired a dangerously ex-
plosive political force in the defeated and the newly
created nations, where conservative and nationalis-
tic parties espoused it for their own purposes, and
could instrumentalise it to promote paramilitary acts
of violence.

There was a disparity, after 1918, in the potential
of different nations to carry out acts of violence; the
defeated nations’ ability to mobilise for war was hob-
bled, while the victorious nations experienced a wave
of pacifism.?

The Eastern European ‘shatter zones’ that had
emerged from the downfall of the dynastic empires
(Russia, Austria-Hungary, Germany, Turkey) were
particularly vulnerable to outbreaks of violence;
many were affected by disputed borders and the lack
of a clearly defined new national order.!

Thanks to the First World War, the small local pre-
1914 rivalries over territorial disputes and unfulfilled
national aspirations had been transformed by 1918
into a generalised European struggle focused princi-
pally on ethnic and ideological differences. The war
had served as a catalyst; as a result, revolutions had
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Fig. 5: The town of Sokolniki, near Lwéw. Jewish population in front of destroyed buildings likely done by Ukrainian forces in 1919.

broken out and then been carried through.’* The
stimulus was not only the USA’s entry into the war on
the Western Front in the spring of 1917 and the col-
lapse of the Russian front six months later, but also
the concept of the right to self-determination, propa-
gated by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (1870-1924) and
Woodrow Wilson (1856-1924), who each promoted
the concept according to their own specific national
and international interpretation. Both presented the
concept as a challenge to the empires of Central and
Eastern Europe.'

The differences between these two politicians are
telling. Wilson stated that the Allies’ war objective
should be the victory of democratic nationalism in Eu-
rope. The League of Nations was to bring peace and
maintain the new post-war order. Lenin advocated an
armistice at any price, and promoted national/ethnic
independence that rested on the workers and farmers
who rose up against dynastic empires. According to
Lenin, the underclass’s emancipation would lead to an
international class revolution that would legitimate
the use of violence. The Bolshevik view therefore en-
compassed the peoples of the whole world, making no
difference between domestic and external politics."”
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As Robert Gerwarth and John Horne have stated,
the years following 1917/18 were marked by the
emergence and triumph of diametrically opposed ide-
ologies - principally fascism and communism - whose
advocates had seized power in states such as the So-
viet Union and Italy by 1923.'® Both these ideologies
spoke mainly to societies’ lower classes, who had par-
ticularly suffered from harshness of the First World
War: in Russia the farmers, in Italy the workers and
the upper working class. Italy, one of the victorious
nations in 1918, had suffered a high death toll during
the war. The nationalists’ suggestion that Italy had
been betrayed by the high price they had paid for vic-
tory resonated with many Italians. Benito Mussolini
(1883-1945) and his fascist movement held out the
promise that violence within Italy and colonial expan-
sion could together rectify the national sense of hu-
miliation and restore a sense of Italy’s greatness."

The history of violence in the various forms it
adopted following the First World War is only partly
explained in the context of the larger developments
such as revolutions, the breakdown of empires and
new ideologies such as fascism and communism.
Other factors include, for example, the ethnic con-
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flicts that arose as new nation states and their bor-
ders were established, not only in Central and East-
ern Europe but also in Western Europe. There are
parallels between Poland (Upper Silesia) and (North-
ern) Ireland in terms of ethnic differentiation, the fo-
cus on ‘kin states’ - here, Germany and the United
Kingdom respectively - and a readiness to engage in
conflict, which in the case of Ireland additionally in-
volved a strong confessional connotation.?

In many places, violence found fertile soil after
1918; the outcome differed, however, according to
how diverse local political cultures had either held
back or sharpened the experience of violence during
war. Tradition and local structures, it emerged, had a
greater effect than did war and revolution.?

Four principal factors influenced the way that vio-
lence spilled over from the Russian civil war into
neighbouring countries: the lack of the state struc-
tures that would have provided a set of legal sanc-
tions, the dissolving of the line that had divided the
war front from the home front, the virulence of old
social and ethnic tensions, and finally the motiva-
tional intensity of the new ideology.*

From ‘Fighting Man’ to Civilian
The Continuation of the War in Eastern Europe After 1918

In Eastern Europe, the First World War did not end in
the autumn of 1918: it lingered on until 1923 in vari-
ous armed conflicts, some of which resulted from the
collapse of the Habsburg Monarchy, the Tsarist Russ-
ian Empire and the German Empire. The populations
concerned suffered social upheavals to everyday life,
but were also involved in struggles for emancipation
and aspirations towards national statehood.

In the events that unfolded on the western and
southern borders of Russia, it is not helpful to distin-
guish between military victors and losers. The First
World War accelerated the end of the Tsarist Empire
and opened up to its populations the possibility of
national independence.” Western European actors -
those involved in the peace negotiations and political
observers more generally - often failed to fully ap-
preciate the region’s developments, which were com-
plex and sometimes even contradictory.

The violent confrontations in Eastern Europe
were often somewhat asymmetrical. Those involved
were clearly not simply ‘armed nations’, i.e. ethni-
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Fig. 6: Polish-German Fighting in Upper Silesia in May 1921.

cally homogeneous armies. In the 1919-1921 Polish-
Soviet Russian war, the Polish General Lucjan
Zeligowski (1865-1947) commanded, among other
troops, Russian Uhlans, while the Russian side in-
cluded Polish gunmen.? In some places, national con-
frontations also became intertwined with the Russian
civil war, making the situation even more confusing.
Wars of different intensities broke out between
states, to establish states or to settle border disputes,
as did civil wars, armed insurrections, uprisings and
local conflicts arising out of established economic,
ethnic and religious differences. The nature of a
number of these armed conflicts changed over time.
As Christoph Mick has shown, a conflict could mani-
fest in a number of different forms.? The French in-
tervention forces in southern Russia, for example,
were faced with unclear frontlines and demotivated
soldiers in their own and in Allied troops, and after a
few months they withdrew from the theatre of war
via Crimea in April 1919.

19



Burkhard Olschowsky, Piotr Juszkiewicz, Jan Rydel

Das dankbare Vaterland. i :

»Dés is wirkll rilhrend, wia die neuche Regierung filr uns forgt!*

Fig. 7: Heimkehrer. ‘The Grateful Homeland’. Austrian soldiers
in front of a civilian clothing shop. The sign says: ‘For Homeco-
mers’. One soldier says to his comrade: ‘It’s really amazing how
the new government takes care of us!’. Caricature, Muskete,
Vienna, 16 January 1919.

The need for a new territorial order also emerged
in the second area of post-imperial collapse: the re-
gions of the former Habsburg Monarchy, including
Poland and Romania. National states had emerged
in these regions by the end of 1918, but there were
persistent doubts about where the new national
borders should run, given the multi-ethnic popula-
tions. In some regions, the state of uncertainty aris-
ing from conflicting territorial claims continued
until 1923.

20

The Soldiers’ Homecoming and the Experience of Reinte-
gration

Millions of soldiers were demobilised at the end of
1918 and during 1919, and the transition from war to
peace was made more difficult when they returned
home and found that their world was much changed.
As part of peace, they were hoping for normality and
security. In fact, their post-war experiences varied
widely. On the one hand, war veterans were publicly
honoured and invited to contribute to the establish-
ment of new states and the new order; at the other
extreme, communities and societies that had experi-
enced fundamental changes were discovering new
forms of insecurity. These ranged from financial dif-
ficulties to continuing violence, exile and the loss of
homeland.?

All former soldiers felt the difficulty of becoming
accustomed to normal civilian life. Sometimes, demo-
bilised soldiers experienced the new and unfamiliar
relationships they returned to as a disconcerting lack
of order. They could view these changes as either a
stroke of luck or a threat. Some felt lucky to be able to
help build a new state, and to help secure it from
within as well as from the outside world. Many for-
mer ‘fighters’, however, sensed that their status was
not securely established, in a context where no one
was clearly enforcing national order. This threaten-
ing situation was aggravated if their war service was
poorly recognised, and if they were offered few
means, either material or emotional, of reintegrating
into post-war society - as was especially true in the
defeated nations.

There were millions of returning soldiers; to rein-
tegrate them in such economically uncertain times
was problematic, both politically and emotionally.
Veterans from the large multi-ethnic empires faced
not only the challenge of gaining national public
recognition, but also the question, for each individ-
ual, of which of the new states was now his home-
land.” For any soldier who had fought on the ‘wrong’
side, or whose country had suffered especially heav-
ily in the defeat, his return was likely to be marked by
caution, or possibly not celebrated at all. Those
deeply affected by the war also experienced disillu-
sionment and personal shame, especially those who,
instead of returning as heroes, returned sick or dis-
abled by the war. Those whose mental health had
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been damaged became a visible problem; both in and
beyond medical circles this was soon labelled as
‘shell-shock syndrome’.?®

Demobilised soldiers returning from the front
turned to the administrative authorities in their coun-
try for support in finding work and for medical care.

In many German cities, soldiers were afforded ho-
nour on their return. The years of economic hardship
and the collapse of political order, however, stifled
any sense of joyful celebration. Although people
recognised the military achievements and patriotic
deeds of the war, many were also crushed by grief at
the senseless sacrifice of so many lives for the sake of
the doomed German Empire. Friedrich Ebert, leader
of the SPD and subsequently Reichsprdsident, gave ex-
pression to this sense of ambivalence. On 10 Decem-
ber 1918, speaking to returning troops in Berlin, he
gave credence to the myth that the German army had
not been defeated in battle: ‘It was not an enemy who
conquered you.” Acknowledging the superior
strength of the Allies, he said it was a patriotic ‘duty’
not to require any more ‘pointless victims’.?

The myth of the ‘stab in the back’ had rapidly
spread and been accepted in conservative and na-
tionalist circles, but few war veterans believed it in
the years immediately following the war. Hundreds
of thousands of former soldiers had experienced
first-hand the horror of the front and the inescapable
truth of defeat.*

The consensus shared by veterans and the govern-
ment was that swift social and political measures
were needed on behalf of the 2.7 million disabled by
the war.’! Nevertheless, the narrative of the unde-
feated army, however, did not disappear, and it be-
came fertile soil for the marginalisation of alleged
traitors both in the medium and the long term.*

Western Europe’s economic hardship and the psy-
chological undermining of men’s self-respect were
magnified, both politically and psychologically, in
East-Central Europe. Most Polish, Czech and Slovak
soldiers had fought during the war in the uniform of
a country other than the one they now hoped would
support them. Disabled war veterans felt all the more
aggrieved by their misfortune in that they had not
willingly enlisted in the imperial army in which they
had served.®

The new Polish state established in November
1918 was a country severely damaged by the war, and
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faced with a set of political, economic, social and mil-
itary challenges. The vast majority of the returning
soldiers had enlisted as subjects of the German, Aus-
trian and Russian Empires, each of which had im-
posed its own military training. They were now seek-
ing their relatives and looking for work, or even
simply for food.** The newly established state had in-
herited three different administrative systems, but it
had no established welfare system. During the early
post-war years, the institutions responsible for these
functions had first to be set up, and the parameters of
the required welfare policy had then to be defined, in
particular for the war disabled.*

The Polish army was swiftly constituted, but the
traditions resulting from over a century of partition
had clearly left their mark. The personnel had inher-
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Fig. 9: A former Austro-Hungarian soldier. Medical mechanical
devices for the elbow joint in the Red Cross Hospital after the
First World War at Villach, Carinthia.

ited varying patterns of military training, and the
units exhibited a wide range of standards in terms of
cultural, linguistic and educational achievement and
even of literacy, especially among soldiers from the
eastern regions of Poland. These differences were ex-
acerbated by the animosity between the leading mili-
tary figures J6zef Pitsudski, Jézef Haller and Jézef
Dowbor-Mus$nicki. General Haller, a conservative
nationalist, had established his own army in France
in 1917, and was an opponent of Pilsudski. General
Dowbor-Mu$nicki had built his career in the Tsarist
army and had then been promoted to commander of
the forces of Greater Poland in Poznan. As such, in the
name of the regional Supreme People’s Council
(Naczelna Rada Ludowa) he refused to commit ‘his’
soldiers to defend the Warsaw government.*® The
army thus had a conflicting heritage and internal po-
litical differences, and had experienced military con-
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frontations with many neighbouring states; it also
had a highly significant role to play in the establish-
ment of the country whose integrity it guaranteed.
Only in 1921, however, was it realistic to describe the
Polish army as a unified and coherent conscript
army.”’

Society in the newly formed Czechoslovakia also
bore unmistakable signs of the war’s effects. Loyalty
to Vienna had weakened in wartime, and indeed
there had been few signs that the war with Russia was
popular among the Czech population.* The founda-
tional declaration of Czechoslovakia on 28 October
1918 indicated that the Czech Legion was to be the
cornerstone of the future army which, in spite of ill-
defined borders and potential future conflict, would
guarantee sovereignty and provide defensive power.
The Czech Legion had been constituted during the
war, bringing under the command of its own officers
Czech prisoners of war and deserting Czech soldiers.
It included around 11,000 men in France, over 23,000
in Italy and around 75,000 in Russia.*

As the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy collapsed in
the autumn of 1918 and different nations were estab-
lished in its wake, an urgent question arose: should
soldiers in the royal and imperial army be demobilised
or should they carry on serving? On the one hand, the
catastrophically poor supply lines and the exhaustion
from the long war had led to increasing levels of
desertion, and on the other hand there were growing
demands for the remains of the large Habsburg army
to be divided into unified national regiments.* The re-
lationship between the soldiers of the former royal
and imperial army and those of the much mytho-
logised and idolised Czech Legion, who returned in
November 1920, proved difficult. It was therefore
crucial to establish a clear military hierarchy that
would prove reliable should any of the threatened
conflicts with neighbouring states break out.*

Notwithstanding the pacifist outlook of the elites
in Plzen and KoSice, the newly established states such
as Poland and Czechoslovakia made swift moves to
build up their national defence forces.* Their princi-
pal concern was to secure or even extend their terri-
tories in any conflict with neighbours to the east.
This engendered long-lasting bitterness in their rela-
tionships with these states (Hungary, Lithuania, So-
viet Russia) and regions (western Ukraine, Carpatho-
Ukraine). In January 1919, a Polish advance provoked
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Fig. 10: Austro-Hungarian ‘Homecomers’ from Russian captivity, 1917.

a border conflict with Czechoslovakian troops over
the duchy of Cieszyn, which was unusual in that both
countries had sent official political representatives to
the Versailles peace negotiations as victor nations.
An energetic intervention by the French government
helped to establish a delicate line of demarcation be-
tween the two countries.*

The situation in Hungary in 1918 was especially
difficult. The territorial status quo was under threat,
and there were both economic and social crises; be-
hind all of these lay structural problems that would
be neither simple nor quick to resolve. The multi-eth-
nic structure of the country was reflected, amongst
other things, in the discrimination towards non-Mag-
yar population groups. In the autumn of 1918, Slo-
vaks, Croats, Serbs and Romanians had the opportu-
nity to free themselves from Magyar imperialism by
attaching themselves to the newly established neigh-
bouring states, who in turn sought to extend their re-
spective territories at Hungary’s expense.*

The Habsburg Monarchy’s symptoms of crisis
echoed the situation of the Hungarian soldiers, who
were dissatisfied with the supply situation for both
the army and their relatives back home. The precari-
ous position of the Austro-Hungarian prisoners of
war held in Russia proved another destabilising fac-
tor. The cold and the lack of food, together with the
carefully guarded status differences, soured relations
between the Hungarian officers and the rank-and-file
soldiers. As a result, thousands of prisoners of war be-
came receptive to socialist ideas following the Bol-
sheviks’ seizure of power. In March 1918, the Treaty
of Brest-Litovsk between the Central Powers and the
Soviet Russians enabled the return of the first prison-
ers of war to Hungary. Home at last, many of the
returnees were suspected of being Bolsheviks and in-
terned or even sent straight back to the front. When
the news of their comrades’ woeful welcome reached
the hundreds of thousands still in Russia, sympathy
for their own government began to wane.”
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Because of the displacement practice of the royal
and imperial army,” the Hungarian troops were
fighting as one section among others at the Piave
front. From the summer of 1918, the increasingly
poor quality of the equipment and supplies signifi-
cantly undermined army morale. In late October, the
Hungarian government under Count Istvan Tisza
(1861-1918) embarked on a programme towards
more independence, in order to reach a separate
peace agreement with the Entente and to secure the
Hungarian territory to the south and east. This gave
rise to insistent calls for Hungarian soldiers to return
home. Many obliged, not least in order to escape the
heavy battle casualties of northern Italy, yet unaware
that new military confrontations awaited them at
home.”

