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AMERICA AND WEIMAR CULTURE, 1919-1933
PREFACE
The Weimar Republic has a unique position in history.

Coming after Kaiser Wilhelm II and before Adolf Hitler, it
was Germany's first experiment in democracy. It has been
and still is an intriguing subject for historians who seek
to explain the rise of the Nazis and the failure of repre-
sentative government in Germany. In recent years, the cul-
tural life of the Weimar Republic has received almost as
much attention as its politics; Writers have emphasized the
new or modern elements evident in Weimar culture. The very
use of the terms indicate that something sets it apart from
traditional German culture. Historian Walter Lagueur argues
that it was "the first truly modern culture." There is a
tendency to see German politics in the light of the rise of
Hitler, and to view Weimar culture as an expression of
modern times.

But did American observers in the twenties perceive
German culture in the same way? I wondered if American
critics and artists were as interested in Weimar culture as
present day scholars are. German cultural influences were

strong in America before the Great War and became stronger
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afterwards. A number of authors have suggested the richness
and variety of German and American artistic interchange, but
no attempt has been made to present an overview from the
American perspective, I decided to concentrate on Amer-
ican attitudes toward Weimar's art, architecture, music,
drama, and cinema. In stressing this side of the cultural
relationship, one cannot entirely ignore American influences
in Germany. George Grosz and Bertolt Brecht were attracted
to American subjects; German architects were aware of the
work of Frank Lloyd Wright, and director F. W. Murnau was
familiar with the films of Griffth and Chaplin. This affected
the way Americans looked at Weimar culture. My goal is not,
however, to offer a rigid dichotomy of how the two cultures
influenced one another. The scale is tipped in favor of
American evaluations of German accomplishments and what
those accomplishments meant to artists, critiecs, and their
public,

Ironically for Weimar's modernists, most Americans
were interested in their work more for the traditions they
said they rejected than for the new art they created. In
1929, Isaac Marcosson summarized majority opinion when he

wrote "The New Germany" for the Saturday Evening Post. His

article evaluated the achievements of the Republic in its
first decade and concluded "Deep down the German character
has never undergone a change. Those qualities of obedience

and discipline have simply reasserted themselves since



1918, under a different and more elastic regime, to make the
new Germany a study in striking contrasts." The contrasts
were particularly striking in the arts. Walter Gropius
called for a new architecture, new materials, and modern
principles, and then organized the Bauhaus like a guild.
Arnold Schoenberg wrote music for modern ears but did so
within the framework of the German musical heritage. Weimar
culture that was sometimes considered shockingly modern had
its spiritual roots in tradition.

The traditionalist-modernist debate was not new to
the twenties. The intellectual gap between the two schools
of thought has been a feature of most historical eras, but
it seemed to widen greatly in the first two generations of
the twentieth century.

In art as in other fields, traditionalists sought
continuity in attitudes and’institutions. They believed
that culture must evolve in an orderly fashion through the
process of organic change. Most did not believe that change
was inherently bad. While they might disagree on individual
points, they retained a reverence for some aspect of the
past and identified modernism as a common enemy. If a New
York critic and his Berlin counterpart agreed that atonalism
was clearly outside the western musical heritage, their
shared opinion acted as a powerful intellectual bond. The
traditionalist held that history was their most powerful

ally, and they used existing institutions as bulwarks
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against the radical theories of the modernists.

Modernists proclaimed that the old order was dead.
They challenged most of the assumptions of the tradition-
alists. New art forms, they argued, must replace the worn
out formulas of the past. They used abstraction and com-
binations of art forms to get at "the inner meaning of life."
Although some nasty conflicts occurred between groups of
modernists, conservative institutions remained their basic
foe. 1In their attempt to redefine the essence of the arts,
they founded a seemingly endless number of schools. Cubism,
Expressionism, Dadaism, atonalism, and new objectivism were
efforts to create an art that would reflect "current
realities” and transport their exponents into the pantheon
of the arts. Much was rhetoric and many modernists circum-
spectly conceded that they too found inspiration in earlier
art forms. But their interpretations were so different from
those of the traditionalists that the two groups seldom
occupied the same intellectual ground.

Rarely were Americans either wholly tied to the past
or attached to modernism, but fundamental values changed
almost imperceptibly during the twenties. This did not
mean that modern artistic theories had no effect on the
artistic community or the public. As communication tech-
nology became more sophisticated, the public was exposed to
more cultural experiences than ever before, both modern and

traditional. Most modern art forms failed, however, to
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make much of an impression on the masses. Their contact
with‘modernism was broadly cultural (jazz, automoblies,
radios) rather than formally artistic (abstract art, atonal
music, Expressionism). Modern artists failed to overcome
the common man's attachment to familiar representational
art forms. Contemporary Americans listened to jazz but
liked Gershwin better than Hindemith. In Germany, play-
wrights and composers were subsidized and received per-
formance opportunities. Americans usually did not have
this luxury, an outlet they most surely desired. .Many
modernists in both countries groused about indifferent
success and the resistance of the cultural establishment.
They predicted that future generations would recognize their
work. In so doing, they revealed their attachment to an old
way of thinking. They had many of the traditional goals (if
not modes of expression) and were loath to admit that they
too desired critical approval.

Many Americans and Germans believed that the United
States was a country without traditions. Dramatist Ernst
Toller thought this an advantage. America was potentially
the most culturally malleable of all nations, a land of
artistic opportunity. Artists needed only to educate a
vast, untapped audience. To their dismay, they discovered
that audiences were not so easily molded. Intrigued one
moment, bored the next, the "people” defied predictability.

When the public did become aware of a modern art form, they
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usually disappointed the theorists. This resulted in the
artist's disillusionment and some stereotypical comments
about the taste of the average American. When expatriate
German artists arrived in the United States after 1933,
many, especially those in the performing arts, soon longed
for the o0ld days in the home country.

In the twenties, American artists and intellectuals
confronted an established technological society. Neither
traditionalists nor modernists denied that technology
affected one's daily existence. They had seen what machines
could do in war and pondered what they might do in peace.
Previous generations contemplated the implications of
mechanization, but the machiné wés fully with the Americans
of the post-war decade. The machine was the physical man-
ifestation of technology and modernity. In one sense,
machines reduced physical labor and made life easier, but
they also made it more complicated and less sure than in
the nineteenth century. Aesthetic and social critics pro-
moted culture in relation to the realities of modernity.
They attempted to establish an aesthetic for what they be-
lieved was an uninformed, unsure, and confused populace.

The old guard argued that the arts should instill a sense of
beauty based on unity and harmony. They wanted artists to
produce work that took men away from dehumanizing technology.
Their ideal was a well ordered national artistic community

based upon accepted values, and a national respect for
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individual genius in the cultural as well as the material
worlds. Their intellectual rivals did not fear the machine
or technology. Instead, they embraced modernity, claiming
that the machine could give man beauty. They argued for a
new aesthetic that used the symbols of modern society. 1In
the clashes between the two groups, they searched their own
and other lands to realize their particular aims. Americans
who studied Germany acquired many useful insights regardless
of what position they held.

Contemporéry Ameriﬁan observers did not know that
Hitler was going to seize power, nor did they emphasize so
strongly the modern aspects of German culture. The ex-
pression "Weimar culture” was not a phrase they used, for
they did not separate the arts of the infant republic from
those of the past. Americans thought in terms of German
culture. They followed the progress of the arts in Germany
because they always had. Americans deeply respected Ger-
many's artistic accomplishments and envied the important
role that culture played in the life of the average German.
American intellectuals and artists wanted to find appro-
priate artistic expressions of American life that could
capture the hearts and minds of the people. In studying
German culture, they hoped, through emulation rather than
imitation, to find ways to achieve their goal.

The reader should be aware of a few guidelines. My

main concern is with the "arts," and, to that extent, I use



the idea of culture in a limited sense. German literature
tells us much about the intellectual life of the era, but
since I have chosen to concentrate on the visual and per-
forming arts, I have commented only in passing on the Ger-
man literary efforts of the period. To most Americans,
German cultural developments were not limited to the borders
of the republic. A good part of Central Europe was thought
of as German, thus Vienna was the cultural capital of
southern Germany and Berlin the leader in the north. The
inhabitants of the two cities would probably have been
appalled, but American critics usually identified critics
or artists from either city as bearers of "German culture."
In trying to piece together the contemporary picture
of Weimar culture, I have adopted an eclectic approach
rather than concentrating on a single art form. In some
quarters in the twenties, the distinction between "popular
culture"” and the arts began to blur. For this reason, I
have written a chapter on the upstart of the performing
arts, the cinema. It fit well in my overall design. What
emerges from this study, I hope, is a representative cross
section of the culture of America and Germany. I adopted
an organizational method that presents the perceptions of
the contemporaries of the period. I chose to write an
overview of the two cultures in an effort to open up larger
historical questions related to the respective fields,

It has become fashionable to concentrate on
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increasingly specialized historical areas. The argument
is that through generalization, we distort, needlessly
simplify, or do injustice to a topic. While there is some
merit in this viewpoint, it also seems appropriate to pre-
sent broad studies. They open possibilities for closer
historical investigation and have the virtue of being
intellectually stimulating and challenging. I hope this
account can in some way generate enthusiasm for a rich and

varied facet of recent cultural history.
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AMERICA AND WEIMAR CULTURE, 1919-1933
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This study concentrates on the American response
to German artistic development during the Weimar period.
It is a broad cultural §tudy that examines American view-
points on Germany's art, architecture, music, drama, and
cinema., The main concern is with the "arts," and, to
that extent, the idea of culture is used in a limited
sense.

German cultural influences were strong in Amer-
ica before the Great War and became stronger afterwards.
Although this study stresses the American side of the
cultural relationship, it does not ignore American in-
fluences on German artists. .George Grosz and Bertolt
Brecht were attracted to American subjects; German ar-
chitects were aware of the work of Louis Sullivan and
Frank LLoyd Wright; and director F. W. Murnau was familiar
with the films of Griffth and Chaplin. This affected the
way Americans looked at Weimar culture. The dissertation
does not, however, offer a rigid dichotomy of how the two
cultures influenced one another. The scale is tipped in
favor of American evaluations of German accomplishments
and what those accomplishments meant to artists, critics,
and their public.

In each cultural area, Americans tended to use
accepted stereotypes to explain the traditional and -
modern art forms of Weimar Germany. Most experts ex-
pected German painting to be dreary, gloomy, and mystical,
basically at odds with American aesthetic sensibilities.
Bauhaus architects were seen not only as propenents of
modernism but also as builders with a high degree of
engineering expertise. The Germanic tradition in music
survived the war and continued to dominate the symphony
halls of America. 1In addition, atonalists such as Arnold
Schoenberg, Alban Berg, and Anton von Webern received a
hearing in the United States partly because Americans
identified them with Germany's musical heritage. Although,
Americans were not overly fond of German playwrights of the
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era, critics were intrigued with German play production
methods and the professionalism of German actors. The-
technical sophistication of the Germans' camera work,
the thematic maturity of their screenplays, and the
cinematic imagination of their directors led many Amer-
ican critics to acclaim Weimar's cinema as the greatest
in the world.

Contemporary American observers did not know that
Hitler was going to seize power, nor did they emphasize
so strongly the modern aspects of German culture. The
expression "Weimar culture” was not a phrase they used,
for they did not separate the arts of the infant repub-
lic from those of the past. Americans thought in terms
of German culture. They followed the progress of the
arts in Germany because they always had. Americans
deeply respected Germany's artistic accomplishments and
envied the important role that culture played in the
life of the average German. American intellectuals and
artists wanted to find appropriate artistic expressions
of American life that could capture the hearts and minds
of the people. In studying German culture. they hoped,
through emulation rather than imitation, to find ways to
achieve their goal.
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"One will have to begin living again on a new basis, which
does not mean that all that was done before the war will
be forgotten, but rather that everything done after it

ought to be done differently."
Albert Roussel (1918)



AMERICA AND WEIMAR CULTURE, 1919-1933
CHAPTER I
CULTURAL AND ARTISTIC PERSPECTIVES
In 1930, an American living in Germany, Nancy Ross,

commented that she was "convinced that the Germans possessed
a rare combination of such qualities as sentimentality,
efficiency, honesty, logic, and love of beau‘ty."1 Ross'
views were not extraordinary. They summarized the way
how most Americans perceived the Germans. The image was
built up over two centuries of observing the German country
and its people.

The first German immigrants came to America during
the colonial period. The earliest ones fled their homes
to avoid religious persecution. Wars, uncertain political
conditions, and especially economic duress convinced others
to follow, As Germans moved into Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
Maryland, and the Carolinas, the English colonists noted
certain characteristics. The Germans were clannish, kept
to themselves, and clung to their language, ethnic com-
munities and churches. They were a bit too mysterious.
Some English colonials believed that the Germans had an

unfathomable side to their character; they often seemed



mystical, aloof, and preoccupied with the grotesque side
of life. Over the generations this proved to be one of
the most enduring stereotypes of the individual German.,

The English colonial governments grudgingly ac-
cepted the Germans and required the new arrivals to take
a loyalty oath to the king. But the Germans soon estab-
lished a reputation for hard work, cleanliness, and order-
liness, and their many admirable characteristics made them
acceptable subjects in the colonies. By the time of the
American Revolution, the German population had passed
225,000.2

The most important emigrants after American in-
dependence were the political refugees from the German
Revolution of 1848. The "forty-eighters" were generally
better educated than the earlier settlers. They were
activists who became leaders of the German community and
prominent in local and national affairs. Most had re-
tained their political liberalism, and men like Carl
Schurz served in the Union army. Schurz later became
influential in the Republican Party and was Secretary
of Interior under Rutherford B. Hayes. The "forty-
eighters" contributed to American society and created
a favorable impression on native born Americans as well
as those of German ancestry.3

The Germans were especially respected for their

2



scientific achievements, and shared a talent for engine-
ering with Americans. Their mastery of machines and
teéhnology was well known. Rudolf Diesel and Charles
Steinmetz were masters of applied science. The latter
worked his magic in America, developing the mass produced
electric motor. George Westinghouse was an inventor and

L

entrepreneur, Many Americans concluded that Germans
were hard working, ambitious capitalists with much in
common with their American cousins. Whether in their
homeland or in the United States, Americans believed
that it was no wonder that the Germans were a success-
ful people. '

The German reputation for excellence was not

limited to technical matters. In 1902, the editor of

the New York Evening Journal wrote, "German thought has

set before the world an invaluable example of thorough-
ness; the Germans are original, imaginative, and they

have excelled in war, in all the arts, in commerce---

in every form of human effort." Germany was the land

of philosophers, poets, and musicians and their thinkers
were learned if not always the most easily understood.
Bach, Mozart, and Beethoven were the greatest composers,
German musicians the finest. In America, the many Ger-
man-American singing societies (Sanger Feste) showed their

great love for music and natural aptitude for performance,



In New York and Philadelphia, Germans dominated the
orchestras.5 By the end of the nineteenth century, the
excellence of German culture was firmly established in
American minds.