In Austria, the heartland of the Habsburg Monar-
chy, the political, territorial and social changes of
1918 deeply unsettled the soldiers and the population
as a whole. In early summer that year, most political
personalities in Vienna, Budapest and other major lo-
calities believed that a reformed version of the Aus-
tria-Hungary would somehow survive. On 16 October
1918, Emperor Karl published his so-called ‘People’s
Manifesto’, calling for a league of independent na-
tions, but by then matters had developed beyond his
control, and the lands of the Crown of St Stephen had
already fragmented irretrievably. Austrian soldiers
in the imperial and royal army had experienced the
centrifugal forces that would destroy the monarchy:
worsening supplies in rural areas, strikes, mutinies
and desertions, and finally the breaking up of their
military units. In November, they returned to an al-
tered homeland; instead of normality and security,
they found uncertainty, social want, revolutionary
tensions and riots.*®

Their encounters with the prisoners of war re-
turning from Russia gave an indication of how deep
the sense of insecurity ran. The army high command
and the War Surveillance Office considered that the
POWs had come into such contact with Bolshevism
that they were to be seen as a security threat. The
returning prisoners were confined in a so-called ‘re-
turnee’ camp’, subjected to medical examinations
and a ‘disciplinary re-education’, and equipped to re-
turn to the front. The returning soldiers, poorly pro-
visioned and humiliated, reacted with resentment
and mutinied. The threat of Bolshevism was far
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greater in the popular imagination than in reality,
especially since the Russian Revolution had gained
few adherents among the Austrian soldiers.*

The months between November 1918 and June
1919 were marked by uncertainty, hunger and at-
tempted uprisings organised by determined left-
wing socialists. Austria was looking increasingly like
a shrinking small nation heading towards failure.
Clever domestic policy under the aegis of social
democratic, Austro-Marxist leadership successfully
averted disaster. In Vienna, the workers’ and sol-
diers’ councils, together with workers in industry,
managed to introduce a series of social and political
measures securing the newly established republic;
some approved the associated image of ‘red Vienna’,
while others were repelled by it.*°

At the end of the war, Romania gained large terri-
tories that had previously belonged to the Habsburgs
and to Russia. This was perhaps an unexpected devel-
opment, after they had joined the war in 1916 on the
side of the Entente and suffered several defeats in
1917. The establishment and consolidation of Greater
Romania happened across cleavages that had divided
not only Romanians from the minority populations -
especially Hungarians, Germans, Jews, Ukrainians,
and Russians - but also the centralisers of the former
empire (Walachia, Moldavia, Dobruja) from the Ro-
manian politicians of Transylvania, Banat, Bukovina
and Bessarabia.”!

Crucially, as the Russian and Austro-Hungarian
Empires collapsed, Romania had at its disposal armed
forces ready to fill the power vacuum. As Schmitt has
stated: ‘The integration - which some might describe
as an annexation - of the new territories went some-
what less smoothly than the Romanian master narra-
tive might suggest, and encountered rather more op-
position.”” The Banat Swabians found integrating
into the new state challenging, while the large major-
ity of the Hungarian population rejected them.>

The Entente nations valued Romania as an or-
dered state providing a bulwark against both Bolshe-
vism and the threat of revolution coming from Hun-
gary. In the summer of 1919, Romanian forces,
including many Transylvanian Saxons, defeated the
Hungarian Soviet Republic and marched into Bu-
dapest. It was an act of revenge for the Central Pow-
ers’ earlier cruel occupation policy, and they rel-
ished their triumph over the most significant of
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their ethnic and political opponents.> It was not until
the Western powers voiced a strong warning that the
Romanian forces, after some looting, withdrew from
Hungary in the autumn of 1919.% Following this mili-
tary defeat, a major overhaul was needed to deal with
the territorial gains and the resulting need for inte-
gration. The 335,000 war dead were generally com-
memorated along ethnic lines, and they were raised
to the status of heroes.*

Paramilitary Groups and the Continuing War

Many conflicts broke out during the years shortly
following the war, 1918 to 1923, between military and
paramilitary groups; among both the victorious and
the defeated nations of Central and Eastern Europe.
These arose from local and regional disputes but
shared some common features. First, few borders of

Fig. 12: Austrian propaganda poster in Slovenian language: ‘Mo-
ther, don't vote for Yugoslavia, otherwise I'll have to go to war
for King Peter!” (Mama, ne $timajte za Jugoslavijo, kar moram
ajnrukat za kralja Petra!) 1 January 1920.
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the new states were clearly defined or marked at the
start of 1919. Second, the imperial powers’ collapse
created a power vacuum that not only exacerbated
awareness of the ethnic distinctions between popula-
tion groups, but also opened up opportunities for na-
tionalist groups and individual governments. Third,
the states of many regions no longer exercised a mo-
nopoly on power, and others had not yet claimed it;
this gave rise to increased paramilitary activity and
made the prospect of warlike conflicts inviting.
Fourth, once the Russian Revolution and the subse-
quent civil war had unleashed violence, it gained val-
idation as a political instrument, and this encouraged
a spiralling of further violence between political
groups and national or ethnic opponents, and called
into question the legitimacy of state and regional
authority.””

Dissatisfaction with the political and social situa-
tion as well as loss of status and of social respect com-
bined to trigger different reactions: on the one hand,
guilt was externalised, projected onto the ‘other’ - in-
cluding Jews and/or Bolsheviks - and on the other
hand there were calls for a strong hand to keep order,
for authority that was not dependent on parties and
democratic rules.

There were apparent advantages for both sides to
using experienced fighting forces organised in para-
military units: the men could avoid the difficult
process of reintegration into civilian life, and indeed
gain lucrative pay or even loot, while at the same
time retaining their group solidarity and enhanced
social respect. It was moreover in every state’s politi-
cal interest to keep the troops in uniform, since the
defeated nations needed them to defend their terri-
tory, and the victorious nations needed them for de-
fence as well as any attempts at territorial expansion.
If necessary, they could also call on the paramilitary
units, but the authorities were under no obligation to
supply them with pay or any other favours. There
was however a risk that the units could set them-
selves up as warlords and collaborate with their gov-
ernment’s enemies to destabilise the state.

In Germany, Austria and Hungary, it was princi-
pally former officers and career soldiers who chose
to join paramilitary groups, while ordinary soldiers
were happier to return to civilian life. In those
three countries, it was mainly men from the junior
officer ranks, lieutenants and captains, who helped
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to develop and took command of the paramilitary
groups.”® In Germany and Austria, volunteer corps
(Freikorps) emerged at the end of 1918 for the defence
of homes and residents; their aim was to defend their
homeland from the perceived threat of revolutionary
soldiers’ councils and from takeover by Bolshevik
forces.”®

In the first half of 1919, the German Freikorps be-
came radicalised from their involvement in the gov-
ernment-sanctioned conflicts along the new border
with Poland and in the Baltic region. They especially
attracted young people, cadets and students, who
were all too young to have been affected by the shock
of the war of attrition during the First World War.*
The Reich government also deployed the Freikorps in
Germany to combat real or alleged revolutionary
movements, such as the Munich Soviet Republic of
1919 and the Ruhr Red Army. The German Ministry of
the Interior was turning a blind eye to many acts of
antirepublican terror and even murder of persons
who were suspected as ‘left-wing radicals’.®* Offi-
cially, the Freikorps were demobilised following the
failed Kapp Putsch that they mounted in 1920; there-
after, they constituted themselves as an ultra-right-
wing, strictly anti-democratic movement that subse-
quently contributed to the development of the
NSDAP.%2

In Austria, the People’s Defence (Volkswehr) were
the official armed forces instituted by the social
democrats; their high command was faced with
the emergence of the right-wing Home Guard
(Heimwehr), who conducted a guerrilla war against
Serb and Slovenian units in Carinthia and Styria in
the winter and spring of 1919. The subsequently in-
fluential home-defence movement was rooted in this
desire to defend the homeland from occupation by
foreign troops.® The fact that many Slovenes lived in
Carinthia was ignored and denied. This gave rise to
the persistent myth of a defensive struggle, fed by or-
ganisations that were strongly anti-socialist and
unashamedly anti-Semitic, and rejected parliamen-
tary democracy. Their worldview was remarkably
similar to the Fiihrer ideology.*

After the declaration of the Soviet Republic in
March 1919 in Hungary, paramilitary force played a
significant role. The Hungarian government recog-
nised the importance of mobilising effective forces
under the command of former royal and imperial

Fig. 13: Postcard by Mihaly Biré (1886-1948) criticising the autho-
ritarian right wing government of Miklés Horthy, Vienna 1920.

officers and occasionally making successful advances
against the Czechoslovak army.®® In Hungary, many
high-ranking officers and officials with aristocratic
backgrounds were imprisoned, taken as hostages and
even murdered - between 350 and 1,000 people dur-
ing the four months of the Soviet Republic. Romanian
and Czechoslovak troops, sanctioned by the outcome
of the Paris Peace Conference, marched into Hungary
in the summer of 1919 and enforced an end to the
short-lived experiment of the Hungarian Soviet Re-
public. Many soviet functionaries escaped to Austria
and Soviet Russia, but the newly established Hungar-
ian national army of the regent Mikl4s Horthy, aided
by militias, overran the country between August
1920 and the end of 1921 in a wave of anti-Semitic-
inspired terror, killing between 1,500 and 5,000 peo-
ple and imprisoning 75,000 more.® Horthy was in
sympathy with the militias. Hungary subsequently
became a place of refuge for counter-revolutionaries
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Fig. 14: Allegory of the Polish Victory in 1920. ‘Forward War-
saw!’ Painted by Zdzistaw Jasifiski.

in Europe, and offered those conducting uprisings in
Bavaria and Austria somewhere to prepare and re-
treat to.*’

In terms of paramilitary violence and the building
of a nation, Poland offers a particular case study. The
collapse of the Habsburg Monarchy, the Russian civil
war and the defeat of Germany dramatically damaged
the economic situation and gave rise to both internal
and external conflicts; this also, however, presented
an opportunity to unify the country and to extend
the territory beyond seemingly linguistic border-
lines. The Polish government adopted the federation
plans of its leader J6zef Pitsudski, and was prepared
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to reckon with the risk that confrontations would
emerge between a restored Poland and all its neigh-
bours except Latvia and Romania.®

The most significant conflict - and one that
threatened the very existence of the Polish state -
was in 1919-1921 between Soviet Russia and an al-
liance of the forces of Poland and Ukrainian units un-
der the command of Symon Petliura (1879-1926). The
Polish army was at the time a rather heterogeneous
collection of formations, and the fighting ran a che-
quered course, but the Poles were eventually victori-
ous and gained significant territories to the east.*®
The victory over the Red Army at the ‘Miracle on the
Vistula’ in August 1920 was thereafter promoted by
the state, gaining influential mythical status, and was
closely linked to Marshal Pitsudski. His political op-
ponents, on the other hand, promoted the site as a re-
ligious lieu de mémoire.”™

In 1919, Poland was engaged in military conflict
with Lithuania and the West Ukrainian People’s Re-
public, mainly over the towns of Vilnius and Lwéw,
and was finding it difficult to bring the fighting to a
satisfactory conclusion.”” These conflicts could be
justified on defensive grounds, but neither state was
areal threat to the Warsaw government, whereas So-
viet Russia was. Following these border conflicts, the
Second Polish Republic was marked by a tendency to
latent antagonism, and to having a high opinion of its
own strength.”

Prisoners of War After 1918

The popular images of the history of the First World
War and its consequences in Eastern Europe often
omit, among other things, any mention of prisoners
of war; in reality, millions of soldiers endured war
captivity. In the absence of accurate figures, early
21st-century historians estimate that roughly one in
ten soldiers mobilised in the First World War ended
up as a prisoner of war, so that the total number of
men affected must have been between 6.6 million and
8 million.” Their treatment depended on the nation
holding them and its usual practices, but was also
very much at the mercy of how well its supply lines
functioned. The binding text establishing the human
rights principles regulating the treatment of prison-
ers of war was the Hague Convention of 18 October
1907.7* Articles 4-20 of the Annex to the convention
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Fig. 15: Romanian war-wounded soldiers in a Hungarian prisoners of war camp, 1918.

regulated the treatment of prisoners of war: it was to
be humane. The state holding the prisoners was per-
mitted to use their labour for civilian purposes - on
the land, in trade, in industry or in public service -
but not for any activities related to military opera-
tions. Food supplied to prisoners of war should be of
the same quality as that supplied to the nation’s own
armed forces. It was not permitted to remove private
possessions from prisoners of war. Officers were ex-
empt from the requirement to supply labour, and
were to be housed separately.

From 1914 onwards, the warring nations all
largely disregarded these provisions. Prisoners of
war were not only forced to work in defence indus-
tries, but also on front line fortifications, digging
trenches and other similar duties.”

The International Red Cross was charged with
overseeing the treatment of prisoners. Every day, it
dispatched some 30,000 letters and packages from
and to prisoners of war.”* When the war came to a
provisional end with the cease-fire negotiations in
November 1918, it was estimated that the British were
holding over 300,000 prisoners from opposing armies,

the French were holding 350,000, the Austro-Hungar-
ians 900,000, the Russians 2.25 million and the Ger-
mans 2.4 million. Among those held in Germany, the
highest number were soldiers of the former Russian
Empire, followed by the French.

Article 20 of the annex to the Hague Convention
specified that ‘[a]fter the conclusion of peace, the
repatriation of prisoners of war shall be carried out
as quickly as possible’. In reality, discussions at the
Paris peace negotiations lasted for months before
they concluded a peace settlement with the former
Central Powers: Germany signed the Peace of Ver-
sailles on 28 June 1919, Austria the Peace of Saint-
Germain-en-Laye on 10 September 1919, Bulgaria
the Peace of Neuilly-sur-Seine on 27 November 1919,
Hungary the Peace of Trianon on 4 June 1920 and
Turkey the Peace of Sévres on 10 August 1920. Each
of these agreements came into force some time later,
so that, for example, France did not release its Ger-
man prisoners of war until January 1920, the effec-
tive date of the Peace of Versailles.”” The French
authorities in particular had made the conscious
decision to use the labour of German prisoners of
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Fig. 16: Stamp of the Czechoslovak Legions in Russia, 1919.

war during the months following the end of hosti-
lities to rebuild the areas and towns destroyed dur-
ing the fighting.”

The changed political realities and relationships
in Eastern Europe presented particular challenges for
the repatriation of Russian prisoners of war from
Germany and Austria, and conversely of German and
Austrian prisoners from the former Russian Empire.
The last of the Russian prisoners of war did not re-
turn to their homes until 1922, and met with insecu-
rity and violence when they did.” The Russians had
taken German Bohemian folklorist Gustav Jungbauer
(1886-1942) prisoner in 1915, though he had later
managed to escape. Between 1919 and 1921, the
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Czechoslovak Red Cross sent him to various prisoner-
of-war camps and he worked to free those still held
there whose homeland was now in the newly created
Czechoslovak Republic.®

The great majority of these were German-speak-
ing men: many Czechs and Slovaks who had ended up
in prisoner-of-war camps after 1914 had abandoned
their loyalty to Austria-Hungary and established
their own army to fight with the Tsarist Russian
troops against the Central Powers. Even before the
founding of the joint Czech and Slovak state, they de-
scribed themselves as the Czechoslovak Legion.®
Similar units were established in France and Italy. In
the civil war between Red and White Russian units in
Russia, the Czechoslovak Legion fought on the side of
the Whites during 1917/18. Following their initial
success, from the summer of 1918 they were forced
further and further east, especially once internal
conflicts broke out within the White Russian side.
Although Czechoslovakia was not yet a state, the USA
acknowledged the Czechoslovak Legion as a fighting
power; from September 1918, the Legion withdrew to
Siberia. At the start of 1919, three divisions reached
Irkutsk, and from there they continued their exodus
to Vladivostok. From the port of Vladivostok, Allied
ships helped to rescue 67,738 legionnaires between
January and September 1920, who were then able to
continue their journey and return to Czechoslovakia.
From their very beginning, the Czechoslovak Legions
were differentiated from the Polish Legions, who had
been established as auxiliaries to the royal and impe-
rial army and were later transferred to other military
groups.® The fact that it had an armed fighting force
was a significant factor when an independent Poland
was established in 1918.

Although interwar Czechoslovakia and Poland
treated the former legionnaires as heroes, in most
other cases the situation of former prisoners of war
was not an easy one in the societies into which they
were repatriated.®® They were not always included in
the national discourse when soldiers were described
as patriots ready to sacrifice their lives, nor did they
share in the hero status of the war dead and the for-
mer fighters at the front; in many cases, they were
treated with mistrust and suspicion.** Occasionally,
however - in Poland, for example - war prisoners
were depicted as a particular type of freedom fighter,
which gave them a distinct status.®
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Fig. 17: Russian prisoners of war in Austro-Hungarian captivity at the distribution of food, August 1917

Many prisoners of war had used their incarcera-
tion time to extend their skills, for example by learn-
ing a new language. The Polish poet Kazimierz
Wierzyriski (1894-1969), born in Eastern Galicia and a
member of the imperial and royal army on the East-
ern Front before being made prisoner by Russia in
1915, learnt Russian and made extensive studies in
Russian literature. The outbreak of the revolution in
the Russian Empire, however, complicated the repa-
triation of prisoners of war held in Russia, even after
the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk.*

Founding States - Successes and Failures

The First World War and the October Revolution led
to the collapse of the Russian Empire. This was driven
in no small part by the nationalist movements within
non-Russian populations who had at last, after the

revolution in February 1917, gained the rights of as-
sociation and of free speech; those living at the em-
pire’s periphery made especially effective use of
these new rights. Previously ill-defined and uncoor-
dinated national aspirations began to take shape as
political programmes that met with varying degrees
of success.” Differences between the various regions
became sharper and somewhat altered after 1917. A
number of factors influenced the ‘national awaken-
ing’ in these border areas: national traditions; the
size of the nation’s territory; the territory’s proxim-
ity to other powers with expansive foreign policies;
the population’s ethnic and social-class configura-
tion; and the links to Russia itself in terms of culture,
language and religion.®

In many cases, the national movements enabled in
February 1917 presented both nationalist and social
demands; this was especially true of the peasants in
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Fig. 18: Political pos-
ter, painted by Mikhail
Sergeevich ~ Kalman-
son, after 1917. Out of
the shadows of tsarism
into the light of free-
dom. (lower right
section)

Part 1: Rays of light are
dawning on the coun-
try, stifled by tsarism.
Part 2: The violence of
the depraved; The vio-
lence of the perpetra-
tors;

The violence of those
who bribe their way
out of punishment.
Part 3: Son of the black
chamber.

Part 4: Arises the
people great, free, and
powerful!
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the non-Russian population groups - by far the
largest social group numerically - for whom land
ownership was crucial, as Andreas Kappeler has
shown.®” A number of conflicts were provoked when
the lower classes of one ethnic group made claims on
the territory of another ethnic group. The move-
ments among populations in the western part of the
empire that were largely composed of peasants often
targeted their demands not at Russian but at Baltic
German or Polish elites; Azeri peasants, meanwhile,
crossed swords with the Armenian bourgeoisie.

The war was a key factor in the nationalist revolu-
tions on the Russian periphery, even more than in the
heart of Russia. The lack of supplies both on the land
and at the front combined with general war-weari-
ness to bolster mistrust of central government, and
this led to the establishment of a series of nationalist
army units.” In 1917, the western and southern bor-
der regions were moreover current theatres of war
but with relatively stable fronts. As before, the Central
Powers were leading Poles, Lithuanians, some White
Russians, Ukrainians, Latvians and Baltic Germans;
German troops’ invasion of Riga at the end of August
1917 further increased the number of non-Russian
ethnic groups living under German occupation.”

The two meetings of the Congress of the Peoples of
Russia, held at the end of May in Petrograd and the
end of September 1917 in Kiev, expressed growing
confidence in opposing the centre. Poles and Finns
were not involved. Their ambitions were already aim-
ing beyond the level of autonomy being demanded by
those who took part in the Congress. Lenin had pos-
tulated the right of nations to self-determination,
and this had given wings to the dawning self-aware-
ness of regions at the periphery of the Russian Em-
pire. The Bolsheviks had assumed that non-Russian
populations, most of which had an insignificant pro-
portion of proletarians, could only be won over to the
revolution with slogans promoting national self-
determination.®

Lenin had made a realistic assessment of the eth-
nic and social centrifugal forces that were seeking to
destroy the empire, and he hoped to enlist them to
promote his own political movement. The Declara-
tion of the Rights of the Peoples of Russia, promul-
gated on 15 November 1917, strengthened emancipa-
tory nationalism vis-a-vis the chauvinism of Greater
Russia that still strongly influenced some leading

Bolsheviks. Several non-Russian population groups
made full use of their right to self-determination, in-
cluding of their freedom to declare independence
from Russia and establish their own state.

The Bolsheviks had a reservation vis-a-vis the
right to self-determination, and one that turned out
to be significant: they assumed that population
groups engaging in a socialist revolution, far from
embracing separatism, would instead choose to join
forces with the socialist republic. When they ac-
knowledged in 1917/18 that this had been an illusion,
it had far-reaching consequences for the nationali-
ties politics of Soviet Russia.”*

Tsarist Russia lost any influence it had had in
Poland when the military forces of the Central Pow-
ers compelled its army to retreat in late summer
1915. In November 1916, the two Central Powers em-
perors declared the reestablishment of the Polish
kingdom, and this altered the situation. Poland’s fu-
ture immediately acquired much greater significance
in the context of international diplomacy. The Polish
hopes that national independence was now within
their grasp were however quickly dashed by the real-
ities of life under German occupation.’® The provi-
sional Russian government in power after the Febru-
ary Revolution introduced significant liberalisation
to their nationalities policy and reinstated Poland’s
autonomy, but this had little practical effect. Jézef
Pitsudski (1867-1935) and other interested politicians
worked together with the Entente nations and the
USA in hope and expectation of achieving national in-
dependence. France and the US president Woodrow
Wilson in particular spoke out in favour of Polish in-
dependence, which indeed became a reality immedi-
ately following the military collapse of the Central
Powers at the start of November 1918.

At this point, the Soviet Russian government did
nothing to prevent Poland from gaining its independ-
ence. Indeed, the independence of Finland (which
had been achieved in December 1917) and that of
Poland can be seen as an early litmus test for the
national right to self-determination that Lenin had
vehemently defended in the face of the international-
ist arguments advanced by Rosa Luxemburg (1871-
1919) and other Poland left-wing socialists.”® Polish
independence was later threatened in other ways
during the 1919-1921 war between Poland and Soviet
Russia, when the Red Army reached the gates of War-
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Fig. 19. Marshal Jézef Pitsudski with Gabriel Narutowicz who was assassinated by right-wing oppositionist only five days after his
election to the first president of the Second Polish Republic in 1922. Image from 10 December 1922.

saw in August 1920. In the changing fortunes of that
war, national sentiment was strengthened on both
sides: the Russian ‘one and undivided’ fatherland was
defended when the Poles marched on Kiev, and a few
months later the Polish fatherland was defended
when the Soviet Russian army marched on Warsaw.
The conflict played a significant part in bolstering
national identities.”

Matters developed very differently from Poland in
Ukraine, chiefly because of the population’s social
structure and ethnic composition. Of Ukraine’s 17
million inhabitants, 6.5 million belonged to non-
Ukrainian minority populations - mainly Russians,
Jews and Poles - and only around 6% lived in towns
and cities, with Jews and Russians making up a third
of the urban population. The social class one would
generally expect to constitute the nationalist move-
ment in a nation was exceptionally small.?
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Matters were further complicated by the three
successive identities of the Ukrainian state: on 25 De-
cember 1917, the All-Ukrainian Congress of Soviets
declared the ‘Ukrainian People’s Republic of the Sovi-
ets’ in Kharkiv. On 22 January 1918 in Kiev, the Cen-
tral Rada then proclaimed the Ukrainian National
Republic, and on 1 November 1918, the Western
Ukrainian National Republic was proclaimed in Lwéw.
This last emerged from the domestically liberal for-
mer Austria-Hungary and was the only one able to
claim a significantly Ukrainian national movement in
terms of both quality and quantity.” The Western
Ukrainian National Republic was born into military
conflict with newly founded Poland and survived
only until July 1919, when it suffered military de-
feat.1

Under the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk (‘peace for
bread’), signed in March 1918, the Central Powers
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Fig. 20: Invasion of German units into Kamianets-Podilskyi,
Ukraine, spring 1918.

forced the Bolsheviks to abandon their claim over
Ukraine. The German and Austro-Hungarian troops
safeguarded a semi-functioning Ukrainian state un-
der the authoritarian rule of the conservative Pavlo
Skoropadsky (1873-1945), while using Ukraine as a
‘breadbasket’ for supplies for their own home popu-
lations. Western European states had a poor under-
standing of the complexities of a country with three
different foundational declarations. Ukraine more-
over lacked effective lobbyists among their exiles
who might, for example at the Paris peace negotia-
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tions, have explained how matters stood for their
country.®

The following government of the Ukrainian
National Republic, led by Symon Petliura during
1919/20, failed to pull the country’s tangled struc-
tures together into an effective state that would
stand by their Polish allies in the war against Soviet
Russia. Most Ukrainian-speaking peasants were mis-
trustful of any ideas of a nation or a state, preferring
to give their allegiance to local or regional warlords
(Atamans) who promised to provide bread and at
least some degree of security as the Russian civil war
escalated. The Bolsheviks offered such support on a
wider regional scale, and more reliably than other
groups; for historical and cultural reasons, however,
they considered Ukraine an integral part of Russia,
and they were therefore less inclined to apply the
principle of national right to self-determination,
which they had initially proclaimed, to the Ukraini-
ans than to other populations.'®? On 18 March 1921,
Poland and Soviet Russia signed the Peace of Riga,
and this in effect brought Ukrainian independence to
an end.'®

Belarus was under a German protectorate when
the Belarusian People’s Republic was proclaimed
on 25 March 1918, albeit without the agreement of
the occupying power. The only national party, the

Fig. 21: Symon Petliura in front of the diverse troops of the Ukrainian Army, Kiev, 1 May 1920 (on the left side in black uniform with a

black hat).
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Fig. 22: The Belarusian People's Republic Rada (parliament)
building, in Minsk 19 February 1918.

Belarusian Socialist Hramada, had a large following
among the peasants, who made up over 90% of the
Belarusian population. Inspired by the Ukrainian
movement, intellectuals and soldiers established the
Rada, a Belarusian house of representatives. Belaru-
sian was made the official language, schools were
opened and newspapers were published. In general,
however, this government was able to achieve little.
The socialist parties of the majority Russian and Jew-
ish urban populations were dictating the life of the
nation, but they had little support in the rural
areas.'®

The German government was ambivalent towards
the new state. Although Germany never officially
granted recognition to Belarus, the Berlin delegation
endorsed the separation of Belarusian territory from
Soviet Russia at the peace negotiations for Brest-
Litovsk, and supported the Belarusians’ resistance to
Poland’s plans for territorial encroachment.’®® After
the withdrawal of German troops in November 1918,
the Belarusian Socialist Soviet Republic was declared
on 1 January 1919 and reincorporated into Soviet
Russia - a clear sign of the strong support the Bolshe-
viks enjoyed in Belarus. In the November 1917 elec-
tions to the Russian Constituent Assembly, the Bol-
sheviks gained 63% of the vote in Vitebsk and 51% in
Minsk.1°

The Bolsheviks gained good support among urban
and rural workers and among the military in the
Baltic states of Latvia and Estonia, with 40% and more
of the vote. Most non-Russians, however, did not vote
for Russian parties but rather for their own national
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parties, who were working towards independence
from Soviet Russia.'”” This came about as Russia’s dis-
integration continued throughout 1917. Germany
made the most of the opportunity to occupy Ukraine
and the Baltic provinces, until the treaty of Brest-
Litovsk on 3 March 1918 forced the Central Powers to
retreat from the areas over which they had taken
control. Germany and the Ottoman Empire exploited
Russia’s weakness to mount a new offensive that
among other things led to the occupation of Ukraine
and the remaining parts of the Baltic provinces. This
deprived the Russian state of a third of its population
and a significant proportion of its mining and indus-
trial capacity.°®

Latvia, like Ukraine, saw three different govern-
ments set up on three different occasions when a new
state was declared. The socialist government of
Péteris Stucka (1865-1932) was supported by Moscow
at the start of 1918, and enjoyed some support among
Latvians. The bourgeois government under Prime
Minister Karlis Ulmanis (1877-1942), who was to
serve as Latvia’s prime minister several times be-
tween the wars, relied principally on support from
the Allied powers in the First World War, but from
time to time enjoyed military support from Germany
and Estonia against the ‘Latvian Riflemen’ and the

Fig. 23: Karlis Ulmanis, the first Prime Minister of the new Lat-
vian state spent two months floating on the waters near Liepaja;
he returned to the harbour on 27 June 1919 after the failed Ger-
man coup d’état in Latvia.
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Red Army. Following the German Baltic minority’s
military putsch against Ulmanis, there was for a short
time - from the end of April until the start of June
1919 - a third government under Andrievs Niedra
(1871-1942) as prime minister, which relied on the
support of the German military forces that were still
present in Latvia.'®

The bourgeois Latvian government faced many
challenges in setting up their new state. For a long
time, they had neither money nor the necessary in-
struments of government, so were forced to work
with the German occupation forces and German
Baltic associations. By the summer of 1919, however,
the relationship had become one of enmity. Repre-
sentatives of the Jewish, Baltic German and Russian
national minorities did not recognise them, and they
initially enjoyed little support even among the Lat-
vian population. The landless and the workers who
made up a large part of the population were looking
to the Bolsheviks for land distribution and the rule
of the proletariat. Latvia’s independence was not
secured until the summer of 1920, thanks to peace
accords with the German Reich and Soviet Russia.!'

The Estonian national state emerged in the face of
even stronger involvement by various military
forces: especially German paramilitaries, Baltic Ger-
man units and the White Guards. The United King-
dom offered its support to the Estonian bourgeois
government of Konstantin Pats (1874-1956) but was
not willing to send its own forces to the Baltic region.
According to Article 12 of the Armistice of Com-
piégne, defeated German troops were to be sent to
defend the Estonian state. German forces therefore
remained in Estonia and further Freikorps soldiers
were recruited.!

The relationships between the Germans and the
Estonians on the ground, and between the German
Freikorps and the German democratic government of
Friedrich Ebert (1871-1925), were at best ambivalent.
The German forces in Estonia were on the one hand
desperately needed to repel the Red Army and
achieve national independence. The Germans, how-
ever, had tainted their reputation by behaving ex-
ploitatively and narrow-mindedly during their 1918
occupation, arousing unwelcome memories among
Estonians of the former rule by the Baltic German
aristocracy. During 1919/20, the German Freikorps,
moreover, behaved more like thugs than soldiers in

Fig. 24: General Riidiger von der Goltz (left), commander of Ger-
man Freikorps troops, and Pavel Bermondt-Avalov, commander
of the so-called West Russian Volunteer Army, before a military
parade in 1919. They fought together temporarily against the
Red Army, but also against the Latvian government of Karlis
Ulmanis.

the northern Baltic. Their anti-democratic ethos in-
creasingly made them a diplomatic liability, and after
their return to Germany they became a serious dan-
ger in the domestic politics of the Weimar Republic.
The route to independence was finally opened up for
Estonia on 2 February 1920 by the Treaty of Tartu
with Soviet Russia.!'?

The territorially expansive attempts by Ober Ost'**
were instigated by the ambition to establish a consti-
tutional monarchy in Lithuania under German pa-
tronage. This became a reality when on 16 February
1918, after more than a century under Russian sover-
eignty, Lithuania was declared an independent state.
Duke Wilhelm von Urach (1864-1928) was to be re-
gent, taking the name of the Lithuanian hero Min-
daugas 11, and he was elected to office by the Lithua-
nian national council in July 1918. The Wiirttem-
berg duke, however, never formally assumed the
crown.'
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Fig. 25: Estonian ‘fighting men’ in the Estonian-Soviet Russian war, 1919.