Many American intellectuals -believed that the Ger-
man university was an important source of these contri-
butions to civilization. Nowhere were standards higher.
German professors were stern masters who insisted on total
dedication to one's studies. The twin ideals of scholarly
research and academic freedom remained uppermost in the
minds of instructors and students alike. Gottingen,
Heidelberg, and Vienna became learning centers for am-
bitious American students. For a number of years, Amer-
icans were the largest foreign contingent studying at
Heidelberg. 1In the 1880's._the number of American students
in Germany reached its peak. While many physicists,
physicians, economists, and historians were trained in
Germany, the German idea of advanced graduate study also
became important in the United States. The traditions
of the German university went beyond the considerable in-
fluence of individual study in Germany and affected the
academic orientation of American schools.6

In some ways, it seemed that the German and
American peoples shared a common heritage. There were

historical theories explaining the connection. ILate in
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the nineteenth century, a number of American historians
advanced the "Teutonic hypothesis” of cultural develop-
ment. Prehistoric Germany was the cradle of early civil-
ization, they argued, and the Aryans who inhabited the
forests dispersed and their descendants settled in Greece,
Rome, England, and eventually America. Social Darwinism
was summoned to give the thesis the lustre of scientific
authenticity. Racial theories were developed to prove
that the Germans were the true bearers of the democratic
tradition. In 1883, Herbert Baxter Adams argued that

New England towns were "Germanic in origin."” Ancient
German villages were self-governing and contained "the
germs of our state and national life...," Although more
cautious in his support of the idea, Albert Bushnell Hart
believed that the "Teutonic race combined the greatest
love for freedom with the greatest respect for law."7
According to many intellectuals, Germans and Americans
were "of the same stock."”

But there was also a dark side to the American
image of Germany. Some observers found the Germans pre-
occupied with death and terror. Writing in the twentieth
century, essayist Roger Gilman noted the strength of this
belief, commenting that the Germans were "almost gruesome,

suggesting [a] fascination with horror that we are told

is the inmost thing in that national soul." Others



found the Germans naturally aggressive and traced their
penchant for violence to ancient struggles for survival
in primeval forests. These rather frightening, unfathom-
able or mystical interpretations of the German character
also appeared in references to their art and literature.8

On the more practical side, it seemed that many
German achievements were won at too great a cost. The
German unversity may have produced results, but it was
also elitist and authoritarian. Although few Americans
were familiar with German educational methods, many did
have definite opinions about the Germans. Their con-
victions were based on personal observations. While
Germans were disciplined, stable, hard-working and hon-
est, they were also authoritarian, stubborn, clannish,
and dogmatic. Positive and negative traits appeared to
cancel one another out. Many Americans Believed that
the Germans were overly proud of their culture and origins.
They either did not know or cared little for the theories
that claimed Germans and Americans shared a common her-
itage. Why, they asked, did Germans retain so strong a
loyality to the homelan.d‘?9

Before the World War, many Americans categorized
Germans as Prussians. Prussianism evoked a vast array
of images, most of them negative. Militarism, monarchy,

and bellicosity were the hallmarks of the Prussian



dominated German Reich. The brash German Kaiser Wilhelm
IT might use the "natural" German penchant for discipline
and dedication to forge a war machine and attempt to win
Germany a place in the sun. As an incident with American
war ships at Manila Bay and a diplomatic confrontation
at the Algeciras Conference illustrated, Germany's
national ambitions frequently created international tension.
As disturbing as these events were %o many Americans, some
citizens admitted that there was a familiar side to the
Prussian temperment. In some ways the German need for
world prominence was not so different from American de-
sires to be known and'respected throughout the world. To
Americans, the difference was, however, the choice between
democracy and autocracy.lo
Wilhelm II was the embodiment of autocracy. Many
considered him the ultimate symbol of Prussianism. Vain,
arrogant, anti-democratic, and seldom seen out of uniform,
the Kaiser seemed to be a strutting peacock whose stock
in trade was political malapropism. The German monarch
was the master of the inflammatory statement. Wilhelm
railed about the yellow peril, harped about Germany's
need for glory, and bragged about the Fatherland's mil-
itary machine. All too often, the Kaiser's ill advised

personal diplomacy summoned war clouds. As his personal

ventures backfired, the Kaiser frequently sought the



aid and comfort of his fellow leaders, the men who best
understood the burdens of responsibility. The last.of
Germany's monarchs wrote many times to Theodore Roose-
velt.11
The two men were often compared. While some
emphasized physical similarities, temperament was the
real key. Roosevelt considered himself calmer, more
shrewd, and viewed himself as a moderating influence
on the volatile Kaiser. 1In Roosevelt, Wilhelm saw a
kindred spirit, a man who was not adverse to using the
big stick. Americans disliked Germany's sabre rattling
and often characterized Germany as a "warlike," mil-
itaristic, and éggressive nation.. Writing in 1902,
Harvard psychologist Hugo Munsterberg noted that many
Americans did not like Germans and especially the em-
bodiment of "Germanness." But despite all his troubles
over the years, the Kaiser still appealed to many Amer-
icans. In 1913, the President of Columbia University,
Nicholas Murray Butler, stated that "if the Kaiser had
been born an American Citizen he would have been chosen
President by his admiring fellow Americans." Butler's
comment was an overstatement, but it‘indicated that
Americans had ambivalent feelings about the Kaiser and
12

his subjects.

When German general Friedrich von Bernhardi's



Germany and the Next War (1913) was published in America,

many Americans concluded that the Germans never seemed
more menancing. The general glorified war as a social
necessity and claimed that a strong Germany must seek
world domination to remain a vital nation. American
newspapers frequently quoted the work, and, when war
broke out in 1914, a variety of books sought to explain
what Bernhardi had prophesized. Many focused on the
Kaiser who was often depicted as the ideal war leader,
intelligent, imaginative, and well-informed. His al-
leged abilities made him the ideal symbol of threatening
German imperialism.13

Despite the German threat, Americans had no de-
sire to get involved in the war. The vast majority
supported Woodrow Wilson's neutrality proclamation. Am-
ericans did not want to fight Europe's war, but Germany's
war policies confirmed many old stereotypes. Books,
articles, newspaper reports, and eyewitness accounts
gradually affected American views on the war. The German
submarine campaign was seen as inhuman, a cruel extension
of the war that took the lives of innocent women and chil-
dren. Rumors circulated that German-Americans were in-
volved in plots to sabotage American industry and slow
down shipments to the Allies. When the German military

attaché at the German embassy in Washington, Franz von



Papen, was expelled for subversive activities, rumors
turned into fact. The sinkings continued to repulse Am-
ericans, none'more than the Lusitania in 1915. Two years
later emotions reached a fever pitch with the reintro-
duction of the unrestricted submarine warfare and the
release of the Zimmermann Telegram. The threat to the
United States seemed clear. The stage was set for Pres-~
ident Wilson's war declaration.14

Throughout the war, the average American tended
to blame Germany's govermment, not its people. In the
last days of the conflict, the President adopted a sim-
ilar attitude. On October 23, 1918, Wilson told the
German government that the Allies would conduct peace
negotiations only with the true representatives of the
German people not "the military masters or the monarchical
autocrats.” Chancellor Prince Max of Baden, the cabinet,
and most Reichstag party leaders realized that the Kaiser
had to abdicate in order to secure an Armistice. The
Americans wanted the Germans to lay down their arms
and establish a democracy. The Kaiser vascillated, but
finally gave in. On November 9, 1918, Philip Scheide-
mann proclaimed a German republic from the balcony of
the Reichstag building. Ironically, German republicans

had to face the victors at Versailles.15

After the Paris talks ended, American attention
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focused on the domestic debate over treaty ratification.
President Wilson embarked on an unsuccessful and phys-
ically debilitating crusade for adoption. As the Pres-
ident lay ill in the White House, others promoted his
cause, but the longer the wait, the less likely it was
that the treaty would emerge from the Senate. As do-
mestic economic and political problems mounted, the Am-
erican people began to lose interest. They turned their
attention away from foreign affairs and concentrated on
domestic difficulties. Shortly after Wilson left office,
the treaty died a quiet death, and in 1921 the Treaty of
Berlin officially ended hostilities between the United
States and Germany.16
Americans ultimately forgave the Germans for the
war, and the period between 1919 and 1923 was especially
important. Outrage over war and demands for revenge
gradually receded and humanitarian impulses began to
take over. Even before the final decisions at Versailles,
some American writers hinted that the Allies were being
vindictive toward the German people. The blockade of
German ports affected the population, not the Kaiser.
After Wilson had been roundly condemned and the humil-
iating treaty signed, Germans continued to appeal to

Americans. Foreign correspondent William McDonald re-
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ported from Berlin that "America is looked to to stand

in the breach and save Germany from its enemies and l?ive]

the financial aid which will aid Germany to recover."l,7
1923 was a pivotol year for the young Republic.

When the govermment fell behind on reparation payments

to France, the French occupied the Ruhr district. The

govermment followed a policy of passive resistance and

the resulting economic repercussions helped hasten the

ruinous inflation.18

Political revolt broke out in
Munich and Hamburg and pessimistic observers predicted
the end of the Republic. As rumors of the imminent
passing of Weimar increased, a new government rallied
under the leadership of Gustav Stresemann. The new
Chancellor did not head the govermment for long, but his
strong willed policies carried the nation through the
crisis. Adolf Hitler's Munich putsch was suppressed,
the Hamburg Communists were brought to heel, and new
economic policies were formulated. Stresemann stayed
on as Foreign Minister until 1929 and worked to restore
Germany's position as a leader in Europe.19

The Weimar govermment first had to solve Germany's
economic problems. The reparations and war debts issues
made the task difficult, for the peace treaty stipulated
that Germany had to pay England and France for war dam-

ages.zo But, only a prosperous nation could fulfill the
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requirements, and France seemed determined to keep Ger-
many weak. The war debts question also muddied the dip-
lomatic waters. The United States insisted that loans
granted the Allies during the war must be repaid. As
Calvin Coolidge allegedly said, "They hired the money,
didn't they?" Although American diplomats repeatedly
denied that there was any connection between reparations
and war debts, the English and French claimed that they
would pay America when Germany paid them. The monetary
issues complicated diplomacy and involved the United
States in European affairs.21

Americans were instrumental in devising programs
that enabled Germany to meet her reparation payments.
American confidence in German economic recovery was
high even during the unsettled pre-1923 era. In 1920,
the New York Times estimated that over one-half of
foreign investment in Germany came from the United States.
After the debacle of the inflationary period, financial
experts Charles G, Dawes, Owen D. Young, and Henry M.
Robinson served on the committees that devised the
schedule of payments and suggested the granting of loans
to aid German recovery. The Dawes Plan went into effect
On September 1, 1924 and initially worked well. Later,
Owen D. Young negotiated a further reduction in repar-

ations and on August 31, 1929, in the presence of an
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American observer, the "final and definitive" Young Plan
went into effect. During the first seven years of the
plans, Germany met her obligations. Confidence in the
German economy remained firm, and American investors
rushed to purchase the Republic's bon.ds.22

Germany's diplomatic relations with her neigh-
bors also improved in other areas. With the initialing
of the Locarno agreement in 1925, many Americans concluded
that Germany had finally re-entered the community of
nations. Stresemann signed the treaty with Belgium and
France that guaranteed the national borders established
at Versailles, and the signatories agreed to negotiate
peacefully any disputes that miéht arise., When Germany
and fourteen other countries signed the American spon-
sored Kellogg-Briand Peace Pact on August 27, 1928, the
dream of European and world peace seemed possible.23

The diplomatic achievements of the twenties did
not endure. Depression and the rise of Fascism destroyed
the illusion of world stability. The Great Depression
that began after 1919 put enormous pressure on the
western nations. Social critics wondered whether the
democracies could survive. In the United States, the
strongest of the democracies, demogogues offered easy
solutions to complex problems. They played on the fears

of a frightened and uncertain people, but the republic
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was strong enough to withstand, if not solve, the crisis.24

The Weimar republicans were not so fortunate. In-
dividual Germans blamed them for their nation's problems.
Germany's crisis was almost as much spiritual as material.
Many citizens had never accepted the Republic as legit-
imate and the current difficulties provided them with
issues to topple the government. In July of 1930, the
fragile structure of German democracy developed fissures
that revealed a thinly disguised dictatorship. Presi-
sent Pual von Hindenburg and Chancellor Heinrich Bru-
ening invoked Article 48 of the Weimar Constitution and
ruled in effect without the Reichstag. Though some an-
alysts reasoned that the Chancellor's move was necessary,
others feared that the Weimar government would not be
able to solve fundamental social and political problems.25