In the meantime, the situation had changed. On
2 January 1919, Polish defence forces occupied
Vilnius, forcing the Lithuanian government to flee.
Shortly thereafter, the Red Army and the Lithuanian

Fig. 26: A delegation of the Council of Lithuania in Berlin after
discussing the first appointment of the Cabinet of Ministers
with the new German government of Prince Maximilian of Ba-
den. From left sitting: Jonas Staugaitis, Antanas Smetona, Kon-
stantinas Ol3auskas, standing: Jokiibas, Sernas, Jurgis Saulys,
Juozas Purickis, Vilius Gaigalas, Martynas Y&as, Augustinas Vol-
demaras, October 1918.
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communists took over the city and proclaimed the
Lithuanian-Belarusian Soviet Socialist Republic. In
the peace treaty between Lithuania and Russia on 12
July 1920, the Soviet government returned Vilnius to
the Lithuanian government. On 9 October, the Polish
general Lucjan Zeligowski (1865-1947), in a surprise
coup during the Polish-Soviet Russian war and in
contravention of the Suwatki'® cease-fire agreement,
reclaimed the city for Poland. This reignited the con-
flict between Poland and Lithuania and poisoned re-
lations between the two countries for the interwar
period.!

During 1919/20, Poland and Soviet Russia were
not the only areas at war with each other - Lithuania,
Belarus and Ukraine were also fighting to achieve in-
dependent statehood. Of the three neighbouring
Baltic states on Russia’s western border, only Lithua-
nia was able to achieve independence.!?’

To the south of Russia and especially in Transcau-
casia (Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia), the estab-
lishment of nation states followed different patterns.
The Bolsheviks had very little cultural traction there
during 1917/18, as the three major ethnic groups
voted for their own parties: the Georgians for the
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Fig. 27: Red Army soldiers in Baku, 1 January 1920.

Mensheviks, the Armenians for the Dashnaks and the
Azerbaijanis for the Musavat Party and other Muslim
groups.'*®

When it was defeated at the end of 1918, Germany
was no longer one of the powers present in the area.
The region was economically and strategically im-
portant as a gateway to Asia and Soviet Russia,
Turkey and the United Kingdom continued to tussle
for dominance in the area. Between 1918 and 1922,
the three Caucasian nations did manage to achieve
independence, principally thanks to their persistent
political will, but also because the traditional re-
gional powers, Russia and Turkey, were weakened in
the immediate post-war period. In the medium term,
the three small states remained independent; the ter-
ritories of Armenia and Azerbaijan were ethnically
fragmented, which gave rise to mutual claims and a
consequent inability to establish cooperation. *°

Azerbaijan was independent only briefly, from
May 1918 to April 1920, but had no fewer than five
different governments in that time. The instability
was mainly due to ethnic conflicts, opposition to a
failed attempt at land reform by the Armenian bour-
geoisie and the oil crisis in Baku. This gave the Bol-
sheviks the opportunity to present themselves as
supporters of the poor Muslim rural population and
to appeal to the unemployed among the Muslim and
Russian populations.?°

In February 1920, 70,000 Red Army soldiers
marched into Azerbaijan; thanks to the diplomatic
agreement between Soviet Russia and Turkey, they
met with no serious resistance. When British troops
occupied Constantinople in March 1920, the national-
ists under Kemal Atatiirk (1881-1938) were prepared
to agree to the Russians seizing power in the Cauca-
sus in exchange for Moscow’s support for their liber-
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Fig. 28: Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, here in his position as the
Turkish defence minister in 1918/19.

ation struggle against the United Kingdom. This en-
abled Russian armaments to be moved through the
Caucasus and on into Turkey. The Red Army, more-
over, were for a while able to count on considerable
Turkish Muslim support in their invasion of Azerbai-
jan. The leaders of the Azerbaijani national move-
ment were subsequently imprisoned by the Soviets,
and many were executed; Soviet troops also crushed
uprisings in Azerbaijan.'*

The Armenians claimed their right to self-deter-
mination and on 28 May 1918 declared the Demo-
cratic Republic of Armenia. The Armenian nation,
fought over and jeopardised by the 1915/16 genocide,
based much of its national identity on its fear and
hatred of Turkey. The fact that Soviet Russia was
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gaining influence on the small country seemed like a
lesser evil in comparison. The Dashnaks, the political
leaders in Armenia, sought to build an alliance with
the Entente powers and in particular with the United
Kingdom, which had long been active in the region
south and west of the Caspian Sea.’”? The Treaty of
Seévres ensured Armenia’s independence, but it never
came into force because it was not signed by the USA,
where domestic rivals to Wilson were promoting in-
creasing isolationism, and it had not been ratified by
Kemal Atatiirk’s Turkey.

Inspired by nationalistic enthusiasm, Armenia
overestimated its own strength and invaded eastern
Anatolia at the end of September 1920; in response,
the Turks advanced on Yerevan in November 1920.
The hoped-for alliance with the United Kingdom
came to nothing; first, because Britain preferred to
do business with Azerbaijan and its oil wells and, sec-
ond, because the British government’s general policy
was to withdraw from Transcaucasia.'”®

The Armenian leadership had laid itself open to an
ultimatum from Soviet Russia to cede power to a rev-
olutionary committee, and Red Army forces arrived
from Azerbaijan soon after. On 29 November 1920,
the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic was declared.
The Treaty of Kars, signed on 13 October 1921, di-
vided Armenia between Turkey and Soviet Russia.
The Dashnaks entered a coalition with the Bolshe-
viks, but their Russian ‘allies’ soon began to persecute
them and force them into exile, together with many
other Armenian nationalists and intellectuals.'**

Of the three Caucasian nations, Georgia was most
viable as an independent state. The Georgians were
very conscious of their own national history and cul-
ture. They had a large indigenous educated class, and
the Mensheviks provided genuine national leader-
ship. On 26 May 1918, the national assembly declared
the Democratic Republic of Georgia independent.
During the first six months of independence, Georgia
was under the protection first of the German Empire
and then of the United Kingdom.'?

The coalition government consisted of Menshevik
social democrats, national democrats and socialist
federalists, and was led by Noi Zhordania (1868-1953).
It took inspiration from German social democracy,
which valued statecraft above social revolution. The
government’s programme included not only agrarian
reform and social legislation, but also took a firm
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stand against Bolshevik and separatist movements in
Georgia. As a result, they gained strong support from
the Georgian population, including in rural areas.?
The socialist milieus of Western Europe were also
supportive of the Georgian program of reform. Karl
Kautsky (1854-1938) and Ramsay MacDonald (1866-
1937) had visited Georgia in 1920 and had spoken ap-
provingly of their form of government.?’

The weak point in the Georgian state was the pres-
ence of ethnic minorities in the country. The Osse-
tians and Abkhazians demanded self-government,
but the central government in Tbilisi not only turned
a deaf ear but interpreted the demands as an arro-
gant request to be confronted. This provided the So-
viet Russian leadership with an opportunity to ad-
vance on Noi Zhordania’s government. In May 1920,
the Bolsheviks in Tbilisi tried to orchestrate a putsch,
but it was easily put down by the Georgian army. On 7
May 1920, the Soviet government signed a treaty with
Georgia recognising its independence on the grounds
of the right to self-determination.'?

Fig. 29: Armenian volunteers receive blessings from the Catholi-
cos of All Armenians, George V, on the eve of the battle with
Ottoman troops, summer 1918.

This recognition did not, however, protect Geor-
gia from invasion by the Red Army in February 1921,
when two communist party functionaries leading the
military forces were in fact both of Georgian origin:
Sergo Konstantinovich Ordzhonikidze (1886-1937)

Fig. 30: Karl Kautsky with the Georgian Social Democrats, Tbilisi, 1920. In the first row: S. Devdariani, Noe Ramishvili, Noe Zhordania,
Karl Kautsky and his wife Luise Kautsky, S. Jibladze, R. Arsenidze; in the second row: Kautsky's secretary Paul Olberg, V. Tevzaia,
K. Gvarjaladze, K. Sabakhtarashvili, S. Tevzadze, Urushadze, R. Tsintsabadze.
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Fig. 31: Georgian Prime Minister Noe Zhordania in 1919.

and Joseph Stalin (1878-1953), who was also the Peo-
ple’s Commissar for Nationalities and Commander of
the Red Army southern front. Lenin had approved
the Red Army’s incursion, but he criticised Stalin for
his ‘rough greater Russian violence’, which he said
was ‘taken from Tsarist methods and only very
slightly softened with Soviet oil’.'#

This highlighted a conflict of objectives in Lenin’s
beliefs*® and within the Bolshevik movement in
terms of their long-vaunted policy of the right to self-
determination. The assumption that the populations
of Tsarist Russia would abandon their separatist in-
clinations and choose to join Russia’s socialist repub-
lic after the revolution turned out to be a fallacy. It
appeared impossible to substitute an internationalist
proletarian alternative to the evolution of nation
states. At the end of 1922, the territories delineated
by their linguistic unity were to be defined and incor-
porated into a new supranational state, the Union of
the Soviet Republics, which was to shaped according
to federalist principles.'

In practice, the Soviet Union turned out to be a
large, potent and yet fragile structure that sought to
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counter the centrifugal forces exerted by its many
ethnic groups not so much by taking a linguistically
and culturally federalist approach as through domi-
nance, uniformity and the use of violence. Caught be-
tween cultural traditions, national aspirations and
the need to match these with capacity and realpoli-
tik, it was only possible for those nations that had a
clear and established historic and cultural identity,
and could count on political and/or military support
from Central and Western Europe, to achieve na-
tional independence.

The aspiration, whether realistic or utopian, to es-
tablish states was not limited to nations within the
territories of the former Russian Empire. There were
a number of experimental attempts at state-building
in the Danube-Carpathian region in the years follow-
ing the First World War. Three examples of this were
the ‘State of Rijeka’ (Fiume, November 1918-Septem-
ber 1919); plans to create the ‘Hutsul Republic’
(November 1918-summer 1919) in the border area

Sowjet-Ruigland und die jozialijtije Republik Georgien

Dic Boljdewiki: ,,_unlt, ergebe didy, — wir lieben vidy 3um Sreffen’”

Fig. 32: German caricature of 1921: Soviet Russia and the Socia-
list Republic of Georgia. The Bolsheviks: ‘Halt, surrender, - we
love you to bits!’, Der wahre Jakob, 1921.
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between Poland, Slovakia and Hungary; and plans to
grant autonomy to the Szeklers within Greater Roma-
nia."® Some very small geographical areas also made
attempts at gaining autonomy. Some of those belong-
ing to the Frisian minority in Schleswig-Holstein,
which faced a choice between joining Denmark or
Germany, developed the notion of having their own
Frisian nation. Until the development of National
Socialism, however, this small group was not suffi-
ciently numerous to constitute a majority within the
ethnic Frisians.”*

An Invisible Enemy: The Spanish Influenza

As if the horrors of war, the violence and the anguish
of destruction, mutilation and death were not
enough; in the final stages of the First World War and
the years immediately afterwards a new, invisible,
but no less dangerous enemy was added to the mix:
the so-called ‘Spanish flu’. As we are now aware, the
ways the virus spread included via droplets and
aerosols, propelled through the air when an infected
person coughed, and were absorbed by others. Chil-
dren, pregnant women, the chronically ill and those
suffering from bronchitis were especially vulnerable.
In the absence of reliable data from all nations
around the world, the total number of those who died
from the flu can only be roughly estimated as ‘be-
tween 20 and 50 million’.***

It is now also clear that the Spanish flu did not
originate in Spain but was probably brought to Eu-
rope by US soldiers coming to join the war in its clos-
ing stages. It spread first in France and then through
other Western European countries. Countries in-
volved in the war, however, were censuring on mili-
tary grounds what could be said in the press, so the
first news of the devastating outbreak came from
neutral Spain. It was this that led to the misleading
name of the pandemic, which has since been gener-
ally adopted and codified.

Germany suffered around 300,000 fatalities due to
the Spanish flu, Austria around 25,000. In the summer
of 1918, the pandemic reached the Bohemian states.
The comparatively good Bohemian healthcare ser-
vices reacted by administering pain management,
cardiovascular treatments, serum therapy, home-
opathy and anti-bacterial preparations. The disease’s
swift spread was thought to be due to hunger and to
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Fig. 33: ‘The Spanish Influenza’. Chart showing mortality from
the 1918 influenza pandemic in the US and Europe.

the lack of heating fuel in the cities. When the
Czechoslovak Republic was proclaimed in the au-
tumn of 1919, large numbers of citizens of the new
state were suffering the consequences of the pan-
demic. The authorities ordered that all schools
should be closed, and that everyone should wear cov-
erings over the nose and mouth. Hospital conditions
were nevertheless appalling, and the crematoria and
burial grounds were overwhelmed by the numbers of
dead bodies. Rumours and stories spread widely
among the population, claiming that the new illness
was a revived version of earlier plagues.’** Hungary
reached the peak infection point in October 1918,
when around 100,000 people died as a result of the in-
fluenza.®*

There were three waves of the epidemic in Poland.
The peaks happened in December 1918 in the capital
Warsaw, and again at the turn of 1919/20. Re-
searchers estimate that Poland suffered between
200,000 and 300,000 deaths from the flu.’*’

The infection probably reached Russia in Septem-
ber 1918, when Allied troops came to the aid of the
White Russians. The virus spread rapidly along the
railway lines, especially in the west of the country,
and cost the lives of more than 450,000 people.

The Spanish flu reached South-Eastern Europe
from the north, arriving at the Vltava river and
Bessarabia in July 1918. By September 1918, it had
also wreaked havoc in the Kingdom of Romania, lead-

43



Burkhard Olschowsky, Piotr Juszkiewicz, Jan Rydel

[ Bmmue uurfrten« Lo,

ronen'émtung

Qutdruderel_und_Seitwrndberian @ Devi & Go, Eien, (X, Gromer qafie 28 Kerontwortl.: X GClfenmnincr
Wien, Montag den . Dejember 1918, =

Pail-2b. i me. £ viewtel). K 880,
fellumgen

m
m..,... Sevattion Tien, X, Ceamergole 28 B
] ,‘a.":""‘"'"' o T . L. G s s 06 At " eben it an

Fig. 34: ‘Der Sarg der Schwester’ (The Sister’s Coffin). Two girls
burying their sister, dead from the Spanish flu, while their
father has still not returned from the front and their mother
also suffers from the flu. Title page of the Austrian Illustrierte
Kronen-Zeitung, 2 December 1918.

ing to severe cardiovascular and lung problems.
Alexe Sulicd (1884-1949), an epidemiologist working
in the Transylvanian city of Brasov, provides contem-
porary observations on the causes, course and conse-
quences of the Spanish flu. In late March 1920, he
wrote an article for the Gazeta Transilvaniei, in which
he explained:

The miserable conditions that we have experi-
enced for the last six years have naturally played a
significant part in creating the particularly strong
sensitivity to this illness. The epidemic penetrated
a deeply afflicted population that was suffering
from deprivations, insecurity and painful experi-
ences of all kinds. Added to these were a lack of nu-
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trition, stress, a lack of good sanitation, and disori-
entation, and these combined to facilitate the
spread of the epidemic, while people were increas-
ingly losing both physical and mental strength.*®

It is estimated that around half a million inhabi-
tants of South-Eastern Europe lost their lives to the
flu. The epidemic’s consequences were as severe in
neighbouring Serbia as they had been in Romania.'®

Prominent victims of Spanish flu in Central, East
and South-Eastern Europe included the Hungarian
writer Margit Kaffka (1880-1918); the artists Jan Aut-
engruber (1887-1920), Gustav Klimt (1862-1918), Bo-
humil Kubista (1884-1918) and Egon Schiele (1890-
1918); the architect Otto Wagner (1841-1918); the
opera singer Cené&k Klaus (1890-1918); the sociologist
Max Weber (1864-1920); the Bolshevik Russian Gen-
eral Iakov M. Sverdlov (1885-1919) and the Romanian
general Eremia Grigorescu (1863-1919); and Arch-
duke Franz Karl of Austria-Tuscany (1893-1918). Oth-
ers who suffered with the virus are known to have in-
cluded Queen Maria of Romania (1875-1938), the
writer Franz Kafka (1883-1924) and American Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson (1856-1924), whose time at the
Paris Peace Conference was overshadowed by a pe-
riod of convalescence. Kafka and Wilson suffered
from poor health and were therefore in the ‘at-risk’
group; when both died in 1924, it was most probably
as a delayed consequence of the pandemic. Historians
have woefully failed to give a balanced account of the
epidemic’s significance in terms of the number of
deaths caused, but the total exceeded the number of
lives lost on all the war fronts combined.