Hitler's coming to power confirmed many precon-
ceptions. Most American journalists reverted to stereo-
types in their attempts to explain the Flihrer's polit-
ical hold over the German people. Commentators claimed
that the Nazis were successful because they appealed to
the German's "natural" instincts. They charged that
Germany was sterile ground for the growth of democracy.
H. L. Mencken sardonically declared that "The most
surprising thing about him [Hitler] it seems to me is

that his emergence should have been surprising." It was
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another indication that Americans tended to see Germans
not as individuals, but as members of a specific group.
Whether based on fantasy or fact, explanations based on
ethnic stereotypes were often used to explain German
political developments. In the spring of 1933, Dorothy
Thompson wrote what many Americans had already sadly
concluded that the German people had rejected dem-

ocracy in "an overwhelming-vote of confidence in auto-

Contemporary American critics argued that the
Nazi govermment would exert a strong influence on the
arts in Germany. .Hitler had definite ideas on what
constituted German culture, and it was apparent that
most modern artists would not be acceptable to the new
regime. Many American intellectuals had misgivings
about Weimar culture and their response to post-war
German artistic developments was often one of skepti-
cism. Modern theories that seemed so popular in Ger-
many appeared potentially destructive to Germany's
traditional cultural forms, In areas where Germans al-
ready had a weak reputation, e.g., painting, their
modern canvasses revealed the worst "Teutonic" ten-
dencies. The technique was too often brutal and harsh,
fine examples of craftsmanship perhaps but lacking the

inspirational spark of French art. Conversely, the
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critics frequently bowed to the "obvious" German talent
in music, and their criticism was usually more temper-
ate. The traditional image remained intact; Germans

were good musicians and bad painters. The cultural events
that unfolded between 1919 and 1933 did surprisingly
little to change the American assessment of German cul-

ture.
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Before 1918, the Kaiser was the cultural guardian
of the Reich. He announced that any art that went "be-
yond the laws and limits imposed by Myself" was no longer
art. Wilhelm was convinced that his pronouncement was
the last word on the merits of any opera, painting, or
play. Understandably, many German intellectuals and
artists found him boorish and conservative, Richard
Strauss branded Wilhelm a philistine. Gerhard Hauptmamnn's
naturaliét play the Weavers (1894) caused him problems
with the government censor who claimed that the play
contained the seeds of social revolution. Artists were
no happier with the Kaiser than the politicians, and
Wilhelm encountered resistance in the cultural world as
well as the political. On the eve of the war, neither
group paid much attention to him. Some critics argued
that much German culture flourished despite the Kaiser's

patronage not because of it, and a growing number of
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artists began to protest state in'terference.27

Many of the protestors fervently believed that
defeat in war revealed the moral and intellectual bank-
ruptcy of the old order. The loss affected all levels
of society, especially revolutionary artists who urged
their countrymen to reject autocracy. "Working quietly
in their studios," radical painters presaged the defeat
of Germany. A number of artists felt that they had played
an important role in toppling the governmen‘b.28 With the
war ended, the way was open for an art that would serve
all of the people. Gone was the Kaiser with his insipid
artistic dictatorship. The o0ld generation in general was
blamed for the calamity of war, and there resulted a lack
of respect and veneration for the artistic forefathers.
The "court" intellectuals had failed and those who sur-
vived argued that they must work toward the establishment
of an art for the masses.29

In 1918, the November revolutionaries promised
political and artistic freedom and equated cultural
with political liberation. Many artists, architects,
and writers took part in or supported the cause. In
Bavaria, Expressionist playwright Ernst Toller helped
establish a short-lived Raterepublik (Soviet Republic).
Others concentrated more on the politics of art. In-

tellectuals and artists referred to themselves as
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workers and formed councils. The Nation reported that in
Munich "The Council of Intellectual Workers proposes to
itself as its object the revolutionizing from top to
bottom of the mentality of the German people." The
council was but one indication of modern artistic activ-
ism. Dadaists, Surrealists, and Expressionists predicted
the eventual acceptance of their ideas, modernist ideas.30
In Germany, modernism became a panacea for many
activist artists. Members of the art community who
promoted its cause were painter Wassily Kandinsky,
architect Walter Gropius, composer Arnold Schoenberg,
dramatist Ernst Toller, and film director Robert Wiene. ot
All employed new techniques aﬁd novel methods of presen-
ting art and gave modernism its language. They rebelled
against the representational, the ornate, and the non-
functional. Art must reflect contemporary society. The
majority of post-war German modernists were collectivist
in their approach. Some dabbled in communism, but most
were socialistic in a general sense, usually avoiding
the commitment of party membership. They emphasized
co-operative effort, and stated that art must be available
to the masses. Once the people understood the benefits
of modern techniques, society and its artists would en-
joy a fuller lii‘e.32

Modernists relied on technology not only as a
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means of expression but also as a vehicle of communication.
In 1918, Dutch architect J. J. P, Oud linked the impor-
tance of "a technical-industrial trend...which seeks to
give artistic form to the products of technology" with
artistic objectivity or abstraction. Technology was the
handmaiden of industrial society and the task of the ar-
tist was to give aesthetic form to the objects of modern
life. In addition to forging this important component of
artistic techniques, practical inventions aided in the
dissemination of information. Film and radio became
mediums of exchange. Bertolt Brecht's "The Radio as an
Apparatus of Communication" (1924) was an attempt to ex-
plain the connection between art and technology.33 Dis-
tances were shrinking, and intellectual interchange be-
came increasingly easy. Novelist Lion Feuchtwanger
announced that an international community of ideas ex-
isted and "London and New York are in every respect much
less distant [from Germany] than they were before the war."
It seemed that each day a new invention helped spread the

34

process of modernization. Many young artists were in-
trigued with machines and considered them the aesthetic
manifestation of technology. Ezra Pound wrote that "The
lesson of the machine is precision, valuable to the
plastic artist, and to literati." Simplicity, exactness,

and precision were idealized. There were manifestos on
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mechanical music, the machinery of the stage, and the
clean orderliness of architectural design. Gropius and
LeCorbusier planned structures with neoteric materials
and daring construction methods. Theatre director Erwin
Piscator used machinery to enhance stage effects. The
conquest of machines meant a more rewarding life in
physical and artistic terms. Man was better off be-
cause of new inventions, and many modern artists reasoned
that the masses not only accepted the machiné but realized
its importance to their lives. They wanted to develop a
machine aesthetic that the public would come to appre-
ciate.35 The poet and author Franz Werfel spoke en-
couragingly to the young men and women associated with
these ideas when he announced that "[?ur] generation...
believes its day has come."36
But modernism also helped intensify generational
conflict. For each advocate, it sometimes appeared that
there were dozens of adversaries. The proponents of new
ideas tended to be youthi‘ul.37 and their proselytizing
often produced bitter reactions. The average German
burgher considered them rash, revolutionary, and danger-
ous. Moderates and conservatives charged them with social
and artistic irresponsibility. To some, their ideas were
a threat to the existence of society. The artist Georg

Grosz epitomized the worst tendencies of art's new
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generation. His political cartoons were grotesque and
amoral. If the modernists were to succeed, their suc-
cession guard would not go uncontested. German culture
rested upon a tradition of dedicated thinkers and artists;
the new generation, the conservatives argued, seemed to
forget their responsibility to society and their il-
lustrious forebears.38

The defenders of German tradition ranged from the
celebrated to the obscure. They used a variety of in-
tellectual approaches to make their points. Oswald
Spengler issued the most foreboding interpretation of
German and western civilization. An unknown school-
master before the war, Spengler became the era's fore-

most prophet of doom. 1In Decline of the West (1918),

he chronicled the impending collapse of civilization,
an eventuality that would ensure that other nations
would join Germany in defeat. His pedantic treatise
worried more moderate conservative thinkers who claimed
that Spengler misinterpreted the course of history and
did disservice to traditional values.’? Concerned with

the popularity of Decline of the West, Thomas Mann re-

buked its author and offered a calmer viewpoint. Many
critics argued that Mann was a more responsible thinker
whose concern for the future rested upon strong human-

itarian impulses. The author of Buddenbrooks (1900)
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told German youth "though people may say that the nine-
teenth century ideas are dying, let them take care not
to throw out the baby with the bath."uo

Many Germans passionately wanted to believe‘that
the nation's youth did not follow radicals or revolu-
tionaries. Surely, they hoped, most youths believed in
the echt German values. Enjoying nature, studying the
German classics, dedication to country, these were the
traditions they revered. Lion Feuchtwanger observed
that foreigners who thought Berlin was Germany should
look to the provinces where values remained unchanged.
Underneath the outward raucousness of the Weimar social
scene, the argument went, a quiet majority iived iifé
much as they had before. Too often, however, there was
a hollowness in these self-assured statements and, as
Feuchtwanger concluded, "there was a strong national
desire for some sort of order and on_:'ga.nj.zarl:ion."L"1 As
the republic entered its second decade, it became in-
creasingly difficult for the govermment to satisfy these
needs.

Intellectuals were troubled. Both modernists
and traditionalists wanted to set the standards for
society, to provide a sense of direction where the gov-
ernment had failed. They sought continuity but differed

on which forms society should adopt. Some foreign
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obser&ers perceived a connection between the radicals
and their artistic precursors. In 1921, A. W. G. Ran-
dall, a frequent contributor to international literary
journals, argued that modern German novelists (whether
radical or conservative) had a good deal in common with
the writers of the pre-war generation. He stressed the
idea that current movements had their basis in pre-1914
artistic experimentation. Even the controversial Grosz
some said found inspiration in traditional culture.
Count Harry Kessler wrote that "He [Grosz wants to be-
come the German Hogarth, deliberately realistic and

nh2 This was small confort to those who

didactic...
objected to Grosz and others like him. Although they
looked hard for signs of encouragement, the traditional-
ists often concluded that their enemies seemed to have
the upper hand. Instead of seeking compromise and
accommodation between old and new, the true believers
seemed unwilling to bend. They equated compromise with
capitulation., Neither side freely admitted that they
often borrowed from one another,

German traditionalists were especially dis-
pleased with the younger generation's growing admiration
for the United States. One report traced "the nervous

condition”" of Germany's youth "to American influences."

Gerhard Huebner, a German professor of English literature,
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noted that most of his fellow intellectuals thought of
America as "exclusively utilitarian and ma*t:erialis*l:ic....L"3
They believed that America was the home of a soulless tech-
nology. Her "factories" poured out identical automobiles,
radios, and motion pictures, the drab devices of "popular
culture." America's heroes were not artists or intellect-
uals but inventors and entrepreneurs. Henry Ford in-
trigued‘the Germans because he was both. The Dearborn
genius was a demigod to many modernists, a demon to their
foes. Ford's autobiography sold over two hundred thou-
sand copies in Germany between 1924 and 1929, creating
cause for greét alarm on the popularity of American
methods. In 1928, Gustavus Myer capitalized on the Am-

erican craze in his History of the Great American For-

tunes. When Bertholt Brecht wrote The Rise and Fall of

the City of Mahagonny (1929), the story of a mythical

city located somewhere between Alaska and Florida, it was
but one more indication of the growing preoccupation with
America.ua
Many German intellectuals argued that all the
American inspired jazz music and wild dancing was just
a passing fad. Richard Strauss smugly declared that
"America has no culture. Culture will always come from

Europe." After turning down an offer to write a book on

American literature, Dr. Max J. Wolff told the Berliner
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Tageblatt that it would have been an impossible task.
American writers were incapable of capturiﬁg the essence
of their nation and remained "to the last merely Eur-
opeans transplanted to America."” In matters dealing
with the arts, the Americans were imitative, mere po-
seurs. Whatever talent they did possess, lay in other
areas, the practical, utilitarian, or 'technocra'tic.45
The o0ld line German intellectual asked what these qual-
ities had to do with art, music, or poetry. When the
modernist artist answered that those were precisely

the characteristics that were most important in the

development of a modern cul’(:ure,l'!'6

their elders despaired.
The conservative philosopher Count Hermann
Keyserling was perhaps the most prolific if not the
most profound European critic of American culture. Well-
known in the United States as a touring speaker and
author of philosophical treatisées, Keyserling concluded
that Americans "have no sense of beauty. Utility is
everything. Never has there been a race on earth which
took so little advantage of the natural beauties of the
country it peopled and which thought so little of aes-
thetic values as aims...." The Count was appalled that
any European could take American popular culture seri-

ously, and he repeated the European theory that democ-

racy was inimical to the development of the higher arts;
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the natural leveling process led to mediocrity. Stan-
dardization and the worship of the pragmatic led Amer-
icans to a culturally debilitating "like mindedness.”
After meeting John Dewey, the German philosopher commented
that "he made practically no impression on me. Nor did
his philosophy mean anything to me; it has never meant
anything to Europeans, nor is it likely ever to mean any-
thing to them in the future."47 In his many books,
Keyserling reached the same conclusion about the Amer-
ican experience in general and her arts in particular.
When America was the topic, Germans were of many
minds. German intellectuals began with the same assump-
tions about the essential characteristics of Americans
but arrived at different conclusions. On one side,
precision, efficiency, and machine technology were
usually considered admirable, valid expressions of modern
art. On the other, these "American traits" raised the
spectre of an unhappy sterile society, one destructive
to traditional culture. In the New World, the attempt
to chart the course of the arts resulted in similar

intellectual battles.
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Keyserling's views carried intellectual weight
with many unsophisticated Americans partly because he
was a European, and partly because of America's cultural

self doubts. What he wrote struck a painful nerve.
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Many critics lamented that America's achievements in
the arts failed to equal her material successes. This
was disturbing because of the accepted idea that the
arts most clearly expressed the accomplishments of civ-
ilization. Majority opinion followed historian John
Fiske's theory of the "transit of civilization." Ac-
cording to the experts, culture came from Europe. Am-
ericans assimilated, distilled, and placed their stamp
upon it, but despite their best efforts, American
painters, architects, musicians, and dramatists seemed
inferior to their European counterparts.48
Before 1900, most intellectuals believed that
Americans were second class citizens in the cultural
world. It did not mean that all intellectuals and
artists resigned themselves to the status of cultural
inferiority. Many sought solutions. The nation's
talented (and many more untalented) felt obliged to
visit the fount of culture. Through exposure to Euro-
pean influences, they hoped to gain artistic skills,
escape parochialism, and become part of an established
tradition. But, some were dissatisfied with this ap-
proach, The goal was not to imitate, but to create and
originate. Although difficult enough, it was not simply
matter of producing great art. American artists were

urged to fashion a republican art that reflected Amer-
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ican values and could withstand critiecal scrutiny.49