Expectations of France and Great Britain

After 1918, the nations of Eastern Europe had not
only to redefine internal relationships within their
country but also to find their place within the new
world order. International relations were a way of
promoting their own prestige and strengthening
their own sense of security. The American president
Woodrow Wilson served as a shining light for the cit-
izens of many Central European states that had done
well out of the Paris peace negotiations. In Czechoslo-
vakia, for example, postcards were sold featuring his
portrait alongside that of the first president, Tomas
G. Masaryk (1850-1937). The main station in Prague,
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Fig. 35. The unveiling of the Wilson Statue in front of Prague’s
main railway station on 4 June 1928, commemorating the 10th
anniversary of the Czechoslovak Republic.

which had borne the name of Emperor Franz-Joseph
[N4draZi cisare FrantiSka Josefa], was renamed ‘Wil-
son Station’ [Wilsonovo nédraZ{] in honour of the
American statesman. There were great expectations
bound up in these symbolic political acts, but they ob-
scured the fact that although Wilson had been a sig-
nificant player in reshaping Central Europe at the
Paris Peace Conference, he had not been doing so
with the explicit political support of the US Congress.

What expectations were there among the Central
and South-East European states of the other two
great powers among the Allies, the United Kingdom
and France?

The relationship between Central Europe and
Britain was very one-sided. Masaryk was a great ad-

mirer of the traditions of freedom in the history of
Britain. He was well acquainted with English litera-
ture and culture.'* Central Europe, however, was for
the most part well beyond the mental horizon of
large sections of British society. Rather than focus
their attention on the nations of East-Central and
Eastern Europe, the British preferred the USA or
France. There were moreover widespread preconcep-
tions in the Anglo-Saxon world, long predating the
First World War, of the ‘East’ as a cultural backwater,
which led to an assumption that Poles, Czechs,
Slovaks and Yugoslavs were unlikely to be successful
in running their own countries.’! The book Balka-
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Der Gipfel der Jivilijation

Fig. 36: While many East European nations saw England and
France as their allies and models of modern statehood, many
Germans blamed these countries as the destroyers of Central
Europe, as in the caricature ‘Der Gipfel der Zivilisation’ (The
Summit of Civilisation) by Arthur Kriiger, published on the
front page of the German satirical magazine Der wahre Jacob, 25
February 1921.
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Fig. 37: Fernand Vix as commander of the Allied Military Mission
to Budapest in 1919.

nized Europe. A Study in Political Analysis and Reconstruc-
tion by the European correspondent of the Chicago
Daily News, Paul Scott Mowrer (1887-1971), was pub-
lished in 1921 and enjoyed great popularity. Not long
after the end of the war, major disagreements had
surfaced between France and Great Britain. They be-
came apparent at the Washington Conference of
1921-1922, where the matter of reparations was dis-
cussed, and the United Kingdom was prepared to
make certain concessions to the Central Powers. The
British and French also diverged significantly in their
opinion of the German-Soviet Treaty of Rapallo and
its possible effects on Eastern Europe; where there
were far stronger misgivings about the treaty in Paris
than in London. In addition, neither Britain nor the
USA offered assistance when French and Belgian
troops occupied the Ruhr on 11 January 1923 in order
forcibly to claim the reparations due to them.'*?
Since the 18th century, France had served as a cul-
tural point of reference for the elites of Eastern
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Europe. The upper classes of Polish, Hungarian,
Czech and Romanian society very much favoured the
use of French as the language of the educated. In the
19th century, when Romania was experiencing
emancipation, the nation had placed special value on
its ‘Roman’ character, and the linguistic relationship
with Italy and France was seen as building a cultural
bridge to related peoples. Many Poles and Czechs had
come to France during difficult periods of their his-
tory seeking political refuge; Romanians, on the
other hand, often came to France of their own free
will to study and work there. France was one of the
victorious Allied nations after the First World War.
However, having been one of the main theatres of
war it was economically much weakened immedi-
ately thereafter because of the extensive destruction
in the country’s north and east. There were also in-
ternal tensions within the Third Republic. These had
broken out again after the war’s end, limiting the
country’s capacity to become involved in wider for-
eign political matters. France had been a strong de-
fender of the interests of Central and South-East
European nations at the Paris Peace Conference; in
reality, however, its ability to provide effective pro-
tection was limited.'**

Some nations treated certain of the diplomatic
measures carried out by the French government with
suspicion. Hungary especially disapproved of the
sympathy France showed for Czechoslovakia, Roma-
nia and the alliance of the Little Entente, and of the
sanctioning of the Peace Treaty of Trianon. Budapest,
in fact, had been experiencing disillusion since soon
after the end of the war: French Lieutenant-Colonel
Fernand Vix (1876-1941) led the Entente’s military
mission in Budapest, and on 20 March 1919 he con-
veyed in what was later called the ‘Vix-note’ the deci-
sion reached at the Paris Peace Conference on 26 Feb-
ruary that Hungary was to withdraw all military
forces from its Eastern territories, up to and includ-
ing Debrecen and Szeged. The measure had originally
been intended to obstruct any further incursions by
the communists. However, since Romanian troops
were then due to advance into the vacated regions,
which included Transylvania, there was a not-unrea-
sonable suspicion in Budapest that the move was in-
tended to forestall any future territorial surrender
by Romania. Prime Minister Dénes Berikey (1871-
1944) and President Mihdly Kérolyi (1875-1955)
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Fig. 38: ‘The Polish Victory’ (La Victoire Polonaise). The cover portrays a fictional scene which suggests that a large propor-
tion of French officers participated in the Polish forces’ victory over the Red Army. General Maxime Weygand, who acted
as a French military consultant in Poland in 1920, pointed out that this was inaccurate. Le Petit Journal, September 1920.
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resigned their positions in protest at the Vix-note,
and this opened the way for a provisional seizure of
power by the communist Béla Kun (1886-1938) and
his social democratic allies. The fact that Romanian
troops had marched right into the capital Budapest to
bring down the dictatorship left a deep mark on the
Hungary’s self-confidence; many Hungarians were
offended at the partisanship shown by France, espe-
cially given the nationality of the Entente officers.'**

In order to fully understand how things stood be-
tween France and Eastern Europe during the inter-
war period, it is essential not to overlook the eco-
nomic and financial aspects of their relations. Large
French companies made big investments, especially
in Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania. During the
early 1920s, these major capital injections con-
tributed to a measure of economic recovery in the
countries concerned. These had previously been
weakened due to earlier monetary reforms, inflation
and alignment problems between countries that had
formerly belonged to different states and had there-
fore operated under different economic systems.!*s

The expectations of France created internal con-
tradictions within individual countries in Central and
Eastern Europe. In the Polish army, General J6zef
Haller (1873-1960) held a very pro-French position,
whereas his opponent Jézef Pitsudski (1867-1935) was
far more reticent on the matter. In fact, French offi-
cers provided military training during the key phase
of the establishment the new state of Poland. One
such officer was Captain (later General) Charles de
Gaulle (1890-1970), who was in Poland from April
1919 to May 1920 and then again from June 1920 to
January 1921.

Third section

Postcolonial History

The First World War was not only European in char-
acter, nor even simply a war between ‘whites’. The
sociologist William E. B. Du Bois (1868-1963), a
scholar and human rights activist who himself had
Afro-American roots, made this observation as early
as 1915.” He was referring principally to the involve-
ment of soldiers from their respective colonies in the
armies of various countries, but also to the conflicts
occurring on the continent of Africa, especially in
Germany’s colonial territories.
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Colonial troops were a part of the armies of the Al-
lied nations not only during the First World War but
also in various conflicts during the following years in
Eastern Europe. In its attempts to force the Ottoman
Empire to open the Dardanelles Passage during 1915,
the British Empire used units from the Australian and
New Zealand Army Corps (ANZAC), who suffered es-
pecially heavy losses in the fighting at Gallipoli. The
day the troops landed, 25 April 1915, has been a na-
tional day of commemoration in Australia and New
Zealand (ANZAC day) since 1920.1*® The sense that
they had fought to defend the interests of the British
Empire fuelled a desire for independence in both
countries. Although both nations are still nominally
members of the Commonwealth, Australia and New
Zealand share the memory of Gallipoli, a battle in the
extreme south-east of Europe, as a foundation myth
for the building of their respective nations.

France, Great Britain and Belgium all enrolled sol-
diers from their overseas colonies to take part in re-
gional conflicts that happened after 1918. In the case
of the 1923 occupation, France and Belgium tem-
porarily stationed some 20,000 soldiers, mainly from
Africa, in the Ruhr, and this was not an isolated ex-
ample. French soldiers from sub-Saharan Africa were
also stationed in the plebiscite regions of Upper Sile-
sia; they were tasked with maintaining order and se-
curity during the ‘plebiscite battles’ between Ger-
mans and Poles. Many people projected their own
preconceived racial stereotypes onto these soldiers.
Their reservations about the ‘other’ then began to
influence their view of the populations of the new
states in Eastern Europe. Dr Wilhelm Raab (1895-
1969), a doctor born in Vienna who also worked as a
caricaturist, drew an image of a Czech legionnaire
with a hand grenade and a Black African soldier in
French uniform with a bloody knife captioned ‘Bru-
talité, bestialité, égalité’. Under this savage cartoon
was printed the following derogatory text: ‘One is
from Senegal, the other is called Dolezal. In the Rhine
region, the Black man is stealing, in Prague and Cheb
it’s the Czech. Each is promoting the praise, honour
and glory of France in his own way.'* The image was
very widely used and was circulated as a postcard. In
a kind of strangely inverted colonialism, the citizens
of the newly established Czechoslovakia, together
with the German-speaking populations living in the
Bohemian states, were represented as being a ‘for-
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eign occupation’ comparable to the French soldiers
temporarily occupying the Ruhr.

Both before and after 1918 it was not only the
presence of colonial people, but also the ideas of colo-
nialism itself, that were never far away during the
conflicts in Eastern Europe. German intellectuals,
politicians and officials had discussed notions of su-
periority and ideas related to colonialism during the
German Empire from 1871 onwards, in some cases
even earlier.!” These played a large part in defining
the German occupation policies in the conquered re-
gions of Eastern Europe between 1914 and 1918.%!
Following the end of the war, many German soldiers
who had served in the former colonies were unable to
find a place in the much-reduced military forces of
the Weimar Republic, and instead fought with the
German Freikorps and with other paramilitary fight-
ing units.’*? It is not difficult to imagine that they
brought their self-image as a dominant colonial force
to the conflicts in which they were involved in East-
ern Europe together with their sense of power and
superiority over the local Slav and Baltic populations.

From a postcolonial perspective, the national
movements towards emancipation following 1918
that drove the reconstitution of old states, the found-
ing of new states and the regional changes among
other states can be regarded as anti-colonial. The
three empires that had defined Central, Eastern and
South-Eastern Europe - Germany, Russia and Austria-
Hungary - had included within their borders count-
less people who felt that their linguistic, cultural and
political identity was under-valued in a multi-ethnic
state. The Czech sociologist Tomas Garrigue Masaryk,
who later served as president of Czechoslovakia, de-
scribed in his book Novd Evropa. Stanovisko slovanské
(The New Europe. A Slavic Standpoint) the imperial Ger-
man drive for domination in large parts of Europe:

Pan-Germanism aims at a German, German-led
Central Europe, the substance of which is formed
by Prussian Germany with Austria-Hungary; this
latter empire played in the pan-German scheme
only the role of a German colony, a bridge to Asia.
Austria-Hungary is the vanguard of pan-German-
ism in the Balkans and on toward Turkey. Through
Turkey Berlin aims at Asia and Africa. In the West
the pan-Germans endeavor to control some neigh-
boring lands, such as Holland, Belgium, the Scandi-

der Reger, . €in {eder sorgt auf se
und Eaer:  Fiir Frankreichs Ehre,

Fig. 39: Caricature ‘Brutalité, bestialité, égalité’ (Brutality,
Bestiality, Egality) by Wilhelm Raab (1895-1969). Contemporary
postcard, which was reproduced in non-German newspapers
to demonstrate German racism, for instance in Videriské noviny
no. 16, 1921.

navian countries, and parts of France and Italy; but
the principal concern of pan-Germanism is to keep
the control of Austria-Hungary and, through it, of
Turkey and of the Balkans.'*3

Masaryk described the emancipation of the ‘little
people’ from imperial domination as the righting of a
historical wrong. Furthermore he believed that the
creation of the new Central European order after
1918 could also be described as a continental era of
decolonialisation. In some of the states emerging
from the former empires, the political discourse
showed signs of colonial tendencies and aspirations.
The moves by the new Polish Republic towards the
east from 1918 onwards could, for example, arguably
be described as a form of continental colonialism,
echoing former early modern Jagellonian policies.'**
There were clear colonial aspects to the Liga Morska i
Rzeczna (LMiR) (Maritime and River League), created
in 1924, renamed the Liga Morska i Kolonialna (LMK)
(Maritime and Colonial League) in 1930: it sought to
dispatch Polish ships across the world’s oceans and
establish Polish settlements overseas.

In the case of Soviet Russia it soon became clear
that in spite of the declared support for national self-
determination, the communist system’s expansion
was driven by an impetus of not only political and
quasi-missionary, but also inspired by the desire to
recreate the imperial structures of the Tsarist Em-
pire. This drive, as it affected the peoples of Central
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Fig. 40: Front page of the first number of Morze (The Sea), the journal of the Polska Liga Morska i Rzeczna (Polish Sea and River League).
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Asia and the neighbouring White Russians and
Ukrainians, was clearly colonial in character. How-
ever after an initial phase in which indigenous peo-
ples were promoted during the 1920s under the pol-
icy named ‘korenizatsiya’ (promoting indigenisa-
tion), and again briefly promoted under a new desig-
nation a decade later, they were finally overpowered
by the domination of the Russian language over other
languages, even though the multilingual character of
the developing Soviet Union was given politically
symbolic prominence.

Another example of continental colonial practice
was the annexation of ‘German Western Hungary’,
formerly part of the transleithanian part of Austria-
Hungary. The annexation was negotiated by the Aus-
trian delegation in the Treaty of Saint-Germain and
confirmed by the Treaty of Trianon and, at the end of
1921, the region became known as federal Burgen-
land. A further example is Carpatho-Ukraine (Pod-
karpatské Rus), a region populated by a majority of
Ruthenians that had also been part of the Hungarian
Empire but had been allocated to the Czechoslovak
Republic after the First World War. The officials con-
trolling this region were Czech, and therefore not in-
digenous or from the Slovak territories that bordered
it on the west; in spite of the long distance from
Prague, the area thus used Czech as its official lan-
guage. This measure was justified on the grounds that
the many local variants of the Ruthenian language
comprised none that was universally recognised as
official.** Had the Ukrainian language been chosen, it
could have given rise to the neighbouring Ukrainian
Soviet Republic wishing to take over the region.

Historians have until now failed to acknowledge
the full significance of the part played by colonial and
postcolonial ideas and actions in the post-war years
following 1918. This presents future researchers with
a major opportunity, and it will involve letting go of
some stereotypes and opinions that have held sway
for many years.

Social Democracy - Communism

Public discourse after 1918 was marked not only by
the political ideas of liberalism, conservatism,
monarchism and fascism, but also and especially by
the political spectrum’s left-leaning tendencies -
which were themselves highly heterogenous. The

" LABOUR’S " MAY DAY
DEDICATED ' TO - THE - WORNERS * OF - THE WORLD'

Fig. 41: At the founding congress of the Second Socialist Inter-
national in 1889, May 1st was proclaimed the ‘day of struggle of
the workers’ movement’.

Second [Socialist] International was founded in 1889,
on the occasion of the centenary of the French Revo-
lution. It included representatives from socialist par-
ties with differing traditions and characters, whose
shared cause was the improvement of the social con-
ditions of workers and labourers and who aimed at
political participation in their respective countries.
Almost without exception, they claimed to be guided
in their activities by Karl Marx’s (1818-1883) analysis
of social economics and social theory.'*¢

This association, which encompassed so many
countries, took a stand at the start of the 20th cen-
tury against the spread of nationalism and the mili-
tarisation of European states, and in favour of
strengthening the workers’ movement. Meanwhile,
socialist parties in Western European countries were
gradually gaining a foothold in the decision-making
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Fig. 42: Reaction to the Russian Revolution in Vorwdrts, the leading newspaper of German Social Democrats, 9 November 1917.

processes of their respective countries. They gained
seats in parliaments and in France played a part in
government.'”” In Germany, the SPD was represented
in the Reichstag, becoming a force to be reckoned
with in industrial conurbations. Most regions and
countries in East-Central Europe now had socialist or
social democratic parties, though they were rela-
tively small in places lacking a major industrial base.
In Austria-Hungary, they played a growing part in
political life, but remained relatively insignificant. In
Tsarist Russia, workers’ parties were officially perse-
cuted, so the majority of the activists of the Russian
Social Democratic Labour Party emigrated to Central
and Western Europe.'*®

The beginning of the First World War in the sum-
mer of 1914 presented the socialist parties of Europe
with a choice between international socialist paci-
fism and the nationalism of their respective home-
lands. Even before the outbreak of war, varying
national traditions and the differences in social or-
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ganisation and political participation in individual
countries had made it difficult for the Second Inter-
national to present a united front. When the war be-
gan the strong call to ultimate self-sacrifice, exclu-
sive love for one’s country and the rejection of the
‘other’ made it difficult for more than a small number
of socialists to give up their emotional ties to their
own nation.'*®

The decision on whether to approve war credits
split German social democrats between the Majority
Social Democratic Party (Mehrheitssozialdemokra-
tie, MSPD) and the Independent Social Democratic
Party (Unabhingige Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands, USPD), as it was called from April 1917.
Socialists in France were facing a similar situation in
that they resolved to set aside their internal differ-
ences and joined forces with the ‘bourgeois’ in what
they called the Sacred Union (Union Sacrée).’*® In
1914, opinion in the United Kingdom’s Labour Party
was divided on the question of the war, with the paci-
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LE PREMIER ACTE REVOLUTIONNAIRE
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Fig. 43: More exulting reaction to the Russian Revolution in I'Humanité, the leading newspaper of French Socialists, 9 November 1917.

fist wing led by Ramsay MacDonald (1866-1937) on
the one hand and the patriotic wing by Arthur Hen-
derson (1863-1935) on the other. The party did not of-
ficially split, however, thanks to its federal nature: in
spite of their differences, the various groups worked
together in the War Emergency Workers’ National
Committee.'®!

Representatives from several socialist parties who
were opposed to the war met in conference in Sep-
tember 1915 in Zimmerwald and in April 1916 in
Kiental, and voiced their dissatisfaction with the pol-
icy of ‘party truce’ that most socialist parties had
adopted. In one resolution, they condemned the war
credits, and in another they swore total solidarity
with the victims of the war. Representatives at the
Kiental Conference formulated their determination

to engage in revolutionary class warfare. This split in
the workers’ movement between revolutionaries and
reformists was to become a split between commu-
nists and social democrats just a few years later.!s?

Reactions to the October Revolution

The Bolshevik seizure of power on 6 and 7 November
1917'% called into radical question all conventions on
traditional policy in both internal and external
matters. On the very next day, in an unprecedented
move, the ‘Decree on Peace’ called for Russia’s with-
drawal from the war with immediate effect, and the
country was handed over to the peasants a few days
later. Outside Russia, these revolutionary actions
were greeted with sympathy and admiration in left-
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Fig. 44: V.1. Lenin in the box of the Tauride Palace in Petrograd during the session of the Constituent Assembly, 18 January 1918.

leaning circles, and with astonishment and horror
among right-wing politicians and soon also among
liberals. The Entente governments encouraged these
reactions because they were seriously concerned at
the loss of Russia’s involvement as their ally on the
Eastern Front. They were no less surprised when the
Bolsheviks managed to hold on to power for longer
than a couple of weeks or even months - even the ma-
jority of Bolsheviks themselves had hardly expected
it.164

War-weary members and adherents of socialist
parties welcomed the news from the banks of the
Neva. This was especially true of the German social
democrats, where both wings of the party viewed the
Bolsheviks positively. This favourable perception was
helped by the earlier enmity with the previous Rus-
sian government. In the view of Philipp Scheidemann
(1865-1939), an important supporter of the MSPD, the
revolution was a step towards freedom; the USPD
spokesman Hugo Haase (1863-1919) expressed simi-
lar views.'®
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Red October offered a particular challenge to the
socialist workers’ parties in France, the United King-
dom and Italy in their self-perception and their tradi-
tions, as they had supported the International until
1914.'¢ In France, both the left and the bourgeois
right wing referenced the October Revolution, but
events in Russia had less influence in the United
Kingdom. The Labour Party, since its inception, had
wanted to be a popular party under a social demo-
cratic banner. Unlike their French and Italian com-
rades, they avoided ideologically driven debates and
on the whole were happy to follow the pragmatic
Russia policies of the government under David Lloyd
George (1863-1945).1¢7

Socialists in France had undertaken to support the
national war effort at the start of the war but had re-
scinded this support by early September 1917, and
the October Revolution and its consequences po-
larised their numbers. It seemed possible that Russia
and the Central Powers might sign a peace treaty that
could lead to a prolongation of the war on the West-
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ern Front - an appalling prospect for the majority of
French workers. However, they were unwilling to
support the nationalist and anti-Bolshevik policies of
Clemenceau and his new cabinet.®

The news from Petrograd divided opinions among
members of the Italian Socialist Party (PSI). To most
delegates and union representatives, the revolution-
ary fervour was a red rag to a bull, but they were con-
cerned that the radical Bolshevik drive to achieve
peace might bring Austro-Hungarian divisions to the
hard-fought Italian front. Revolutionary PSI mem-
bers, however, saw the Bolsheviks as harbingers of
pacifism and of revived Marxism. The theoretician
Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937) wrote that Lenin had
liberated Marxism from its positivistic and naturalis-
tic ‘incrustations’.'*’

The Dissolution of the Constituent Assembly:
A Litmus Test

When the Bolsheviks violently dissolved the con-
stituent assembly as a constitutional body on 19 Jan-
uary 1918, because they had lost control of the major-
ity, this was experienced as an ideological caesura for
the international workers’ movement. The dividing
line between democracy and dictatorship had been
crossed, giving rise to an international problem of
deep and immediate significance.!”

In the eyes of German social democracy, for both
the MSPD and the USPD, socialism and democracy
were inextricably linked. Majority socialists such as
Otto Braun (1872-1955) accused the Bolsheviks of
‘putschism’ and anarchy.'” The independents, who
counted the theorists Karl Kautsky and Rosa Luxem-
burg among their number, made different argu-
ments. Kautsky maintained that socialism could only
win through democracy, not against it. The proletar-
ian revolution, he asserted, could in the long term
only be the revolution of the vast majority if it was in
the interests of that majority, not as an armed dicta-
torship of a minority over the majority. This asser-
tion was in direct contradiction to Marx and led di-
rectly to the civil war.!”

Rosa Luxemburg was keenly aware of the Bolshe-
viks’ delicate position vis-a-vis the peace negotia-
tions for Brest-Litovsk, issues of nationality, and
other difficulties, but she was nevertheless critical of
their use of force. It is against this background that

Die
Russische Revolution

Eine kritische Wiirdigung

Aus dem Nachlass von

Rosa Luxemburg

Herausgegeben und eingeleitet

von

Paul Levi

Verlag Gesellschaft und Erziechung G. m. b. H.
1922

Fig. 45: German edition of Rosa Luxemburg’s book Russian Revo-
lution, published as a book after her death by Paul Levi in 1922.

we can understand her most famous utterance as a
left-wing socialist in criticising a self-declared dicta-
torship by the proletariat: ‘Freedom only for the
members of the government, only for the members of
the party - though they are quite numerous - is no
freedom at all. Freedom is always the freedom of the
one who thinks differently.””*

In April 1919, the French Section of the Workers’
International (SFIO) made an explicit and positive
statement on the consequences of the October Revo-
lution, though they included a ‘pragmatic’ proviso
that revolution should not be confused with vio-
lence.'* Among French socialists 1917 revived the
idea of revolution, which they closely linked to the
storming of the Bastille in 1789 and the Paris Com-
mune of 1871."7° From 1920 onwards, they faced a
strong communist wing within the movement, which
two years later would give rise to the French Commu-
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Fig. 46: A stamp of the Austro-Marxist Otto Bauer on the 100th
anniversary of his birth in 1981.

nist Party (PCF), but unlike many other left-wing par-
ties in Europe the SFIO remained true to traditional
Marxism.'’¢

In Eastern Europe, the Czech Social Democratic
Party became a state-supported party in 1918, fully
and unconditionally supportive of the independence
of the new Czechoslovakia, but not in favour of revo-
lutionary experiments on the Russian model. When
the Communist Party was set up in 1921 as an off-
shoot of the social democrats, it was inspired by orig-
inal left-wing socialist ideas rather than the Bolshe-
vik guidelines that aimed to spark off revolution in
Central and Western Europe.'”’

The Polish Communist Workers’ Party (KPRP) was
set up in 1918 and opposed Polish independence. In
the war between Poland and Soviet Russia (1919-
1921), it took the side of Soviet Russia, thus ensuring
its own marginalisation within Polish society. Cover-
sely, the Polish Socialist Party (PPS), on the other
hand, pragmatically adopted a position in support of

56

the national state and of Jézef Pilsudski during the
post-war years, and was thus able to rely on its very
broad intellectual base among the nation’s cultural
milieus."”®

Developments in the lands of the former Habsburg
Monarchy took a different course from their neigh-
bours. The social democrats in Austria developed
their own specific ‘Austro-Marxist’ policies: republi-
can, anti-Habsburg, revolutionary and consistent
with the constitution. This complex mix prevented
the development of a communist party in Austria
where it was the forlorn hope of Otto Bauer (1881-
1938), the founder of Austro-Marxism, that his inte-
gral form of socialism would provide a basis for the
reunification of the two competing Internationals.'”

It was a significantly different story in Hungary.
The Karolyi government resigned in November 1918
in response to the incursion of Czechoslovak, Roman-
ian and Serb troops into Hungarian territory. In the
face of dissatisfaction among the wider population
and among the returning soldiers, the social demo-
cratic and communist parties joined forces in March
1919 to become the Hungarian Socialist Party and
declared the Soviet Republic; given their decisive
response to the territorial claims of neighbouring
countries, this was initially well received even in
bourgeois circles.'® Contrary to the widely circulated
‘legally vindicated’ claims of the counter-revolution-
ary government of Miklés Horthy (1868-1957) that
subsequently overturned the Soviet Republic,'® it
was not being directed from Moscow.#2

The Establishment of Communist Parties in 1919 and of the
Third International

Under Lenin’s leadership, the Third International
(the Comintern) was set up in March 1919 in Moscow.
The prevailing optimistic mood that followed the
October Revolution produced a favourable blend of
pacifism, revolution and modern democracy, and
provided apparent links to scholarship influenced by
Marxism. The new association offered an inviting,
unencumbered alternative to the spirit of compro-
mise of the Second International’s ideology, as well as
to the war policies approved by many of the social
democratic parties that had led to the social and psy-
chological destruction suffered by many European
countries. Following the years of national narrow-
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Fig. 47: Delegates to the Comintern’s second congress at the Uritsky Palace in Petrograd, 19 July 1920. Those identifiable are: Lev Ka-
rakhan (second from left), Karl Radek (third, smoking), Nikolai Bukharin (fifth), Mikhail Lashevich (seventh, in uniform), Maxim
Peshkov (Maxim Gorky's son, behind the column), Maxim Gorky (ninth, shaved), Vladimir Lenin (tenth, hands in pockets), Sergey Zo-
rin (eleventh, with hat), Grigory Zinoviev (thirteenth, hands behind his back), Charles Francis Phillips (pseudonym Jestis Ramirez)
(white shirt and tie), Manabendra Nath Roy (jacket and tie), Maria Ulyanova (nineteenth, white blouse), Nicola Bombacci (with beard)
and Abram Belenky (with light hat).

mindedness and ‘patriotic’ demands, many socialists
found the prospect of freedom for the working
classes under the banner of a worldwide revolution
attractive, especially since the revolutionaries in So-
viet Russia were inspired by both Marx and Engels.'®*

In those socialist parties where the majority opted
to remain in the Second International, polemical dis-
putes about ideology often led to splits and then to
the creation of communist parties.

For Moscow, Germany and its sophisticated social
democracy was of key importance: Comintern offi-
cials widely understood that the world revolution
they were expecting and loudly proclaiming could
only succeed if it started with Germany, a central Eu-
ropean country where the workers’ movement had

such a strong tradition. The Bolsheviks consequently
promoted the independent German social democrats
(USPD), especially since the more recently estab-
lished KPD in its early years followed Rosa Luxemburg
in opposing statements emanating from Moscow, and
refused to join the Comintern.'®

A split among the social democrat/socialist
groups between those who supported the Third In-
ternational and those who rejected it was not only an
inescapable evil, but was actively encouraged in the
case of the USPD and other parties. As Karl Radek
(1885-1939) said at the Second Comintern Congress in
the spring of 1920, it was right to hound those of
timid and weak revolutionary spirit out of the party
with a red-hot iron.'® Those wishing to join the Third
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Fig. 48: Bertha von Suttner, portrayed in 1906 by Carl Pietzner.

International had to fulfil 21 conditions, some of
them restrictive, and the USPD’s resulting break-up
was exactly what the Comintern had been intending.
Moscow expected that the pure socialists who were
fit and ready for revolution would join their cause,
but this cost them dear: many European socialists -
such as Paul Levi (1883-1930), Boris Souvarine (1895-
1984) and Charles Rappoport (1865-1941) - became
disillusioned.’® These and other independent intel-
lectual minds became prominent critics of Soviet
Russian communism, yet managed to avoid becoming
tainted by the anti-Bolshevik thinking that circulated
widely in bourgeois and conservative circles and had
quickly developed in the early 1920s into a form of in-
tegral nationalist ideology laced with blatant anti-
Semitism.'®

The critics mentioned above were discredited as
renegades and pursued. Within a few years the Com-
intern was disparaging those social democrats who
stuck by the Second International as ‘social fascists’,
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and this - among other factors - undermined the
democratic basis of the Weimar Republic and paved
the way for the rise of the National Socialists. It did
not take long for the antagonism between social
democracy and communism to become so fundamen-
tal that their common roots, and the danger from the
rising force of National Socialism, were both disas-
trously disregarded.!®

The Role of Pacifism

Since long before the First World War, a group of in-
tellectuals in various countries had been supporting a
philosophy that opposed military confrontations on
principle and campaigned for peaceful solutions to
disagreements. They held this ethical position on the
grounds of humanistic, religious or political convic-
tion, and those whose position was political ranging
from bourgeois to left-wing revolutionaries and an-
archists. Those described as pacifists thus expressed
a huge variety of opinions.

People such as the Austrian peace activist Bertha
von Suttner (1843-1914), who had written the novel
Lay Down Your Arms (Die Waffen nieder!); fellow Aus-
trian and writer Alfred Hermann Fried (1864-1921);
the Russian novelist Lev N. Tolstoy (1828-1910); the
Alsatian theologian and doctor Albert Schweitzer
(1875-1965); the left-wing German writer Kurt
Tucholsky (1890-1935); the Scottish Labour politician
Ramsay MacDonald (1866-1937); the French socialist
Edouard Herriot (1872-1957) - these all held very var-
ied social and world views, but were united in their
strongly held principle of peace.