Within this framework of hope and aspiration,
Americans greeted the new century. Artists joined re-
formers and set their goals high. The effort to change
permeated all aspects of the nation's intellectual life.so
Artist Robert Henri stressed realism dealing with modern
and democratic ideas, while photographer Alfred Stieg-
litz promoted modernism, technical proficiency, and
abstract experimentation. Many argued that it seemed
that the arts were more important than ever and were
finally on the verge of assuming their proper status in
America. When the Armory Show opened in New York in
1913, the organizers, Walt Kuhn and Arthur B. Davis,
supposed that they were riding a wave of art appreci-
ation that was not about to crest.51

Despite all the debate, these doings scarcely
affected the public, the art academies, or the museums,
Even before the World Wa:r, many artists and intellect-
uals were disturbed. Kenyon Cox, the traditionalist
muralist critic, inveighed against modern ideas that
threatened established painterly technique. Cox and
his fellow traditionalists preached from their academic
strongholds that modernism was a threat to beauty and
cultural unity. They charged that it destroyed aesthetic

forms, and modernists seemingly disregarded all the
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lessons of the past. New theories that so interested
young activists scarcely penetrated the academic s‘tudios.52
Conservative criticisms were but pinpricks com-
pared to the shock of war.53 The war profoundly in-
fluenced young writers such as Randolph Bourne and Van
Wyck Brooks. Bourne became infamous for his attacks on
intellectuals who supported American participation in
Europe's fight. His bitter liﬁerary assaults reflected
a deep-seated disappointment in the United States.
Through all the miseries, however, Bourne retained a
fundamental faith in democracy and refused to reject
entirely the ideal of progress; nonetheless, a small
post-war group of intellectuals emphasized their dis-
illusiomment with America. Unlike Bourne, who died
shortly after the Armistice, Brooks wrote into the
twenties and beyond. As a prophet of modernism, he
challenged fundamental American assumptions about life,

In The Wine of the Puritans (1915), he wrote that Am-

ericans "never think what life is---we are continually
intent on what life brings." Brooks counselled Amer-
icans to reject materialism and develop a "European

” SL,’

sense of art. But the war brought into question
the future of European culture, and what role America
might play in the post-war decade.

After the war, Harold E., Stearns invited Brooks
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and twenty-nine other American authors to comment on the

nation's cultural condition. In Civilization in the

United States (1922), Stearns seemed disconsolate, main-

taining that "we have no heritage or tradition to which
to cling except those that have already withered and
turned to dust."55 His essay was not, however, a
nihilistic tract. Although Stearns and the others
criticized America, they were not prepared to write off
the future. Stearns asked "Has not the magic of America
been hidden under a fog of ugliness by those who never
really loved it, who never knew our natural gaiety and
high spirits and eagerness for knowledge? They have the
upper hand now---but who would dare to prophesy that they
can keep it?" Brooks' article, "The Literary Life," ex-
amined the dilemma of the American author. How, he
wondered, could one display genius and satisfy "the mob?"
Republican prosperity seemed shallow to him, but he re-
fused to submit to current trends. "As for us, weak as
many of us are, ignorant, isolated, all too easily sat-
isfied, and scarcely as yet immune from the solicitation
of the mob, we still have the advantage, that an age of
reaction is an age that stirs the few to consciousness

of themselves."56

In finding themselves, the intellect-
uals implied that they might help the nation find itself.

Some fled America in search of self and relevant
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values. They called themselves "the lost generation."”
Ernest Hemingway, F. Scott Fitzgerald and Floyd Dell
used the phrase. It was useful to them, for it de-
scribed their disillusiomment and pursuit of existential
meaning.57 Nihilism and alienation were themes that ran
through their prose and their critical success (before
and after the twenties) helped stamp an indelible im-
pression on the post-war decade.58 But these writers
did not capture the minds of the masses. Most of their
contemporaries did not read them and found Zane Grey,
Edgar Rice Burroughs, or Douglas Fairbanks more inter-
esting.

H. L. Mencken was not surprised, nor was Sinclair
Lewis. Mencken's vivisection of American society was
often brutal. As the era's acknowledged phrase maker,
he wrote about the "boobification of the American people,”
and the petty pretensions of the "booboisie." The short-
comings of democracy were his favorite subjects, but
whether Mencken was a nihilistic cynic or a defender of
disappearing traditions, he had a large following, a
group that considered itself especially civilized be-
cause they agreed with the Baltimore sage's obser-
vad:ions.59 Lewis was just as devastating in his satire,

In Main Street (1920), the citizens of Gopher Prairie

have all the wrong motivations. 1In order to get ahead,
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they cheat their neighbors and dupe ignorant farmers.
With the publication of Babbitt.(1922), he reached a
critical apex. George F. Babbitt was morally inconsis-
tent, completely bourgeois, and without self-awareness.
Most readers concluded thét Babbitt typified the American
middle class, and many Europeans believed that the Lewis
character was the embodiment of the average American.
Mencken and Lewis exposed the foibles of the people and
helped define social issues.60
The conservative philosophers who preached the
New Humanism were also highly critical of American society.
They developed their ideology long before the war and
honed their arguments during the twenties. Paul Elmer
More and Irving Babbitt, the leading exponents of the
movement, were essentially literary critics who expanded
their studies into the fields of philosophy and social
comment. They held that the industrial and urban mass
soclety of the modern age was destroying America. Tech-
nology was a primary problem facing all of humanity and,
they concluded, the resultant complication of life could
only be dealt with if Americans rededicated themselves to
traditional values. Babbitt and More stressed the sanc-
tity of individual freedom which they believed could not
61

be preserved in a technocratic machine dominated society.

In 1925, conservative art critic Lloyd Goodrich
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drew a parallel between jazz music and the machine.

Just as jazz bands sounded out incessant rhythms, so

did great machines keep time with dulling regularity.
Modern man never had a chance to rest, to contemplate
the finer experienees in l1ife. Goodrich concluded that
"We have lost all repose...everything is jazz."62 Drama
and art expert Sheldon Cheney was convinced that the
mechanization of society influenced life on all levels.
"The conquest of mechanics," he argued, "affected life
and influenced culture more than changing political in-

stitutions, more than the crumbling of the religions of

faith, and more than the spread of the scientific spirit...

While Goodrich was maudlin, and Cheney somewhat detached,

the editor of Creative Art chose action. He urged artists

to accept the machine as a manifestation of modern society
and admit that "the machine had come to stay, and this
being so, it must be controlled and made to give us
beau’ty."63
The question remained, however, whether America
could be brought to develop an aesthetic sense. The
traditionalist and expatriate writers both depicted a
society that was wvenal, frivolous, and valueless. Con-
temporaries gave the era its own folklore; it was the

jazz age, and the flapper reigned supreme. Flaming

youth seemed hell bent on pleasure. Awash in gin, they
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hurtled themselves in automobiles from one party to the
next. Never had Americans seemed so méterialistic.

Mass advertising pushed everything from radios and phono-
graphs to mall order careers. Voracious consumers rushed
to purchase "the latest thing." The average American's

life was as predictable as the giant machines he manip-

ulated.éu

These criticisms had little effect on the popu-
lation. Most Americans (if they were aware of the
social critiques at all) believed that the comments were
directed at someone else, Everyone was not caught up in
jazz, nor did citizens ponder their fate in light of de-
humanizing technology. In college, the vocational
fields were overcrowded, and the goals of youth differed
little from those of their parents. Although the Amer-
ican young appeared unconventional, there was no over-
all desire to reorder priorities. Youth continued to
embrace the business ethnic and the American system.
Society was changing, but also resisting change. Ob-
servers who saw social revolution all around them
seemed somehow uninformed in many par'ticulars.65

In the twenties, some of the best known Amer-
icans were those who knew how to express traditional
values within the framework of modern communication.

Evangelists Aimee Semple McPherson and Billy Sunday
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were experts at it. Although their sermons stressed
fundamehtalist values, they used the techniques of mass
entertainment to attract the faithful.66 Some aesthetes
and critics argued that the arts required the same kind
of promotion.

Whether traditionalist or modernist, technology
was used to promote viewpoints. In 1928, old guard art
critic Forbes Watson observed that the nation had grown
"keenly aware of art.” He attributed the public's art
consciousness to a vast new.communications network,
Just as machines created prosperity, Watson argued,
they could be used to foster aesthetic appreciation.67
Critics and artists tried new ways to mold national
artistic tastes. Differences between rival camps were
as pronounced as in the past, but aesthetic battles
were waged on a broader front. The great cultural fig-
ures of history had long contended that "art reflects
life." As in the past, the warring groups of the
twenties disagreed not only about the meaning of life,

but also its artistic expression.68
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During the Weimar period, American and German
intellectuals renewed cultural contacts. The war pro-
duced a cultural embargo, but with the Armistice signed,
intellectual curiosity replaced wartime hatreds. Amer-

ican traditionalists argued that neither war nor
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revolution could shake the foundations of German culture.
They evaluated Weimar culture according to the stan-
dards of the past. They expected the Germans to excel
in certain areas, and they believed that post-war Ger-
many would withstand the encroachments of modernism. As
a German correspondent surmised in 1929, there was an
affinity between Germany and the United States, and
"that affinity is to be found in a common struggle
against materialistic and machine civilization and in

a belief in the dominance of spirit over rea.son...."é9
Not surprisingly, modernists offered a different inter-
pretation. They also anticipated German excellence,

but looked to the younger generation, and a few of youth's
pre-war cultural heroes such as Arnold Schoenberg and
Wassily Kandinsky. These Americans believed that Ger-
mans wére, by nature, disciplined, orderly, exact, and
precise, and these traits were ideally suited to serve
the new art forms of the machine age.

Both sides tended to stereotype Germans, and,
from their respective vantage points, American intell-
ectuals and artists expected German culture to flourish
in the post-war decade. In music, the Germans were pre-
eminent. In drama, Joseph Wood Krutch noted that the
Germans maintained excellent acting and directorial

skills while developing new methods. Film reviewer
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Robert Benchley reported that the Germans blended per-
fectly the dramatic and technical elements of cinema

production.70

While tradition favored Germans in these
areas, it tended to work against them in painting and
architecture. Americans expected less but were still
interested, and in Walter Gropius and Ludwig Mies van

der Rohe, the nation's modernists discovered artists
whose banner they followed long after the passing of

the Weimar Republic. With varying degrees of expectation,
each field produced its share of triumphs and failures.

Entering the twenties, many Americans predicted re-

warding artistic relationships.
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this new effort of the Germans to secure a place in the
sun is only our own problem all over again, for we, too,
have been barred from world recognition in the congress
of arts and any effort of another nation to seek a new
path up Parnassus is bound to be interesting to us---

is bound to suggest ideas to us."

Henry McBride (1931)



CHAPTER II
THE AMERICAN REACTION TO GERMAN
PAINTING AND ARCHITECTURE

In 1928, Forbes Watson wrote that Americans were
more than ever before "keenly aware of art." He ciaimed
that art was now playing a significant role in the lives
of average citizens. Watson expected many gratifying re-
turns from this satisfying state of affairs. The nation's
artists had labored too long in the shadow of the more
famous Europeans, and the period of feeling "inferi-
ority over art" was about to pass. The’republic was
primed to bring art to the people: "The artist is sur-
rounded on every side by the workings of a vast demo-
cratic system of education which...is making idealistic
efforts to democratize esthetic apprecia‘tion."1

Painting and architecture were the classic
visual arts. These two primary expressions of national
culture had much in common. Their importance required
no defense. Art and architecture gave intellectuals
visual proof of the nation's vitality. But the two
cultural forms were not always easily understood. Art

had its "isms" and architecture its aphorisms. Modernity

\
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further complicated an already complex cultural land-
scape as warring critics attempted to lead the demo-
cratic masses toward greater cultural awareness.

After victory in 1918, a professional critical
community was prepared to guide the novice in artistic
matters.2 New York was the nation's unquestioned art
capital, and many influential critics wrote for the city's
leading newspapers. Henry McBride's columns were in the

Sun, Royal Cortissoz's in the Herald Tribune, and Eliza-

beth L. Cary reported for the Times. Their viewpoints
were discussed in leading art journals such as Arts, Art
News, and Creative Art. The interpretive political

journals also kept pace with developments as The Nation,

The New Republic, and Living Age featured articles on

art and helped introduce the country to regional art
centers in Pittsburgh, Chicago and San Francisco. Al-
though concentrating on architecture, Lewis Mumford's
articles often linked new ideas in building with modern
art.’ Even the staid professional journals, Architec-

tural Record, American Architect, and Architectural

Forum, began to reflect the disagreements between the
more open-minded architects and the old guard.u News-
papers and the standard publications of informed opinion

also discussed architectural ideas in the twenties.
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In 1919, the United States seemed ready to match
its economic successes with artistic ones, but the study
of German art did not seem a logical starting point.
Shortly before his death in the same year, Kenyon Cox
dismissed almost all the work German painters had com-
mitted to canvass over the previous four hundred years.
"Whenever the sublime, the beautiful, or even the taste-
ful is attempted, German art is stillborn. It is diffi-
cult to tell which is more fatal to it, the lack of in-
spiration or the lack of taste, and still more difficult
to tell which is more distressing." His blanket con-
demnation included German painting of the early twentieth
century. To Cox, the Germans were almost genetically
incapable of producing great art. His indictment was
all inclusive and went beyond condemning the art of a
defeated enemy.5 At the time, the assessment did not
create much of a stir, for German art did not have the
appeal of the French or the veneration given the English.
Nevertheless, within a few years after the war, German
art acquired a number of American devoteé;.

The American interest was not totally without
precedent. Albrecht Diurer and Hans Holbein were iden-
tified with the artistic glories of the seventeenth
cen'l:ury.6 German artists also achieved some notoriety

in the nineteenth century. Between 1849 and the Civil
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War, the Dusseldorf School was popular in the United
States. Its artists were polished craftsmen whose
scientific technique epitomized German skill, Their
idealized historical subject matter appealed to the Amer-
ican public and attracted native artists. A Disseldorf
gallery was opened in New York where the public marveled
at the meticulous detail of the German paintings. Emmun-

uel Leutze, whose Washinegton Crossing the Delaware (1850)

became one of America's most famous art works, studied
at the Diisseldorf Academy. Through Diisseldorf, Amer-
icans came into contact with the 0ld World, escaped
provincialism, and became familiar with new professional
standards in art.7

Munich was seen in much the same light later in
the century. In the seventies and eighties, the Bavar-
ian capital became a cosmopolitan art center. Munich
realism owed its heritage %o the seventeenth century
Spanish and Dutch masters and to some contemporary
French influences., Wilhelm Leibl was perhaps the most
famous Munich painter. His broad brush strokes and
subtle use of light and dark tones gave a rich, "modern"
look to realistic subject matter. As the reputation of
Munich grew, its Academy attracted many young Americans
who found Paris unrewarding. Frank Duveneck enrolled

as a student of Wilhelm von Dietz. William Merritt Chase
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also studied in Munich. But Munich did not maintain its
position because the style did not permit the growth
and variety of French Impressionism. The Academy's art
was in vogue for a few years, but the school's appeal
faded.8

In America, the attraction of Munich gave way to
indifference toward German painting. During the reign
of Wilhelm II (1890-1918), German art was virtually un-
known in America, so great was the dominance of succeed-
ing "Paris schools." German Expressionism was the most
significant movement of the pre-war era in Central Europe.
Expressionism defied easy definition. Its proponents
reacted strongly against the art academies and the gen-
eral state of soceity. They wished to startle the self-
satisfied middle class and Germany's authoritarian govern-
ment. They rebelled against the falsities of intellect-
ualism and bourgeoise life. In the search for artistic
meaning, they emphasized a return to beginnings and much
of their work exhibited primitive African and Chinese
influences. In the United States, neither of its leading

schools, Die Briicke (1905) nor Die Blaue Reiter (1911),

created much excitement. Expressionism, however, did
influence one important American artist. With the back-
ing of Alfred Stieglitz, Marsden Hartley went to Berlin

and met Wassily Kandinsky and other members of the Blaue
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Reiter. Expressionism's intense emotionalism appealed
to Hartley and some of his finest abstract works were
created in Berlin before the war. But only Kandinsky
and Franz Marc were represented at the Armory Show in
1913. And America's incomplete knowledge of the Ex-
pressionists led artists Walt Kuhn and Arthur B. Davies
to conclude that most of them were simply imitators of
the Frency Fauves.’ Until after 1919, the war's cul-
tural embargo effectively ended further debate.

With the war ended, the negative images persisted.
01d concepts remained intact, and Kenyon Cox was not

alone. George Wyer claimed in the International Studio

that German art was "fabricated to please the German
mind" which was "unimaginative,” materialistic, and
conditioned to "authoritarianism and military expediency."
These traits resulted in the Germans converting them-
selves "into the most unoriginal nation in the world."
Wartime prejudices aside, many critics continued in this
vein well into the Weimar period. Lloyd Goodrich, a
traditionalist who commented regularly on New York ex-
hibits for Arts, placed Weimar's art firmly within the
accepted stereotype. The Germans loved "concrete fact
and money detail,” their brand of realism revealed
"emptiness to the point of caricature, [and aJ freedom

from any fear of the ugly.” In surveying contemporary
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art for Americans, Forbes Watson predicted a bleak future
for German painting in the United States "largely because

our eyes are so trained to the Paris product."10

But
German art had its defenders, and it became their task

to show the public that the doubters were wrong.
3336 36 I I I e I 36 I W I W 36 K 36 I NN N

American observers were not sure what to make of
Germany's November 1918 Revolution. During the war, the
American public tended to see the Germans as a benighted
people who were the dupes of "Kaiserism." The old sep-
aration of attitudes between the government and the people
it ruled remained. As the Kaiser and the aristocracy he
represented fell, the German people seemed on the verge
of accepting democracy. The reports of Communist activity
were disconcerting, but events moved rapidly and uprisings
in Berlin and Munich were soon brought under control. Al-
though many cynics continued to vent their hostility,
Americans grew increasingly interested in democracy in
Germany. Much had happened in the first year after the
war, and artists and intellectuals were frequently at the
center of events.11

In Ogtober of 1919, Cesar Searchinger, freelance
journalist for many American publications, reported to
the New York Evening Post that "Art has influenced the rev-

olution, more perhaps than the revolution has influenced

art, for pacifistic canvasses grew to maturity in the quiet
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of many a studio in the days of November.” 1In the pre-
ceding months, artists issued a series of political and
social manifestos. For a few glorious moments, Germany's
artists seemed capable of uniting social Jjustice and

individualism.12

Americans commented on the euphoria but
did not concentrate on art‘'s political implications. Most
tried to place artistic developments within a traditional
framework. The Weimar Republic was the govermment but not
the soul of Germany. In 1922, Ludwig Lewisohn wrote that
"The hungry and distracted republic of today has little
left in common with the empire of 1871 except precisely
that preoccupation, that impassioned desire to comprehend
and reshape through thought or art both man and nature."l3
Lewisohn and many other Americans hoped for a new Germany,
one that would retain only that which was exemplary in the
old.

Between 1919 and 1923, critics prepared the way
not only for German art but for art in general as a cul-
tural force. Art was described as a cultural bridge, an
aesthetic device to bring nations together. A. W. Walkely,
a frequent contributor to British and American art jour-
nals, argued that art was a liberator. The painter
emphasized common human ideals and spoke "to all mankind,
to the whole universe even...." The conditions of modern

life also dictated that there should be a fusion of concepts
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and a growing committment to the world's community of
ideas., Art would now have a special role in showing

and interpreting complex contemporary life. Lewis Mum-
ford reasoned that "So far as there is life at all in
[our] mechanical civilization, modern art expresses it;
and until we develop something better in society we would
do well to make the most of it.“lu "To make the most of
it," international co-operation was essential.

Nonetheless, modern art was unpopular in many
quarters. The conservative critics and the democratic
masses still demanded the assurances of representational
painting. One disgruntled New York Times subscriber
condemned modernism's meaningless abstractions and objected
to "the flood of foreign art propaganda on American
shores."15 In this setting, the Expressionism of Weimar
hardly seemed likely to suit the artistic palates of Am-
ericans. Two men, one an exile and the other a respected
authority on American culture, confronted the situation
and attempted to educate the public and defeat the con-
serva‘bives.16

Herman George Scheffauer was an American writer
who worked in Berlin from 1915 until his death in 1927.

He was familiar with German art movements and was one of
the few Americans in Germany in touch with current trends.

He published with American periodicals such as Freeman
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and Dial and authored over thirty books. In 1924, he

wrote The New Vision in the German Arts, which critized

American society and extolled the virtues of Germany's
republican art.17

Scheffauer maintained that America was a victim of
the machine age. American art had "a normalcy about as
rigid, dead, and uniform as the interchangeable parts of
our automobiles." Expressionism, he claimed, could pro-
vide Americans with an artistic theory that offered an
alternative to cultural sterility. He was only partially
successful in his attempt to make Expressionism intell-
igible, admitting, as many had before him, that there was
no acceptable definition. This fundamental dilemma did
not shake his resolve, and he steadfasﬁly pursued the idea
that Expressionism had struck a new artistic vein.
Scheffauer de-emphasized the complexities of the movement
18

and stressed its vitality and activism.

One of the primary purposes of The New Vision was

to introduce English readers to Expressionist artists,
Although Scheffauer discussed architects, playwrights,
and poets, painters were his favorites. It was their
early work that established the movement as a living
force., He especially admired Kandinsky, Marc, Paul
Campendonck, and Paul Klee. He repected George Grosz for

his courage and integrity. Grosz's political cartoons
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illustrated the power art exerted on society. The out-
standing common trait of the Expressionists was their
intense individuality. Scheffauer contended that the
movement had a great deal to offer America's art and
its artists. He reasoned that the intensity, intellect-
ualism, and individualism "which characterizes the German
soul, can only be of inestimable service to those forces
full of promise which are struggling for artistic liberty
and recognition in the America of today."19

Sheldon Cheney was not as impassioned as Schef-
fauer, but agreed that Expressionism was a vital movement
in modern art. Cheney was a leading writer on culture
and contributed many books and articles on art, theatre,

film, and architecture. A Primer of Modern Art (1924)

was an effort to introduce the layman to contemporary
art. To Cheney, Expressionism was the dominant school
in Central Europe, perhaps the entire continent. He
admired the bold, intense feeling evident in the work

of its painters. The canvasses of Oskar Kokoschka and
Campendonck were already hanging in the museums of
Austria and Germany, and he hoped that their paintings
would soon be on display in the United States. Cheney
also wrote that Expressionist influences were evident in
American artist Albert Block's figure pain.tings.20

The art of Kokoschka was particularly noteworthy.
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Cheney maintained that he was "the most significant
figure in mid-European art, ranking in importance with
Picasso and Matisse.” Although Kokoschka was not a
native German, Cheney thought that he represented the
main currents in Expressionism. "There are few things
in this book which will so repay study as Kokoschka for
intensity, for directness, for rugged form." Cheney
urged the American public to become familiar with Express-~
ionism. He emphasized the richness of visual reward for
those who attempted to understand them.21
Ironically, these two efforts to promote German
art in America came when Expressionism was losing its
impetus. In his review of the two works for Arts, Lloyd
Goodrich was highly critical, Scheffauer's book was
relegated to the back shelf as "interesting," but too

one sided. The New Vision was little more than a "re-

ligious tract."” Goodrich asked "should we free ourselves
from the British and the 'seductive poison of Paris' in
order to become slaves of the Bombast of Berlin?" He
found the Primer good in many respects, but Cheney's
"strong penchant for the German Expressionisfs" mis-
guided. Goodrich believed that "German art has always
been the most conscientious, but not the most interesting
in the world, and that it shows no sign of any change in

this essential, therfore we cannot share his enthusiasm.”
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German painters, he emphasized, were always predictable,
creating shadowy moods of Teutonic brooding. Their art

may have been satisfying to Germans but hardly provided

universal appeal.22

Gogdrich's opinions were printed just after the
Germans had their first all-Expressionist exhibit in
the United States. On October 7, 1923, New York's
Anderson Galleries displayed the paintings of Emil
Nolde, Arthur Degner, George Grosz, Max Pechstein, and
Karl Schmiét-Rottluff. Elizabeth L. Cary's review was
typical. She was restrained and fundamentally unim-
pressed, reporting that Grosz's paintings were "an
unpleasant surprise," and Schmidt-Rottluff's monotonous.
Throughout the twenties, other critics generally cate-
gorized the Germans in similar terms. It seemed that
a Germanic name on the canvass insured a predictable
critical reaction. The reviewers wrote that their
paintings were plain, ugly, and matter-of-fact, tech-
nically proficient but drab and lifeless, a throw back
to Germany's pre-historic forests and crude pictures
etched on cave walls. When German art was shown in
America, the majority of it failed to impress the ex-
perts, but individual critics usually discovered one
or two artists in each exhibit whom they promo'ted.23

Perhaps there were more unknown artists of

72



merit in Germany. Weimar's artistic achievements in
other fields helped sustain interest in German painting,
and even skeptical critics were sometimes willing to
admit that new German painters deserved American at-
tention. In 1928, the New York Times stated that there
was "a general feeling that interesting things were
going on [in Germany] about which we know almost nothing
at first hand.” This "feeling" sustained the enthusiasts,
and gave German artists a chance for exhibits in the new
world.24
But the exhibits were never numerous, and be-
fore 1931 the growth in interest was painfully slow.
Ruth Greer Harris reported in Arts that the only way to
see Kokoschka in the United States was in Paul Westheim's

lavishly illustrated Oskar Kokoschka (1925). Margaret

Bruning, an art critic for the New York Evening Post,
claimed that the ambitious Carnegie International Art
Exhibit failed to give an adequate sampling of either
Germany or other European countries.25 Even Elizabeth
L. Cary admitted that "far too little German art gets
to the United States.” The few supporters of Germany
faced an uphill battle, for demand for it was tradit-
ionally limited and exhibitors not prone to give space
to German canvasses at the expense of the French. Karl

Hofer, a German artist and representative at the 1927
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Carnegie, told Forbes Watson that the Carnegie presented
"a limited and one-sided story of Germany's contemporary
achievements in art." Watson doubted that it made much
difference. He reasoned that "the normal American, when
he considers the purchase [or viewing:]of a painting,
turns to those pictures most opposed to the spirit of
the life that he is leading.”" Why, he implied, would
Americans want paintings that suggested the inner psych-
ological torment of modern society or realistic pictures
that used machines as central motifs? If Watson was
correct, German modernists' attempt to reflect the times
worked against their acceptance in the United States.26
Wassily Kandinsky was a possible exception. Art
Digest announced that "Kandinsky's works have been ac-
guired rather extensively in this country." He and
Paul Klee were among the few Expressionists well known
in the United States., ZXandinsky's Improvisation No. 27
(1912) was one of two Expressionist canvasses at the
Armory Show. Katherine Dreier's Societe Anonyme de-
veloped ties with him and showed his work on a number
of occasions before 1933. As a founder of the Blaue
Reiter group and a member of the Blue Four, he was iden-
tified as "a scientific painter and abstract artist" who
used colors "as though they were painted music.” Henry

McBride, no friend of the Expressionist school, acknow-
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ledged that "Kandinsky has been a constantly increasing
influence upon artists of the modern school, and all
those who deal in abstract art yield him high praise."
But Kandinsky was so introverted that even his supporters
conceded that his art would "probably never reach univ-
ersal appeal."” For like music, "it is concerned directly
with the significance it wishes to express, being a novel
language that few have learned to decipher." It seemed
that only experts were capable of understanding him.27
Kandinsky's paintings were exhibited throughout
the country, first in New York, then in Chicago, and
finally on the west coast. While laymen were often
bewildered, the conservative critics were seldom at a
loss for words. Royal Cortissoz, the archconservative

of the New York Herald Tribune, commented that “Kandin-

sky's paintings are constituted of weird lines and circles,
zigzags, queer indefinable twists of form, and bewild-
erments of color. If these obfuscating diagrams are
painted music, then give me plain jazz." The San Fran-
cisco News critic wrote that his exhibit proved that

the west coast got "what Europe and the eastern cities
reject. After our eastern cities have picked it over, the
suckers of the west are the last hope." He went on to
claim that Kandinsky's "design and color are ambiguous

w28

and unscientific. If nothing else, Kandinsky was
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controversial but friend and foe alike doubted whether
he would ever be popular in America.