The experience of world war served as a catalyst
to those who held both nationalist and pacifist con-
victions. The veteran organisations the Fédération
interalliée des anciens combattants (FIDAC, Interal-
lied Federation of War Veterans) and the Conférence
Internationale des associations de mutilés de guerre
et anciens combattants (CIAMAC, International con-
ference of associations of war disabled and veterans)
had considerable influence on the issues of military
and moral disarmament among former soldiers.
Among campaigning veterans in Eastern Europe,
memories of suffering and deprivation sustained the
pacifist cause; pacifists distanced themselves from
militarism and expressed their support for interna-
tional cooperation, for example under the aegis of
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Fig. 49: Anti-war demonstration of SPD and USPD on the Schlossplatz in Berlin, 31 July 1921.

the League of Nations, as part of a proactive peace
movement.'®

In May 1920, the International Congress of War
Wounded met in Tours; participants attended from
France, Germany, the United Kingdom, Italy, Austria
and Belgium. There were no veterans present from
Poland, Czechoslovakia, the Baltic states or Soviet
Russia. These countries were involved in wars over
disputed borders and to establish new states, and
moreover they set little store by matters to do with
wellbeing and pensions. From the mid-1920s, how-
ever, veterans from these East-Central European
countries began to take an active part in the pacifist
work of the FIDAC, the CIAMAC and the International
Congress of War Wounded. The Poles were reluctant
to reject violence fully; aware of Germany’s wide-
spread revisionism of borders, and of the need to en-
sure that their country could defend itself, they pro-
moted a defensive pacifism.

In the nations of Eastern Europe, the political im-
plications of developing pacifism were very different
from those in Western Europe. Those who expressed
their pacifist views in public were to a large extent
adherents of various Christian confessions. They
were even isolated within their churches, of which
many were more or less official state churches and
therefore supportive of the military policies of the
country concerned. Pacifism also enjoyed a signifi-
cantly lower level of support among the intellectual
elite in Eastern Europe than it did, for example, in
Germany or in France.! The Polish writer Jézef Wit-
tlin, mentioned above, had experienced the First
World War as a young man; he expressed his criticism
of war in numerous essays and poems, and especially
in his novel Sél ziemi 1935 (published in English trans-
lation as The Salt of the Earth in 1939). It was surely no
coincidence that the historian Stanistaw Estreicher
(1869-1939) wrote about the love of peace in Poland
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Fig. 50: French pacifist film "J'accuse’, directed by Abel Gance,
France 1919.

in early modern times, but in his contemporary con-
text of the military cult of the year 1930.12

Even in Czechoslovakia, where the leading politi-
cians engaged conceptually with the idea of the new
peace order in Europe that was an essential safeguard
for their country, realistic expectations predomi-
nated in day-to-day decisions. The foreign minister
Edvard Bene$ (1884-1948) worked together with the
League of Nations to design a security system that
relied on arbitration and support agreements.’”® In
Romania, the concept of pacifism was associated only
with well-known individuals. One of these was the
artist Octav Bancild (1872-1944), who worked at the
Academy in Iagi. His socialist views influenced his
choice of artistic subjects: the war, social injustice
and the anti-Semitism that was endemic to Romanian
society. Generally speaking, pacifism in Eastern Eu-
rope was found only among marginal groups and
those who espoused left-wing politics, and it never
gained the status of a mass movement.

In the immediate post-war years, there was a
widespread sense of war-weariness in Germany, in-
cluding among intellectual circles. It did not, how-
ever, evolve into a larger political movement. The
journalist Carl von Ossietzky (1889-1938), who de-
scribed himself as a pacifist, complained about this
and wrote in a disenchanted essay on 4 October 1924
that German pacifism was ‘always illusory, raving,
obsessed by attitude, suspicious of the means used in
politics, and suspicious of leaders who made use of
these means’.’* It was, he wrote, ‘a world view, a reli-
gion, a dogma’, and was therefore significantly differ-
ent from the pacifism practiced in other countries.
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In countries such as Poland, Czechoslovakia, Aus-
tria, Hungary and Romania, and indeed in the early
USSR, it became especially popular to learn and speak
Esperanto, a language devised by the Polish Jewish
doctor Ludwik Lazar Zamenhof (1859-1917) in the
year 1887.1 Zamenhof, inspired by a utopian vision
in which all peoples understood each other, had cre-
ated Esperanto to serve as an international language
that would serve to create and preserve peace. Es-
peranto was most widely spoken during the 1920s,
yet even then, Esperantists were unable to promote
their language sufficiently as a serious competitor to
French and English, which were spoken across the
world. The Esperantist conference in Prague in 1921
and the setting up of an Esperanto museum in the
Vienna Hofburg in 1927 were also unable to raise the
language’s profile as much as they had hoped.

Revisionism

One of the greatest threats to peace in Eastern Europe
arose from a particular form of political revisionism
that consisted in querying the provisions of the Paris
Peace Conference and calling them into question. The
term ‘revisionism’ is used here to describe a tendency
to interrogate a particular situation and to seek to re-
examine it. Patterns of thought and interpretation
can, for example, be reinvestigated in terms of phi-
losophy, historiography or sociology. In the context
of the history of Eastern, East-Central and South-
Eastern Europe in the years immediately following
the First World War, revisionism was a political en-
deavour to invalidate established agreements (treaty
revisionism) and/or to reverse territorial losses (ter-
ritorial revisionism). The countries most concerned
in such practices during the interwar years were the
former Central Powers: Germany, Austria, Hungary
and Bulgaria.

The Entente nations stipulated that the German
Empire should cede territory to Poland (the Poznanh
region, West Prussia, Eastern Upper Silesia and some
smaller portions of Lower Silesia), Czechoslovakia
(Hluéin), France (Alsace-Lorraine), Belgium (Eupen
and Malmédy) and Denmark (Northern Schleswig).
The Treaty of Saint-Germain forced Austria to cede
South Tirol and the Val Canale to Italy; and Lower
Styria, the Miel (MeZa) river valley south of the
Karawanks mountain range to the kingdom of the
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Fig. 51: ‘Die Zerstiickelung Deutschlands’ (Germany’s Amputation), a map published by the Gea Verlag in Berlin in 1919 during the
Paris Peace Conference, showing Germany’s territorial and economic losses.

Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. Politicians during the
Italian Risorgimento had already tried, in the second
half of the 19th century, to incorporate into the Ital-
ian kingdom territory as far north as the Brenner. As
one of the victor nations in the First World War, Italy
succeeded in forcing Austria to make the concession
at the Paris Peace Conference. The territorial cession
to Italy included the parts of Tyrol south of the main
alpine ridges, including Bolzano, Bressanone and
Merano. The description ‘South Tyrol” has only been
in general use since that time. The other description

of the area was ‘Oberetsch’, the equivalent to the Ital-
ian ‘Alto Adige’, itself derived from the French ‘Dé-
partement du Haut-Adige’ that had existed between
1810 and 1813. Austria retained its claim over South
Tyrol, arguing that the majority of the area’s popula-
tion spoke German as their mother tongue.'*

The Entente powers were especially hard on Hun-
gary, as part of the Habsburg Empire, for its partici-
pation in the war on the side of the Central Powers. In
military confrontations with Serb, Croat, Czechoslo-
vakian and Romanian units during 1918/19, Hungary
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Fig. 52: ‘La Hongie mutilée’ (Mutilated Hungary), Propaganda map published after the Trianon Treaty, illustrating the lost Hungarian

territories.

had already de facto lost more than two-thirds of its
original territory. The peace agreements at Trianon
on 4 June 1920 in effect confirmed the status quo,
with the exception of Burgenland, which was to be
ceded to the Republic of Austria in 1921.

Bulgaria was required by the Treaty of Neuilly-
sur-Seine to cede Northern Thrace to the Entente
(and subsequently to Greece) and the regions around
Caribrod, Bosilegrad and Strumica to the Kingdom of
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes; the treaty also con-
firmed that Southern Dobruja was to be returned to
Romania.'’

These territorial changes all had long-term demo-
graphic, human and psychological implications, and
this in turn provoked attempts at revisionism. The
methods used to underpin these revisionist efforts
ranged from diplomatic negotiations through to per-
suasive propaganda, territorial claims, paramilitary
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action and military threats. A country making such
claims often had to start by convincing its own popu-
lation of the need to make the claim. Private individ-
uals and national figures alike used media such as po-
litical speeches, books, leaflets, postcards, films and
large display maps to convince those both in the
country and abroad of their cause. Following 1918,
the government used local folklore associations and
scholarly institutes in the German Reich as signi-
ficant political tools, as their actions would not be
seen as officially representing the state, even though
they might receive governmental support. Two such
organisations were the German Foreign Institute
(Deutsches Ausland-Institut, DAI), founded in
Stuttgart in 1917, and the newly created Stiftung fiir
deutsche Volks- und Kulturbodenforschung (a foun-
dation for research into German folklore and cultural
lands) in Leipzig; the Association for Germanness
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Abroad (Verein fiir das Deutschtum im Ausland, VDA)
and the Deutscher Schutzbund fiir das Grenz- und
Auslanddeutschtum (a German defence league for
Germans moved from borderlands and other nations,
DSB) encouraged revisionist aims among many popu-
lation groups. In 1925, the geographer Albrecht
Penck (1858-1945) developed a map of ‘German set-
tlement and cultural lands’, in which he identified
many areas that had never belonged to Germany
even before the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles.
The map, and the intention behind it, revealed the
desire for an outright revision and was the harbinger
of future expansionist aims."*

In Austria, the League of Sudeten Germans (Sude-
tendeutscher Heimatbund, SHB) and the Southern
March Association (Verein Siidmark) were influential
as ethnic community groups. Both maintained close
links with similar organisations in Germany. The idea
of reuniting ‘German Austria’ with Germany had
been broached in 1918, but it was rejected by the Al-
lies as well as Prussian German politicians and wide
sections of Austrian society, who feared that they
would be diminished as an appendix of the German
Reich.

In Hungary, the government declared territorial
revisionism a key principle of official policy. Magyar
flags stood at half-mast until 1938, and school chil-
dren had to pray daily before the start of lessons for
their nation’s rebirth. The geographer Pal Teleki
(1879-1941), the acting prime minister, referred to a
suggestive ethnic map - the ‘carte rouge’ - in which
the bright red colour used to indicate the distribution
of Hungarians in the Danube and Carpathian region
made them far more prominent than members of
other ethnic groups in the area.'” Any revisionist
claims Hungary made, however, stayed within the
bounds of the areas that had belonged to the King-
dom of Hungary before 1918.

The Bulgarians found it hard to get over the loss of
Southern Dobruja, which included the two districts of
Durostor and Kaliakra and the Black Sea coast near
Kap Kaliakra and Bal¢ik so beloved by artists. Bulgar-
ian authorities engaged in lively propaganda activity
in support of the allegedly ‘ancient’ Bulgarian claim
to the region. Paramilitary units were active in
Southern Dobruja in the 1920s, mainly terrorising Ro-
manian residents and offices in the area, and these
caused particular concern.

The political rhetoric in the affected areas was in-
fused with a range of nostalgic, historical and eco-
nomic arguments as the situation required, drawing
on biological and medical imagery of ‘mutilation’,
‘amputation’ and ‘viability’ to support them. From
the 1920s onwards, English Labour politicians such as
David Lloyd George (1863-1945) were increasingly in-
clined to support the claims for revision, whereas
France was one of the least inclined nations to do so.
Revisionism ultimately paved the way for the violent
reordering of Europe during the 1930s: the return of
the Saar in 1935, the occupation of the demilitarised
Rhineland in 1936, the Austrian Anschluss, the Mu-
nich Agreement and the First Vienna Award in 1938,
the occupation of the Memel region and of the re-
maining parts of Czechoslovakia in 1939 - and, as a
consequence, the outbreak of the Second World War.

Modernisation

What people understand by ‘modernisation’ is incon-
sistent, fluid and at times contradictory due to the
number of, often divergent, attempts to define the es-
sential nature of the process of ‘modernising’ soci-
eties. They have thus far produced a great deal of lit-
erature, which cannot be adequately cited at this
point due to the diversity of formulated research pro-
posals. Max Weber’s classic proposition, which often
serves as a reference point for ruminations on
modernity, is inherently complex. It simultaneously
emphasises the primacy of the rationalisation of the
human place in the world, crucial for European
modernity and the way in which human activities are
undertaken within it, and also the specificity of the
Protestant ethic.”® The way in which modernisation
is defined is also influenced by differing assessments
of its impact. Some envision modernity as an era in
which human societies aim to democratically organ-
ise the framework in which they function, where
technical and scientific progress removes the obsta-
cles to development. Others, however, emphasise the
dark side of modernisation - a break with traditional
values, the loss of sources of identity, the excessive
influence of technology and the dehumanising effect
of rationalisation on the lives of individuals and
human communities. Regardless of these differences,
as Charles Taylor, a key theorist of modernity, has
pointed out, it is still vital to distinguish between see-
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Fig. 53: Painting ‘Iron and Coal’ by William Bell Scott, 1855-1860.

ing modernisation as a process that in effect creates
different civilisations with their own specific cul-
tures: from regarding it as a process of change which,
in any culture is always characterised by increasing
secularisation of the prevailing worldview, by domi-
nation of instrumental reason and by an increase in
scientific awareness.?’! In the former case, one thinks
of the pluralism of various forms of human civilisa-
tion, among which European modernity is only one of
many, with a specific culture understood as a regula-
tory system. In the latter, the focus is on the cultural
neutrality of the modernisation process leading to a
modern model, regardless of the cultural specificity
of the community subject to modern development.
The main purpose of this publication is to describe
the reality of Europe after the First World War, so we
will omit here more detailed deliberations on the na-
ture of modernisation, its sources and the impulses
that trigger and sustain it. The transformation of a
traditional agricultural society into an urban society
experiencing industrialisation is complex. In deter-
mining the way of life of individuals and communi-
ties, we are therefore assuming that post-war mod-
ernisation was a continuation of the complex
modernisation process of the 19th century. It con-
sisted of an entire range of interconnected and inter-
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acting phenomena: industrialisation, technical
progress, social mobility (migration for work, devel-
opment of public transport), the development of
communication systems (post, radio, telegraph), the
development of soft economic infrastructure (tech-
nology and the logistics of financial transactions),
growth of urbanisation, transformation of the family
and the roles of its members, as well as social emanci-
pation, which now casts social contrasts and tensions
in a different light. In the cultural realm, on the other
hand, the dynamic relationship between science and
religion shaped modernisation’s main front, bringing
about clear progress in secularisation, but also a
seemingly paradoxical intensification of theological
debate and the search for ways of satisfying spiritual
needs as an alternative to traditional religions.?*?
Economic and political liberalism, usually consid-
ered a manifestation of modernisation, did not al-
ways coincide in political theory and practice, and
the relationship between them varied among Euro-
pean countries. This obviously increased tensions be-
tween traditional power structures and the economic
activity of individuals and social groups. At the same
time, it entailed a reshuffling of the social structure,
especially given the rapid development of the bour-
geoisie and its importance to the power structure. In-
tellectual perspectives of these reshuffles were, in
turn, formed by the simultaneous development of
various conflicting and interrelated political ideolo-
gies: conservatism, nationalism and socialism.
Describing the modernisation process in such gen-
eral terms makes it possible to investigate the nature
of the changes that determined its shape during the
war and in the post-war period. As for the progress of
political and economic modernisation in post-war
Europe, the expected democratic revolution, as Nor-
man Davies put it, proved to be an illusion, and tech-
nological and economic acceleration was severely
hampered by the economic crisis at the end of the
1920s.2> As Davies recalls, although the number of
European republics increased from three before 1914
to sixteen after the end of the war, most of them soon
repealed or abolished democratic principles in vari-
ous ways.? The war was obviously an important im-
pulse for the development of military technology. For
example, the first tank was constructed in 1916, the
first liquid fuel rocket in 1926 and an aircraft turbojet
engine in 1930. However, there was also technologi-
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cal progress in many other areas after the war: the
electric refrigerator appeared in 1917, the wrist-
watch in 1919, BBC radio in 1922, the small format
camera (the 35 mm Leica, for example) in 1925, ex-
perimental television in 1926, the use of penicillin in
1928, and in 1931 the electron microscope enabled
people to see previously unknown aspects of reality.

Europe’s industrialisation nevertheless followed
an irregular course, with a growing chasm in post-
war years between industrialised and rural areas
throughout the entire continent, and particularly in
some specific countries. At times, the divisions deep-
ened: Italy, for example, had an economically devel-
oped modern north and poor south. Moreover, the
post-war recession caused high unemployment,
which vitally affected the newly formed post-war re-
publics that had an agricultural rather than an indus-
trial profile, and faced tension between retained ele-
ments of an economic structure inherited from the
past and the dynamic conferred by a new geography
and the global economy. For example, the loss of the
Russian market due to the revolution and the appear-
ance of a border between independent Poland and
Russia led to a 75% loss of production at the thriving
textile centre in LddZ which, before the war, had been
within the former Russian partition.?