.His colleague Paul Klee was less well known, but
his American reception parallelled that of Kandinsky.
Klee appeared to be the only other Expressionist who was
relatively familiar to Americans. Many considered him
easier to appreciate, but he too suffered from problems
of viewer comprehension., Museum of Modern Art curator
Alfred H. Barr Jr. wrote that he was "one of the most
interesting of the living painters.” However, Ralph
Flint advised that "one had best have a nimble mind,
keen insight, some wit, and intellectual point of view,
a feeling of superiority, and a profound conviction that
representational art is dead."” This seemed to eliminate
the vast majority of Americans from the inner circle of
Klee admirers.Z’

Expressionism also lost its following in Germany
where a new realism began to dominate the work of artists,
playwrights, and film directors. Toward the end of the
inflationary period, Otto Dix and George Grosz were
among a group of artists who were identified with Die

Neue Sach;ichkeit.Bo Initially, Grosz thought little of

the movement. In 1922, Grosz declared that "the so-
called new objectivity is worthless for us today,” but

by 1925, his portrait of Max Hermann-Neisse (1925) was
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a part of the all-Neue Sachlichkeit showing in Mannheim.

Grosz's work had notably softened from his paintings and
drawings of the early twenties, and he began to move in
the circle of artists who identified themselves with the
new movement. Although Expressionism continued to in-
fluence his style, German and American critics referred
to him as a proponent of the new school.31

America influenced the ideas of the two young
artists, particularly Grosz. Grosz's earliest post-war
sketches depicted prize fights and skyscrapers. Jazz
music also intrigued him. 1In 1920, one disapproving
German critic called him "the German-American Grosz."
Marsden Hartley chided him for his child-like fascination
with America; nevertheless, Grosz kept his illusions, and
his political preference for communism. This seeming in-
congruity did not bother Grosz. A cultural eclecticism
which many critics contended was a feature of American
life also seemed to be at work in Germany where young
artists incorporated cultural influences from the east
and the west. Although many German intellectuals rid-
iculed the "land of the charge account,”" America continued
to exert an influence.32

I+t was not until the mid-twenties that references
to the New Objectivity began to appear in American pub-

lications. The movement was viewed as a counter trend
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to Expressionism. Rom Landau wrote that Expressionism
overemphasized "the importance of personal feeling" and
neglected "the values of reality."” Alfred H. Barr Jr.
stated that the new realism was the artist's response
to changes in society. The Germans were now "more con-
cerned with subject matter whether real or fantastic.”
French essayist George Waldemar was highly critical of

the movement because "The Neue Sachlichkei% is American-

ism, It is the cult of use, of the object for its own
sake, It is the cult of functional work, or professional
conscience and utility." Waldemar would probably have
agreed with Barr's conclusion the "In America,...the New
Objectivity had spread with amazing speed, in large part
because the formal, abstract qualities of much fashionable
French painting are essentially foreign to American art,
which is naturally more naive and realistic." Barr be-
lieved that the influence of the German movement was
clearly evident in the work of Reginald Marsh, Charles
Burchfield, and Edward Hopper.33

It was finally plausible to predict success for
German art in America; but, on another level, it gave
almost everyone an opportunity to stereotype the New
Objectivity. The realistic canvasses were character-
istically German. Lloyd Goodrich stated that Grosz and

Dix had "gotten back to realities, to things that can be
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expressed in plastic terms, and they seem closer to the
racial tradition than their predecessors.” Forbes Watson
reviewed the earliest examples of the New Objectivity in
1927 and concluded that they were "so German, so mascu-
line, so unfashionable, and often in such appalling taste
...."34 It seemed that the realism was exactly what many
Americans expected from the Germans.

George Grosz was the first of the modern German
realists to be recognized in the United States. Grosz's
early fascination with America now included an admiration
for its recent accomplishments. America's great machines,
new technology, and mechanical ingenuity created images
that surfaced in his work. But the nation's critics
seldom mentioned his opinions about their country. In-
stead, they wrote of his "grotesque cartoons” or "ex-
tremist political attitude”" and shocking paintings. The
Museum of Modern Art purchased his drawings. The J. B.
Neumann Galleries' brochure on his exhibit referred to
him as "the great German artist, George Grosz...," but
there was a lack of respect for his work in the art
world.35

Most critics were more impressed with Otto Dix.
In a review of modern art in Germany, Rom Landau argued

that Grosz was initially the leader of the New Objec-
tivity, but Dix had replaced him. Barr believed that
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Dix was "the painter whose heritage was most easily
traced back to Dﬁfer and Holbein.” To Americans who
were "devoted to contemporary French painting or its
American imitation,"” Barr advised that "they will feel
their prejudice against German painting strengthened by
the work of Otto Dix., It seems so coarse and ruthless....
These artistic traits made his work not only modern but
quintessentially German. In 1931, Barr purchased Dix's
portrait of Dr. Meyer-Hermann for the Museum of Modern
Art. Dix was recognized as a leading exponent of a mod-
ern school. The painting was a symbol of what the New
Objectivity was like. The good doctor sitting in front
of the instruments of contemporary science displayed a
mordant realism and sense of modern +technology in a
starkly matter-of-fact setting.36

There was no place for the Neue Sachlichkeit in

Hilter's Germany. The modern realists may have had their
roots deep in the German past but the Fihrer did not see
the connection, nor did he tolerate their political be-
liefs. George Grosz sought sanctuary in the United
States. His attempt to secure a position at the Art
Students League caused a greater sensation than his
drawings. John Sloan, the director of the League, of-
fered him a post on the faculty. Because of his politics,

Grosz's appointment came into question. The board members
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who opposed Grosz did so because he was "an unhealthy
influence on American youth....37 Sloan, however, re-~
fused to compromise. He argued that Grosz was more than
qualified to teach, stating that "We've never had any
academic training in this country except by proxy. Aca-
demic training sticks out in Grosz's work."38 Grosz
finally received the position but he was hired more for
his academic training than the nature of his art work.39
Those who opposed his appointment, C. J. Bulliet reported,
were Quite happy to read the bad reviews of Grosz's Amer-
ican work.

And modernism in Germany fared little better than
Grosz did in the United States. As late as 1930, Flor-
ence Turkel-Deri, Art News'correspondent in Berlin, pre-
dicted closer artistic ties between America and Germany.
"America draws away from traditionalism, while in Germany
the wildness of post-war conditions undergoes a healthy
process of clarification. It is plain that increased
understanding between the two nations in matters artistic
is hereby bound to result.” She overestimated America's
enthusiasm for modern painting and, like so many others,
failed to foresee a new kind of wildness that was soon to
befall Germany. When Hitler came to power, such pre-
dictions later embarassed their authors. Aryanism and

intense nationalism destroyed modernism and limited cultural
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contact between Germany and other nations. In 1933, C.
J. Bulliet surmised that "Hiter now has the weird joy of
wiping out the modernism that he couldn't attain to.
It's an unhallowed glee that many an 'old hat' American
can appreciate- and envy."ao
The American critical community also resisted
change. Despite its opermindedness or lack of it, the
critics continued to rely on traditional reference points.
They found it difficult to discard the idea of national
schools of painting. Even abstract art supposedly had
traits that were German or American.“'1 The attempt to
break down national lines was neither effective nor
particularly desirable. The critics had to have ways of
cataloging the art of the world, and in painting, this
worked against the objective analysis of German and Amer-

ican art. _
3696 9 I I % I 36 I I 36 I I I K A% 3 W I 26 W K WK %% % H

Architecture was an engineering science as well
as an art form, and American ingenuity and engineering
marvels helped draw attention to the United States. The
European tradition was predominant in the architecture
of the western world, but in the later part of the nine-
teenth century the work of H. H. Richardson and Louis
Sullivan became known in Europe. Richardson's neo-
Romanésque buildings were more than the recapitulation

of an historical style. His structures reflected America's
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new sense of power. He was a reformer whose progressive
vision placed him above fhe petty debates over architec-
tural style. Sullivan was the great innovator. He and
his engineering partner pioneered in steel frame con-
struction and eschewed the restraints of historicism.
With these men, American architecture achieved inter-
national s*t:anding.l"'2

Sullivan's pupil, Frank Lloyd Wright, continued
the young tradition. In 1910, Wright co-operated with
the Wasmuth Verlag on the publication of a monograph on
his architectural ideas. Wright's work influenced the
thinking of Walter Gropius and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe.
The American's adoption of the machine as a partner
rather than an adversary in building appealed to pro-
gressive architects throughout Germany. Before the war,
they acknowledged his contributions in word and archi-
tectural application. Wright, the master builder,
probably had as many followers in Germany as he did in
the United States.'’

Although German architects acknowledged the work
of American architects, most American architects still
looked to France. An é;glg des Beaux-Arts degree from
Paris was the surest way to gain admittance to the best

architectural firms, and American schools adopted the

school's curriculum.44 The system favored strict
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academic training and instilled reverence for historical
style and continuity. The American graduates were usually
resistant to change, but, in the twenties, an almost im-
perceptible shift in attitudes began to take place. Stu-
dents questioned basic assumptions and asked what relation-
ship classical form had to current architectural problems.uS
Contemporaty architecture was not necessarily modern
architecture. Modernists rejected blind allegiance'to his-
toricism. They considered themselves brave, new proponents
of an architecture that used the advances of technology.
Pre~-stressed concrete and other neoteric materials were
the substances of their artistic expression. Some wanted
to strip buildings bare of "needless” ornamentation, giv-
ing structures clean lines and the look of efficiency,
and of modernity and the machine age. But the most pop-
ular fin de sidcle firm, McKim, Mead, and White, built in
the neo-classical style, and many architects imitated them.
Modernism inflamed the passions of American architects.
In the post-war decade, its defenders and detractors de-

Lé

vised maxims. These "truths" of architecture sustained
the individual and defined the issues. Lewis Mumford was
calm and reflective. In 1928, he wrote "Modernism, it
seems to me, is an attempt to use as a form something that
has come down to us as a fact. The fact is the increasing

complication of living, and the increasing simplification
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of the products."” Mumford argued that architects must

be trained in the use of new materials and they must a-
dopt forms appropriate to the machine age. Most archi-
tects resisted these ideas. One contemporary designer,
Arnold McLean, called modernism, "an infection.” He hoped
that it would "like a boil lanced, lead to healthfulness
when its erratic course is run...." The traditionalists
stated that any contemporary building was modern archi-
tecture, for the architect used current construction
techniques and contemporary materials., A Western Archi-
tect editorial concluded that Stanford White's work was
"really modern and fits into recent trends in art despite
its classical heritage." The traditionalists had two
comfortable realities that nourished them. They were in

the majority and they were the architects who got the big
b7
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In Sticks and Stones (1924), Lewis Mumford attempted

commissions,

to "evaluate architecture in America in terms of our civil-
ization." Unlike the majority of writers on architecture,
he showed the relationship between change in society and
architecture. He charged that the contemporary American
architect encountered important issues that he failed to
confront. Designers had given way to engineers, and
architects merely constructed facades. Mumford argued

that the machine age had blotted out the "elements of
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personality and individual choice...and blotted out the
architect, who inherited these qualities from the carpenter
builder."” The architect was no longer a craftsman but sim-
pley one element in a gigantic, impersonal building enter-
prise. Mumford called for a return to individual skills
and a modern architecture that "does not merely respect
the machine, [ﬁuf]respects the people who use it."us

Most American architects continued as they had in
the past and were ignorant of the German architects who
addressed a number of the issues Mumford identified. Many
Americans who supported modern architecture seemed naive
and tended to make open-ended statements that indicated
uncertainty. One builder wrote "Whatever we may think of
modern architecture, it is a sign of abundant life. Under
its ferment is a mass movement...the response of society.”
Herbert Croly wrote that Ameriecans had a history of "tim-
idity and imitativeness" when dealing with architecture.
In an age in which pundits predicted unprecedented pros-
perity, most American designers seriously doubted whether
the "excessive abstractness" of modern architecture could
satisfactorily reflect America's material s‘uccess.u'9

Germany's situation was different. Housing short-
ages and a lack of building funds plauged Weimar's leaders.

The Bauhaus was established to help solve the architec-

tural problems facing the new republic. Walter Gropius
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was the school's director and its guiding spirit, and be-
lieved that the arts should serve society. He announced
that the aim of the school was to "conceive, and create
the new structures of the future, which will embrace
architecture, and sculpture, and painting in one unity and
which one day rise toward heaven from the hands of a mil-
lion workers like the crystal symbol of a new faith."” The
aura of modernism and the rejection of tradition seemed to
radiate from within the new glass and steel buildings of
the Bauhaus school, but its educational programs did not
always reflect the external image of modernity. The school
had masters, journeymen, and apprentices, not teachers
and pupils. This despite the fact that many of its
supporters claimed a desire to break with the past. Gropius
seemed able to accept contradiétions between old and new,
and he worked toward integration and the creation of a
modern system founded upon ef:f‘iciency.50

By mid-decade, word of the Bauhaus and its methods
reached the United States, but American schools did not
rush to incorporate the programs of the Bauhaus into their
curriculums. There was something hopelessly idealistic,
and, more distastefully, socialistic about its architec-
tural goals. Most American builders were more pragmatic.
They wanted to see the structures that the Germans built,

Given the state of the German economy, this was not
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possible until the post-1925 period. Modern ideas failed
to move the nation's architects, and the progressive Ger-
man architect Bruno Taut stated that "Across the ocean, in
the United States of America, the champions of modern
architecture are obviously...isolated."51

In Modern Architecture (1929), Taut wrote that

Frank Lloyd Wright was a "heroic figure," and "known by
repute to the average architect in Europe," although he
"was by no means held in such esteem in the United‘States."
Wright inspired many prominent German modernists. His
imaginative use of materials and his utilitarian yet
artistic methods produced buildings that blended perfectly
with the enviromment. Nature and building blended to
create an aesthetic and scientific entity. Perhaps most
important, as architecture historian Fiske Kimball noted
in 1928, "From the beginning, [Wright] welcomed the machine
as the tool of modernity...." They had a special appeal to
the Europeans.52

While Taut, Mies, and Gropius acknowledged a debt
of gratitude to Wright, they had criticisms. Taut made
his position clear. Wright was too individualistic.
(Wright countered with the charge that the Europeans were
"socialistic.)"53 Taut bemoaned the lack of "collectivist
architecture in America,” and the "highly capitalistic

condition" that worked against modernist architects. He
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wrote that "In describing the fate of modern architecture
and modern architects to the present, the ubiquitous
thread of collective or co-operative work seems inter-
woven throughout the whole fabric." The Germans employed
Wright's concepts, but they Europeanized them. "The
delirium of individualism" infected the Americans. Taut
was compelled to write off the United States, for "How-
ever great our respect for the technical achievements of
America and her enterprise, it appears as if in matters of
art there may soon cease to be any connecting bridge." He
continued that while "technical resources conquer distances
and lessen it, yet the spiritual distances between Europe
and America gets greater and greater." American architects
ignored Wright, the collectivist spirit, and remained ab-
surdly attached to outdated historical styles. Taut con-
cluded that "America, the land of Whitman, is deliberately
declining in the ruins of Europe."54

Taut painted a bleak picture which failed to move
America's academic architects. Many conservatives did not
care for his kind of criticism or for his plans for the
future. Philip Sterner, a practicing architect, wondered
"whether domestic work would gain at all in sincerity or
honesty if it were suddenly to be given into the hands of
theoreticians who are at work in Europe...and if it is true

our architects are slaves to tradition of a style, they are
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not like their European cousins, slaves to the mechanistic

idea," After a visit to Germany, Joseph Hoerner wrote

that Gropius' houses were "devoid of any element of charm

which will cause them to endure as monuments of our age."55
Nancy Ross, an American living in Germany, lent

further comfort to the anti-modernists. She reported

that Germany's contribution to modern architecture was

"understood by very few Germans and scorned by the many

who engrave sentimental mottoes over their high eaved

dobrs." After Hilter came to power, George N. Nelson,

who did a series of articles for Pencil Points on Euro-

pean architects, declared that "you can tell how good a
German your neighbor is by the pitch of his roof.” The
observation had obvious political commotations but also
illustrated the aesthetic and social preferences of many
Germans. Even a friendly critic like Herman George
Scheffauer admitted that "the cold, angular, cubistic
forms do not appeal to the populace which after all,
still loves the traditional and the pretty."56

Others considered the new architecture a natural
outgrowth of the German character. Mass housing projects
were an indication of the German preference for "logic
and simplicity."” Virginia Pope argued that the stark,
abstract appearance of the apartments showed that the

German architect was "governed by a thoroughly Teutonic
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spirit." Herbert von Oelsen, the editor of Die Pyramide,

wrote in Survey Graphic that "German post-war architecture

was defined by concrete need, but much more by the abstract
demand of the native character.” For the contemporary

seeking explanations, one could have it either way.57
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American architects were more interested in the
reactions of businessmen than in the perceptions of the
German burgher. What did the board of directors think;
more importantly, what did they want? American businesses
wanted their buildings solid, sound, properly decorated,
and practical. Because the business community had an
established aesthetic, the question of "architectural
beauty” also had a practical side to it. These two issues,
the practical and the aesthetic, formed the nucleus of a
debate over modern architecture in America.

Corporations were interested in the "look" of a
building. Architectural ornamentation created an image
for the company. The more decoration, the more successful
the company. When Gropius, Mies, or Wright contended that
there was "no conflict between beauty and efficiency,” it
made little difference. Most business leaders had never
heard of them anyway. When the question of architectural
application arose, the average businessman did not want

any surprises. While it seemed that many companies would
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appreciate modern concepts of efficiency, the majority of
architects and businessmen clung to what they knew best.
Many builders were ready to satisfy these demands, and
they were even confident enough to claim that American
methods were well suited to European needs.58

Europeans needed only to emulate American tech-
nigques to solve their rebuilding problems. The skyscraper
was America's most noteworthy contribution to architecture.

In 1921, the American Architect predicted that Europe "will

adopt the skyscraper. Our national expertise, and practical
grasp of the business of architecture will help war torn
Europe to rebuild." The journal reported that architects

in Berlin and Munich were preparing plans and studying

"the probable effects of the high buildings, crowded
streets, and congested business and residential centers.”

The American Architect reported this statement in all

seriousness, and did not comment on the liklihood that

the Germans had already decided that Wolkenkratzer ("sky

scratchers") were not for them. Herman George Scheffauer
concluded that "The skyscraper has found no friends in
European cities."59

An American building craze did not sweep Europe.
Martin Wagner, Berlin's city planner, called skyscrapers
"unhealthy...it is believed that tall structures would

not allow dwellers on the lower floors sufficient light or
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air necessary for health." Ernst May, who built public
housing projects in Frankfurt, designed complexes that
provided for open spaces, gardens, and the separation of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic.éo May, Gropius, Otto
Haesler, Mies, Wanger, and Bruno Taut were interested in
improving l1ife in the cities. Placing man in the dark-
ened shadows, away from the sunlight had to be avoided
at all costs.

Since the nuts and bolts of construction was the
issue that most interested the American architect, the
apartment projects of Berlin, Frankfurt and Kassel re-
ceived more attention than the abstract social theories
that many Germans promoted. Thé community project561
were large enterprises, and the architect was the city
planner, engineer, and builder. Every detail had to be
taken into consideration. The design goal was to make
each dwelling economical and comfortable. Traditional-
ist architects built many of the projects, but the mod-
ernist efforts were the most controversial. As sites

approached completion, American journals printed numer-

ous articles on the development of mass housing in Ger-

62

many .
One writer predicted that Berlin was the city
most likely to become a utopia in Europe. A "modern

consciousness” was at work in the capital, and its
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citizens looked forward to living in comfortable, modern
housing. In New York, the Times' Miriam Beard reported
that "facades are coming down in Berlin, like our brown-
stone fronts...The age makes itself felt." In 1924,
Martin Wagner studied industrial building in the United
States and returned to Berlin to coordinate housing con-
struction. Bruno Taut's Zehlendorf complex was typical
of the results. There was plenty of space and light,
the buildings had flat roofs, and were but two stories
high.%3
In Kassel, Haesler's apartments were models of

"economy in planning." The Architectural Record praised

the successful application of new ideas, "Not only is
the frank expression of the solution aesthetically sat-
isfying but the resulting economics, all done without
the substitution of inferior materials or construction
methods, indicate the potentialities of more efficient
planning."” Catherine Bauer, who studied in Berlin in
1930, commented that everyone did not have a separate
dwelling, but Haesler's "realistic planning can make for
quality life." Roger Gilman recommended that American
architects should "acquaint themselves with a movement
so intense.” He argues that builders should turn to
"scientific processes” in order to solve the building

problems of the future.ém

93



The Great Depression convinced many American
architects that German metﬁods could work in the United
States. Before the crash, Joseph Hoerner stated that
"our chief interest is not in the residential architecture
of Germany, for we Americans require vastly more than
efficiency in a house.” By 1931, a change in viewpoint
became evident. When Gropius wrote "The Small House of

Today" for Architectural Record, the editor prefaced the

article with the statement that "many of the things de-
scribed are readily adaptable to this coun'try.“65 The
commissions from business were drying up, and architects
had no work. The depression challenged American values
and led architects and social thinkers to conclude that
perhaps Americans would have to accept a different life
style. Catherine Bauer believed that "private enter-
prise cannot be counted on" to meet the housing needs of
the nation. Writing a few years later, George N. Nelson
credited the Germans with anticipating "the standardized
units which is the subject of so much experimenting in

66 German theories had made

American architecture today."
inroads, but only after many of its best modern architects

had ceased to be a factor in Hitler's Germany.
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As important as the subject of public housing be-
came, it was but one facet of an architectural movement

sweeping Germany and the rest of Europe.67 In 1932,
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Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson explained the
stylistic, technical, and social principles of the new
architecture. They also gave it a name. In The Inter-

national Style: Architecture Since 1922, they identified

three major attributes of the new wave. The internation-

alists emphasized the importance of space, the omission

of mass, and dependence on the intrinsic elegance of

materials. The Europeans stressed the primacy of order-

liness and regularity. A good deal of what Hitchcock

and Johnson wrote dealt with the aesthetic image that

the Europeans created. The two Americans enthusiastically

proclaimed that "the International Style already exists

in the present, it is not merely something the future

may hold."68
They did not expect.most American architects to

embrace the International Style, but they predicted that

there were those who would listen. "Commercially suc-

cessful"” architects unfamiliar with its principles would

be opposed., And although they did not single out in-

dividuals Hitchcock and Johnson noted that "American

nationals will also oppose the Style, as another Euro-

pean invasion."69 They dismissed these individuals, for

the movement was too rich to ignore. "Most American

functionalists have much to learn from the leaders of

the International Style, even if they cannot accept
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sincerely the discipline these leaders have brought into
being." Hitchcock and Johnson defended some American
architects who had already assimilated some elements of
the style. Raymond Hood's Daily News Building (1928)
and his McGraw Hill Building (1931) revealed evidence of
internationalist influence. Hitchcock and Johnson a-
waited 2 new age, one in which architecture was more than
mere building. "Those who have buried architecture,
whether from a thwarted desire to continue the past or
from an over anxiety to modify and hurry on thé future,
have been premature: We have an architecture S'tsill."70
The growing recognition of the Bauhaus architects
was another indication of the currency of modern ideas.
Under Mies,71 the school continued a reputation for ex-
cellence. One report claimed that "the Bauhaus experi-
ment, however intermittent, is probably one of the most
important original movements in the hisotry of fine arts
during the course of this centure.” By 1930 many Ameri-
cans became interested in the school”s work, and when the
school came under attack in Germany, most ovservers
rushed to defend it. Douglas Haskell's article surmised
that "At a time when the Beaux-Arts in Paris survives by
virture only of the sentimental support accorded by its
American 'old boys,' the Bauhaus has come to occupy a

position similar to that held by the Beaux-Arts in its
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palmiest days: The center of enthusiasm, of the greatest
designing gifts, of the active molding ideas of its time."

Rather belatedly in 1933, the American Magazine of Art

announced that "The Bauhaus today is the unquestioned
center of progressive architectural thought in the world."72

Just as Americans took greater notice of modern
theories emanating from Europe those principles became
politically volatile in Germany. Hitler fancied himself
an architectural expert. He even included architecture
in the twenty-five point program of the Nazi Party. The
Fuhrer's preferences were well known. His taste ran to
the gigantic, the monumental, and he prefered the work of
Paul Troost, Werner March, and Albert Speer to that of
Mies or Gropius. Hitler believed that internationalism
devitalized architecture and robbed it of its national or
Aryan qualities. The modernists architects with their
collectivist political ideologies scarcely fit into the
coming culture of the Nazi period. A few buildings in
the modern style were built under Hitler, but the symbols
of Nazi civilization were Troost's House of German Art

(1937) and March's Olympic Statium (1936).72
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In 1929, William Gaunt wrote of the arts in Ger-
many that "I have given so much space to architecture
because it seems to me the main artistic activity in

modern Germany. The other arts seem to fall into line
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behind it and obediently contribute to it." Gropius
would have been gratified, but went one step further.
Architecture also contributed to the other arts. Since
he was an architect, he believed that his art was the
most important. He pictured the architect as the grand
co-ordinator, for buildings housed art. When he designed
an overall plan for a community, he included a theatre,
a motion picture house, and a concert hall. One could
not separate art from daily existence.74

American architect Claude C. Bragdon argued that
his nation's performing artists deserved the same kind of
co-operation from their architects. He complained that
"there has been no intention of consciousness upon the
fundamental physical problems of the theatre from any
other point than that of monetary gain.” Gropius offered
alternatives. He believed that in planning centers for
the performing arts, the architect had a responsibility
to the artist as well as the audience., In a piece for
Drama, he stated that theatres must be designed so per-
formers could fully realize their art, and spectators
should be brought into "the midst of stage events." The
science of building, he proclaimed, must serve all of
the arts.’?

While German painting failed to make great in-
roads in America during the twenties, German architecture

showed the first signs of being at the heart of a signifi-
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cant movement. Germany's modern artists confronted an
inherited American skepticism about their talents and
ultimately failed to overcome the shackles of the tradi-
tional image. Although a few supportive critics fought
valiantly for the German painters' cause, German art did
not gain a sizeable audience. In architecture, the re-
spect Americans accorded Germany's technical skills
helped to bring the International Style to the attention
of architects and the public. The waning years of the
Weimar Republic served as a preparatory period for the
acceptance of modern architecture in the United States.
In exile, Gropius and Mies became the standard bearers
of 2 new architecture. Their modern compositions in
glass and steel brought them almost as much fame as Ger-

many's composers and musicians.
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"There are indeed only two kinds of music. German music
and bad music."