However, the most important feature of post-war
modernisation - in the widest sense, including politi-
cal, social, economic and cultural phenomena - was
the culmination in the years between the start of the
war and the mid-1930s of criticism of the course of
modernisation and its effects, which had been in-
creasing over several decades. Modernisation
processes had come to be perceived and described in
terms of demise and degeneration in all its aspects:
physical, social and spiritual. As Roger Griffin states,
calls were made within the broad discourse at that
time not only to reverse the negative consequences
of modernisation, but also to shed its Enlightenment
roots that degraded the environment of the individ-
ual, depleting him of vital strength and depriving
him of physical and spiritual health.?® There was a si-
multaneous proliferation of projects and ideological,
political and social movements whose main motto
was to regenerate degraded reality and fallen hu-
manity.

The term ‘regeneration’ itself can, in some sense,
be considered a key word to define this specific mod-

Fig. 54: Leica Model Ia, produced 1925-1936.

ernisation formula, which Griffin termed mod-
ernism, and covering a very diverse and broad front
of regenerative projects and activities, including
artistic ones. Their main goal, however, was not his-
torical regression or rejection of modernity in gen-
eral with its technological progress, scientific devel-
opment and egalitarian tendencies in transforming
society. On the contrary, as probably the most char-
acteristic feature of Griffin’s concept, those who ad-
vocated regeneration on many fronts sought to cre-
ate a new version of modernity devoid of the flaws of
its initial post-Enlightenment wave: to create a mod-
ernised world that was healthier, fairer and more
rational. Perhaps, above all, they attempted to create
a ‘New Man’, a more perfect embodiment, both intel-
lectually and spiritually, who was both subject and
object of an efficient social organisation. The time of
the First World War particularly increased the sense
that a re-generational cure for the world was needed,
because this was a liminal and transitional time. It
was experienced as a period of spiritual chaos that
should be overcome in a new way, because religion
was being called into question as the world's founda-
tion.

Negative assessment of the first wave of moder-
nity and its effects produced another consequence
crucial to understanding the dynamics of mod-
ernism, namely the regenerators’ specific attitude to-
ward time and tradition. Contrary to popular belief,
modernisers of the world and in art did not reject the
past as such, but rather focused on what was to come.
Criticism, in its most intense form, was levelled at the
most recent past (even if it meant the Renaissance
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Fig. 55: A futuristic poster: ‘We are building socialism’, painted
by Yuri Ivanovich Pimenov, 1927.

era). In fact, regeneration-oriented reformers di-
rected their attentions toward a distant past in which
they sought sources of regenerative energy in the
form of forgotten patterns, principles and values that
they intended to discover, extract and, very signifi-
cantly, adapt and build a better version of the mod-
ern world. Accordingly, modernists considered the
past to be crucial for building the future. This aspect
of modernist thought thus makes it possible to un-
derstand the role (and importance) that the reform-
ers’ understanding of primeval [primordial] soci-
eties, the imaginary worlds of primitive and folk
culture, as well as assumptions on the nature of child-
ish creativity played in their projects.

In the sphere of art, the nature, scope and degree
of radicalisation that artists undertook in response to
the multifaceted call for regeneration can adequately
be called ‘modernism’.*” Such an understanding of
modernism would, naturally be diverse given the va-
riety of regenerative ideologies, political orientations
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and social initiatives that artists chose to associate
themselves with, and the intensity of this association:
the various forms of poetry and the styles they chose;
what aspects of tradition they accepted or negated;
and how they expressed and attained their artistic
objectives. However, artists were always concerned
with the need, conceived in re-generational cate-
gories - to renew society, people and their environ-
ment. Artistic modernism, in this sense, is thus an
element of a broader re-generational front of count-
less renewal initiatives, a collection of social move-
ments focusing on various forms of art interspersed
with other non-artistic social initiatives. Obviously,
the multifaceted European reform movement com-
prised of a vast number of reform campaigns is not
the same as modernism according to Griffin. How-
ever, there is no doubt that this movement increas-
ingly stridently referred to the positive and negative
effects of civilisational development over time in the
post-war period, and began to be influenced by vari-
ous progressive political ideologies, national ideas,
and achievements in many areas of contemporary
science. The latter frequently assumed orderly or-
ganisational forms; these were then often institu-
tionalised by state agendas and implemented via sys-
temic social reconstruction instruments such as
cooperatives.

Griffin’s interpretative perspective also allows us
to see variants of modernisation arising from the in-
credibly radical intensity of many of its intertwined
aspects: rejection of a metaphysical basis, logistic ra-
tionalisation, conviction of the need for a regenera-
tive mission, and utopian projects organising social
reality within a properly ordered space prepared to
welcome a ‘New Man’. From this standpoint, the most
radical experiments of planned modernisation in his-
tory were the revolutionary Soviet political and so-
cial reconstruction of the country as well as the Nazi
and fascist revolt: both, in some aspects, equally as
radical as each other.

Russian communists sought to destroy the exist-
ing social structure and create a new one, in its
essence regenerative, because the classless society of
Marxist ideology in some ways echoed the simplicity
of prehistoric societies. A ‘New Man’ was to be created
through a revolutionary process as a member of the
new society: physically and spiritually superior, while
intellectually comparable to Aristotle (384-322 BC),



Introduction

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832) and Karl
Marx - as envisioned by Leon Trotsky (1879-1940).2%
The Soviet modernisation plan covered all areas of
life, eliminating private ownership, destroying fam-
ily structure, collectivising agriculture and empha-
sising heavy industry such as machine manufactur-
ing and chemical processing. The state pursued a
forced growth rate without regard for social costs,
whereas militarisation and widespread terror be-
came the tools for radical modernisation. The symbol
of this Faustian modernisation was the network of
Soviet labour camps, the Gulag, whose prisoners
worked on large construction projects (the White Sea
Canal, the reconstruction of Moscow). In the 1930s,
they made up 10% of the entire Soviet population,
thus rendering the Gulag the largest employer in Eu-
rope in 1939.2%

Nazism can also be characterised as the outcome
of a similarly radical modernist project of total
change, especially addressing culture in its broadest
sense as a tool for forging a ‘New Man’ with the help
of state power. In many European countries, modern
artists and supporters of their art were linked with
this general idea.

In June 1933, for example, the German National
Socialist Students Association began a campaign to
grant official recognition to German modernists such
as Emil Nolde (1867-1956), Ernst Barlach (1870-1938),
Erich Heckel (1883-1970) and Karl Schmidt-Rottluff
(1884-1976) as an embodiment of the culture-forming
mission of National Socialism, wholeheartedly sup-
ported by Joseph Goebbels - a proponent of artistic
modernism at the time.?' Hitler, who indulged in a
modernised academism and did not share Goebbels’s
modernist aesthetic preferences, swiftly quashed
these modernist impulses. However, it was not
Goebbels' aesthetic preferences that characterised
him as a modernist but, as Griffin writes, his deep
conviction that the institutional and organisational
might of a modern state could be employed to create
a new national culture and a new historic era.

Germany'’s rebirth was to be unified by a total cul-
ture not only expressing the race’s genius, but also
embodying a new ‘nomos’ while also and laying the
foundations of an organic community mandating so-
lutions to problems created by the modern world. A
central element of Goebbels’ vision was the power of
the latest mass communication technology at the

Fig. 56: Barbara and Stanistaw Brukalski, Warsaw Housing
Cooperative, unit no VII, house B, 1932-1937 in Warsaw.

time, which proved to be an ideal tool for bringing
the new culture to life.!! Its novelty was its paradox-
ical nature, because it stemmed from the alleged
need to restore the previously functioning world or-
der - now depraved by Christianity, the Enlighten-
ment and industrialisation - which, as we have seen,
had to be rejected and tamed to regain the original
state of culture.??

In this perspective, Nazism, like modernism in
general in the sense proposed by Griffin, proved to be
a product of Europe’s spiritual crisis. It was caused,
people thought, by materialism and rationalism,
which, in the face of the collapse of confidence in tra-
ditional religions, led to the expansion of theosophy,
alternative medicine, neo-paganism, and yoga; as
well as various aspects of life reform such as in the ar-
eas of body culture, changes in sexuality and social
hygiene.

Italian fascism was perhaps less radical in terms of
reconstructing society. However, here as well, as Gio-
vanni Gentile (1875-1944) clearly states, was the idea
of the state imposing an ethic of regeneration that
was to overcome the atomisation and egoism that
had emerged during the first phase of modernity in a
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Fig. 57: Russian refugees walk on a rural road in November 1915.

liberal society.?”® From this standpoint fascist doc-
trine was to be a new secular theology, whose task
was to spiritually form the ‘New Man’ - the main goal
of its civilisational mission.?* Evident in all of these
three cases - Russian communism, German Nazism
and Italian fascism - are local manifestations of pan-
European modernism that in the wake of the First
World War proved to be an ideological charge leading
to another catastrophic conflict.

Fourth Section

Flight and Emigration to the West

Those who fled and emigrated from Eastern Europe,
bringing with them their memories of home, were
both numerically and socially significant. A particu-
lar aspect of the violence experienced during the
First World War was that within a few weeks, hun-
dreds of thousands of civilians who had been living in
the theatres of war lost their homes and had to flee.
At the start of the war, large numbers of expulsions
and deportations stemmed particularly from Russia.
The Tsarist authorities suspected not only Germans
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but also Jews in the Western provinces of being dis-
loyal. By the end of 1915, they had either deported or
forced 2.7 million people into inland Russia; by July
1917, the number had grown to at least 7 million
refugees and evacuees.?'

The resettlements, deportations and expulsions
that occurred in Eastern Europe after the First World
War were largely due to nationalist ideas fuelled by
the concept of homogeneity and a strong need for
security; few people felt comfortable with the idea of
living with those who were ethnically or politically
‘other’. Other major factors were increased poverty
and the danger of illness in the years following the
war. For millions of Jews, Armenians and other simi-
lar groups disadvantaged by their ethnic or religious
affiliations, emigration seemed the only way out of
their difficulties, especially when they did not have
the option of moving back to a kin state.?'

Many who had been uprooted from home were
seeking to flee Russia and move to Western Europe or
the USA. This conflict dynamic also encompassed
regions in Eastern Europe where those related not
only to minority but also to majority ethnic groups
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wished to escape from the violence caused by politi-
cal and ethno-nationalist differences; they moved
either to their kin state or to a state where they
thought they would find better economic opportuni-
ties and political security.?’

The territorial changes resulting from the Paris
Peace Treaties, and from the establishment of new
states in East-Central Europe, meant that hundreds of
thousands of people lived in states where the titular
nationality did not correspond to their own ethnic
origins. The countries where this was the case were
the particular targets of revisionist claims. The Mi-
norities Treaties, which the Entente nations energet-
ically promoted, obliged Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Greece, Yugoslavia and Romania to ensure that mi-
nority ethnic groups were given basic human rights
protection. There were, nevertheless, also large mi-
gration movements by the ethnic minority groups
concerned about being unable to carry out their cho-
sen profession - for example in public service if they
were not sufficiently fluent in the state language - or
their children could not be educated in their mother
tongue.?'

Fig. 58: Jewish refugees in Rowne, Poland, 1921.

In the early 1920s, for example, over 600,000 Ger-
mans left the Polish region that had formerly been
part of Prussia. At least 100,000 migrated into the
German Reich from Eastern Upper Silesia which, in
1922, was awarded to Poland. Around 150,000 Bulgar-
ian refugees from the surrounding nations sought
safety in the reduced state of Bulgaria.**

Fig. 59: Crowd of emigrants in the shipping office of the Red Star-American Line, Warsaw, 1921.
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Fig. 60: Nansen passport of a Russian refugee, 1922.

In Hungary, however, political upheavals following
1918 caused much less migration. After the signing of
the Trianon Treaty in June 1920, 425,000 Hungarians
migrated from Slovakia, Romania, Serbia and Croatia
into the part of the region that was still Hungary.?*
After the Hungarian Soviet Republic came to a violent
end, however, several tens of thousands fled for fear of
the ‘white terror’. These political refugees, which in-
cluded bourgeois intellectuals, often had to leave the
country via adventurous routes and using false docu-
ments. Most were heading for Austria, althoug many
also went to Czechoslovakia, and some to Romania
and Yugoslavia, especially if they had been born in
those places and could still claim citizenship.?*
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Furthermore, it was not only from Hungary that
people ‘re-migrated’. Miners who had moved from
Upper Silesia to the Ruhr then moved back in their
thousands after 1918. They were inspired not only by
the expectation of a boom in the coal-mining indus-
try in their ‘old home’, but also by the establishment
of the new Polish state.??*

The collapse of the Tsarist Empire and the subse-
quent revolution and devastating civil war gave rise
to the largest-ever movement of refugees and emi-
grants in European history. By 1922, around two mil-
lion Russian civilians had left their home country,
and about six million war refugees and evacuees
moved to a different region within Soviet Russia.?” In
the confusion of the revolution, more than a million
Poles fled from house and home in Russia.

The Russian Revolution was a social revolution,
but it was also a call to egalitarianism - to creating a
widespread homogenisation within the former Rus-
sian Empire. The vision of a ‘new’ society induced a
levelling of living conditions and life ambitions. Here
people felt compelled to adapt to new expectations in
order to avoid being identified as a ‘class enemy’.?**
This led to serious social, political and cultural conse-
quences across the country. A large number of the
most competent and independent minds had emi-
grated; this loss of much cultural wealth, combined
with the political backwardness so long attributed to
Russia, hindered any chance it might have had to de-
velop an alternative democratic identity.

Russian emigrants principally settled in the capi-
tal cities of Germany, France, Yugoslavia and Bul-
garia, and in Harbin in China. They were mainly from
the upper classes of former Russian society, and in
Soviet Russia had been under threat of repression:
dispossession, imprisonment or even the death
penalty. The first wave of emigrants as a result were
from the nobility, a large number of the administra-
tive and cultural elites, as well as senior military offi-
cers. They had fought on the side of the White Rus-
sians in the civil war and had been almost as deeply
involved as the Red Russians in pogroms, mass shoot-
ings and other acts of extreme violence. The emi-
grants also included First World War Russian prison-
ers of war, ethnic Germans and many others who
emigrated to escape extreme poverty.?

There were disproportionately high numbers of
Eastern European Jews among the emigrants, fleeing
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Fig. 61: Russian Balalajka Orchestra in Berlin, 1920s.

poverty, want and pogroms. Countries next to Russia
were unwilling to receive them and instead treated
them with hostility and moved many on to other
countries.?”® Hundreds of thousands of Jews were
helped by Jewish charitable organisations, and many
were helped to emigrate to the United States.?”” A full
spectrum of political views from Tsarist Russia was to
be found among the Russian émigrés: representatives
of the left and of liberal democracy, and many
monarchists, but no Bolsheviks. The émigré commu-
nities were held together by little more than their
shared rejection of Bolshevism, which barely con-
cealed the social and political differences among
them?28

These new arrivals, especially when they did not
speak the local language (well), were more severely
affected than the local populations by the worldwide
economic and employment crisis in the years follow-
ing 1918. Their status became even more fragile when
in December 1921 the All-Russian Central Executive
Committee and the Council of People’s Commissars
deprived exiles of their Russian citizenship, making
them stateless overnight. Given this situation, in 1922
the League of Nations created a high commission for
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refugees, led by the highly respected former polar ex-
plorer, diplomat and Nobel Peace prize-winner,
Fridtjof Nansen (1861-1930), who introduced the fa-
mous ‘Nansen passport’ for stateless refugees. The
passport was recognised by 32 governments until
1923, and it offered considerable help to those who
were granted one.??

Russian emigration and its consequences cannot,
however, be adequately described only in terms of
their deficiency and difficulties. In Paris, Berlin and
Prague especially, but also elsewhere, cultural and
intellectual life between the wars was tremendously
enriched by Russian artists, academics, writers and
musicians, and an authentic interest in Russia was
kept alive in these places. Groups of émigrés also
maintained political activity in the vague hope that
they might one day be able to return to Russia. Their
conspicuous anti-Bolshevism attracted some atten-
tion and support, especially in conservative circles
in Central and Western Europe, and among the
Freikorps, whose anti-Bolshevism was tainted with
anti-Semitism and inspired by an ideology of inte-
gration that targeted both internal and external
enemies.”°
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