H. L. Menken (1926)



CHAPTER III
AMERICA AND THE GERMAN MUSTICAIL TRADITION
In 1919, music critic John N. Burke, a senior

member of Musical Quarterly's staff, insisted that music
could rejuvenate the nation. In order to re-establish
the tranquility of western civilization, music must re-
assert itself "and assume again its essentially demo-
cratic nature.” Many intellectuals believed with Burke
that music should play a more important role in the lives
of Americans. As a representative letter to the editor
of Mugsical America declared, "America must foster the
arts, we cannot be siﬁply a commerc:i.a.l-pewople.."1

In the nineteenth century, commercial or "popular"”
music was the listening fare of most Americans. For the
average citizen, the songs of Stephen Foster (1826-1864)
had more appeal than the concertos of Edward MacDowell
(1861-1908), Many critics stated bluntly that commer-
cialism dominated the nation's musical life. The working
man preferred the music hall and the minstrel show to a
symphony or recital. The musical experts spent much
of their time explaining why American tastes ran to the

"cruder” forms of musical expression. In composition,
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performance, and appreciation, Americans, they contended,
were naive. The public liked big shows and extravaganzas

that satisfied the common man's "insatiable appetite for

the sensational...."2

The critical community frequently commented on the
importance of expanding serious music's audience. 1In
1926, George‘Elliot Simpson, a Yale professor of music
who wrote a series of articles on American music for
Musical Courier, stressed the variety of Americ's mus-
ical experience and emphasized the necessity of promoting
serious music. Achievement within the classical tradition
was the surest sign of a nation's musical maturity, he
claimed. Intellectuals sometimes doubted the ability of
the masses to appreciate classical music, but usually
committed themselves to the cause, for it was their live-
lihood as well as the composers' and musicians'. More
significantly, the believed that music was essentially
universal and democratic in nature. Looking back to pre-
vious generations, they acknowledged a debt of gratitude
to German professionals who were instrumental in estab-
lishing a solid foundation upon which to build.3

Germans helped form Boston's first full-time
symphony orchestra. And after the Civil War, the German
born Theodore Thomas became a central force in the musical

development of New York and the nation. In 1848 and 1853,
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German orchestras toured New York, Philadelphia, Balti-
more, Washington, and Boston. Many of the musicians
chose to remain in America rather than return to politi-
cally unstable Europe. ‘They formed the nucleus of many
young American orchestras. Theodore Thomas and Leopold
Damrosch (also from Germany) took their musicians into
the interior of the country. Just as the republic ex-
panded from east to west, music followed the same'pattern.
The efforts of these two men inspired communities to form
their own organizations. Chicago was an early convert,
and St. Louis (with its large German-American population),
Cincinnati, Pittsburg, and Los Angeles quickly followed.
While Boston, New York, and Philadelphia maintained and
embellished their reputations, the new orchestras set
similarily high goals and served as outposts of musical
cuiture.u

The symphonic music the groups played was pre-
dominantly German, and in opera, the Italians were the
great favorites. Bach, Mozart, and Beethoven dominated
the concert programs. Italian operas were in constant
demand, but German composers (sometimes using Italian
librettos) such as Mozart were also frequently performed.5
It seemed German trained and German born musicians were in
the vanguard of every effort to carry the music of the

masters to American audiences. They were the bearers
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of the German tradition and promoted the cause of modern
German music., Theodore Thomas played Wagner "even if
only one liked it.”" Leopold Damrosch was equally active
in both areas.6 Although German music was most often
performed, the musicians, conductors, and composers
realized that all music must receive a fair hearing,
especially American, and that all must work toward in-
creasing the acceptance of classical music throughout
the nation,

In the twenties, musicians, composers and critics
used a variety of forums to bring music to the people.
The nation's major cities served as centers for infor-
mation, A host of professionals contributed articles
and granted interviews to a variety of publications.
Articles and essays fell into three basic categories.
The more sophisticated national journals such as The

Nation and The New Republic had respected authorities

who wrote periodically about music in the United States
and Europe. Living Age, Literary Digest and similar
publications followed the same practice albeit on a

somewhat lower intellectual level. Musical America and

Musical Courier were important weeklies that covered

musical events all over the globe through a network of
foreign correspondents., These newspapers did not have

as diversified an audience as the other journals and
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addressed primarily those who followed closely the pro-
gress of music in America. The more scholarly journals
such as Musical Quarterly, Etude, and especially Modern
Music (a New York based publication of the League of Com-
posers) reflected the interests of the serious musician.
Articles in them were frequently quoted in other publi-
cations. Many contributors appeared in more than one
category of printed matter. Metropolitan newspaper
critics continued to be important and their opinions
often found their way into national magazines.

While the object was to capture the attention of
the general public, musicians and composers realized that
they had to work closely with those who had supported
music in the past. Traditionally, the wealthy were
music's most influential friends. Rich patrons were in-
dispensable. They had generously subsidized the New
York Philharmonic and the Chicago Symphony Orchestra,
the first two organizations so favored in the United
States. The affluent dominated gymphony and opera boards,
choral societies, and chamber music organizations. The
pronouncements of Mrs. E. H. Harriman, president of the
American Orchestral Society, received instant notice.7
Music directors and impresarios understood that it was
part of their job to satisfy the desires of the rich and

well-born. The patrons formed a hub around which the
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rest of the musical world revolved. The question which
occupied musicians and intellectuals was how large the
musical wheel would become,

But in the face of this inherited elitist idezl,
music offered something for all society. In addition
to aesthetic properties, it possessed utilitarian qual-
ities. Redfern Mason, Commonweal's resident music ex-
pert, informed his readers that "Evehtually we shall be
able to bring the business-like American to recognize
that music...pays as advertising, pays as education,
pays as a deterrent from crime, and pays as a character
builder...." The professional journal Etude announced to
musicians that "Your greatest obligation...is to let the
world know how music, more than anything else sustains
faith, fortifies courage, promotes initiative, and ener-
gizes work." As the editors of Etude made clear in 1933,
listening to and understanding music was a wholesome
activity, in harmony with American values, and the gen-
eral desire for a cultural democracy.8

Partly for this reason, the artistic trends of
the twenties were vexing to many members of the musical
establishment. Modern music presented problems. Its
apparent coarseness seemed to represent not a healthy
democratic charcter, but "musical anarchism." Americans

were not noted for their receptiveness to newmusic.9
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In earlier times, audiences expected orchestras to include
popular tunés with its standard repertoire, mixing the
"serious with the sensational.” It took a long time to
build a following and audiences had to be introduced
gradually to new symphonic works. In 1920, Richard Wagner
was still too modern for many Americans. The conductor
who performed modern music took a chance, for the serious
music public was often opinionated and wanted familiar
works that they had come to love. This was particularly
true of patrons. Also, the more complex the music (as
modern scores frequently were), the more difficult it
was for marginal orchestras to perform. Many practicing
musicians disliked promoting and performing unpopular
modern works. It was a risky business to support modern
music if this threatened musicians' security and the
possibilities of enlarging audiences. Before Americans
could enjoy full artistic expression, they had to es-
tablish an unassailable idea that music had many valid
forms, each contributing to a general tradition of
suppor't.10
Developments in Weimar Germany were of special
interest to Americans. Despite political and social
tensions and economic uncertainties, Germany supported

11

a flourishing musical life, Weimar's success in the

subsidizing, staging, performing, and conducting over-
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shadowed Central European influences in the realm of new
musical composition., America's musicians, critics, and
patrons looked to Germany in order to emulate its success
in making serious music a vital force in the nation's
life. While the productions of the modern works of
Schoenbérg and others did occur and receive critical re-
view, fundamental concerns centered on creating an en-
vironment which would lead to the advancement of Amer-

ican orchestras, musicians, and composers.
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After the war serious music prospered in America.
Looking back on the twenties, musicologist David Ewen
fondly recalled a resplendent era. While opera retained
its popularity, the singers had to share the limelight
with orchestras, and, above all conductors. In spite of
the World War, the German-Austrian musical tradition re-
mained firmly entrenched in the United States. The music
of Mozart, Beethoven, and Brahms overcame brief and ir-
rational war-time prejudices. Veteran's groups and anti-
German polemicists were defeated in their drive to suppress
German music. By mid-decade, the 1919-20 period was a
dim memory. H. L. Mencken summarized the prevalent
attitude when he declared German music to be superior
to all other kinds.12

With their German training, American orchestras

were primed to assume new musical heights. Metropolitan
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orchestras in New York, Philadelphia, and Boston already
compared favorably to European counterparts. Thanks to
the critics, and to tours, their musical expertise was
a well known source of civic and national pride. The
growth of American orchestras in the twenties persuaded
many critics that a golden age was in the making. The
nation displayed "solidity, permanence, and wide diffusion
in its organized musical 1life,"” both for listeners and
performers. The German tradition had served American
music lovers well in the past. There was a natural
tendency to follow the path of previous musical suc-
cess, typifed in several fine civic institutions, and
attempt to emulate German methods on a broad national
scale.13

As the desire for German music increased, audience
attention focused on the podium. Conductors were lion-
ized, and became the stars of the concert hall. As with
stars in the cinema, politics, and other public sectors,
the name of the maestro was often more important than
what he did. Symphony boards increasingly sought out
Weimar's most notable music directors in order to satisfy
a growing public's musical appetite. Throught the twen-
ties the giants of German conducting came to the United
States. Bruno Walter, Wilhelm Furtwaengler, Otto

Klemperer, and Erich Kleiber regularly included America
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on their artistic itineraries.lu

The Central Europeans fit rather easily into the
American system. They had internation reputations and the
aura of musical authenticity. Encounters between German
conductors and American orchestras yielded mutually bene-
ficial results. The conductors were part of a growth
process. Their presence served to increase interest in
serious music while contributing to the proficiency of
American ensembles. To the Europeans, America was a
haven for performance in the economically troubled early
part of the decade and later an indication of one's pro-
fessional standing. As one reviewer proudly stated,
"Indeed, it is one of the ambitions of every great
European conductor to lead at some time one of gour great
orchestras."15

The goal of many of the newer symphony organiz-
ations was to acquire the services of a German musician.
Tre titans of the podium, such as Walter, normally
visited and returned to the homeland. But other talented
practioners of the German tradition remained in the United
States to impart their wisdom to American orchestras.
Felix Weingarten stated that he preferred to live in
America, and Fritz Reiner was credited with revitalizing
the Cincinnati Symphony Orchestra, while the older Fred-

erick Stock was a fixture in Chicago. The young
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Hungarian conductor Eugene Ormandy observed that the
combination of American resources and European training
produced musical experiences of surpassing quali‘ty.16

The orchestral boom produced two major reactions.
Americans consistently sought out German artists while
simultaneously developing a twinge of nationalistic
artistic vanity. The popular Czech soprano Maria Jer-
itza summarized what many American critics accepted., She
told an interviewer that "Contact between America and
Europe is growing closer all the time and today there
is a regular exchange, chiefly in artistic production,
which is refining the taste of the American public and is
giving new ideas to huge masses of people." This com-
bined with a growing sense of pride in America's accom-

plishments. Arthur M. Abell of Musical Courier reasoned

that in the world of orchestras America had reversed
roles with Europe. European orchestras "must now be
measured against American standards." Thus, the Berlin
Philharmonic became as good as the symphony orchestras
of New York. While clamoring for German artists, some
Americans actually reached a point where notable German
conductors were no longer sophisticated enough for Amer-
ican audiences.17

Henrietta Malkiel, well known booster of America's

"musical independence," reported that New York had re-
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placed Berlin as the musical capital of the world. She
saw this as a significant first step in America's musical
maturation. But is was only a first step, for New York
was not the nation. Elizabeth Armstrong, a reporter for
Musical America, was also interested in the spread of
musical culture in America and believed that the United
States had to train musicians in order to bring music to
the hinterlands. She clarified the long range objectives
and wrote that Americans should strive to create a mus-
ical enviromment similar to Germnay's where "the most
wonderful tradition was an orchestra in every town."18
Americans needed only to nurture native talents.

A rather ironic set of circumstances faced the
aspiring American musician. Interest in serious music
was on the upswing, but opportunities for performance
and education were limited. So many Europeans had im-
planted themselves in the United States that the young
artist frequently had difficulty trying to perfect his
skills. Openings in music academies and chances for
engagements were limited.

Germany beckoned! The Weimar Republic offered
the same kind of promise which America held for some
German musicians. Aaron Copland admitted that American
schools were making great strides, but he also noted that

immersion in the European milieu was invaluable. And
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study in Germany was cheap. Despite the establishment
in 1924 of the Julliard School, the Eastman School, and
the Curtis Institute, many musicians believed that train-
ing comparable to Berlin's Akademie der Kuenste was un-
available elsewhere at any price.19 Adding in the econ-
omies, Germany became an extremely attractive place to
study. In addition %o acquiring an education, a student
could receive a hearing. For a modest sum, a musician
could hire a hall and give a recital before an audience.
The Musical Courier reported that Berlin was full
of Americans. Americans talented in vocal and instrumen-
tal music joined with hopeful composition pupils. An
American musician in Germany, Eric Salter, observed that
"Berlin is a meeting place for American singers, not only
those who seek engagements, but for those who wish to
study."” Pianist and composer Artur Achnabel guided
the studies of George Anthiel, Henry Cowell, Roger Ses-
sions, and many other Apericans who later enjoyed prom-
inent concert and teaching careers. Arnold Schoenberg
tutored the American composers Adolf Weiss and Marc
Blitzstein,2°
Germany provided the ideal setting. Berlin alone

had four opera companies,z1

but Germany was more than
the capital city. Opportunities existed in many areas.

If one could not find work in Berlin, he had only to
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travel to the provinces. The American soprano Emma
Redell, who experienced ﬁer initial successes in Germany,
wrote a primer on how to go about starting a career in
Germany. Nor was Redell's good fortune an isolated in-
cident. Actress and singer Helen Ga