What if they threw out parties and no one came?

When did Weimar collapse?


After Weimar’s period of stabilization ended with the economic crisis of 1929, conditions steadily worsened in every way.  Parliament grew increasingly ineffectual and, in 1930, Chancellor Bruning began governing be emergency decree, rather than through Parliament.  Bruning’s policies proved ruinous to most Germans, but the result of the crisis was to reduce people’s faith in the democratic system still further.  The elections of summer 1932 produced a parliament that could not even support a minority government, and seemed to confirm the Right’s increasing sense that the forms of democracy were not worth the trouble.  This sense, and the failure of other attempts to end the impasse, led the Right to finally invite the Nazis into government on their own terms.  Ironically, the Nazi government, which was determined to strip away democracy completely, achieved a parliamentary majority.  This process was characterized by a “narrowing of the locus of…decision makers,” as Abraham wrote, by which power was concentrated in the hands of fewer and fewer people, to the point where government had no connection to the people, robbing it of its mass base, and where power was sufficiently localized in the Presidency and Chancellorship that Hitler, by seizing the latter and, later, the former, could take charge completely.
  


During this collapse, there are three points that stand out, where it might be said that Weimar democracy ended.  First, the beginning of Bruning’s rule by emergency decree, when the popularly-elected Parliament became irrelevant; Second, the crisis of 1932, when Hindenburg formed the “Cabinet of the Barons” with no reference to political parties; and Third, when the Nazis came to power and passed the Enabling Law, formally stripping Parliament of its powers.  By 1930, however, much more had failed.  “In thecourse of little more than twelve years the Republic had tested to destruction an array of modes of political action which had taken decades to evolve.”  Political parties, rather than holding to the constitutional compromise of 1919, were at each other’s throats.  The welfare state had broken down even before the economic crash.  With the souring of the international climate, the foreign policy compromise of 1924 had collapsed.
  Politically, economically, and internationally, Weimar Germany was already very shaky when Bruning took the helm in March 1930.  The “collapse” in the period 1930-33 is, rather, a logical continuation of a steady, but not inevitable, decline.

Starve the Beast!/Flogging a dead horse

Even before the economic crisis, parliamentary rule was troubled.  The Burgerblock parliament of 1927, though a majority, had no coherent social policy or policy on schools.  A “temporary alliance of antagonistic interests,”
 bound together out of the desire to maintain a right-wing majority government, its hererogeniety rendered it impotent.  While the right wing was realizing its splintered nature, the left was being torn apart by the conflicts between the SPD, with its skilled-worker base and ingrained support of the government, and the KPD, with its revolutionary ideology and connection to the Comintern.
  After the crisis hit, matters became even worse, as the various economic blocs, feeling more or less justifiedly threatened, began pulling harder for their slice of the pie.
  With the right wing unable to formulate coherent policy when in charge with a majority government, and the left embroiled in struggles between “social fascists” and communists, there arose a growing sense that nothing useful could be accomplished by parliamentary democracy.  


Because of the ineffectuality of parliament, and the crises brought on seemingly by modernity, many Germans, especially among the mittelstand, began to reject not only the new forms of authority, but also their preexisting forms.  “Established political methods were failing, the old sources of authority were no longer a unifying force, and a sense of dissatisfaction with ‘the system’ was becoming more widespread.”
  This loss of faith in parliament was also due to the increasingly bitter tones in which political debate was conducted.  The process by which “When politics becomes a matter of vilification and innuendo, then eventually people feel repugnance for the whole process”
 began with the breakdown of political compromise in the late 1920s that forced Bruner to rule by decree.  Unable to trust the current government, and unwilling to return to traditional authority that had already been measured and found wanting, many Germans, especially the younger ones, turned to organizations that better suited them methodologically—paramilitary organizations.  They “rejected the routinized, symbolically empty, and directionless political praxis of the party functionaries and revealed little sympathy for a species of associational democracy they dismissed as obsolete.”
  This process of thinking was especially common among youths, who found the upper echelons of party government barred to them due to the aging of the leadership cadres.  The youth and vitality that had characterized the early Weimar democracy now turned against it as now-older, established, parliamentarians stood in the way of youth advancement.  Instead, the youth became one of the disaffected groups who saw no reason to protect or defend democracy.


Party leaders were equally disappointed in their parties.  “The mere fact that a given party was a member of a governing coalition did not induce any special sense of loyalty to the government.  Parties frequently disavowed the policies of ministers of governments to which they belonged.”
  Under such conditions, it is not surprising that the political leadership began to turn to forms of government that bypassed the unreliable, fractious, unpopular Parliament.


Even as early as 1928, some decisions had been made without parliamentary approval.  The plans for the pocket battleships, and by extension the entire rearmament process, were formulated and executed outside of parliament entirely.  However, the situation that faced Bruning in the spring of 1930 was especially acute.  The bourgeois parties, including the fractious DNVP, included less than a third of the Reichstag, and any potential majority would have to include the SPD or the NSDAP, neither of which were willing or wanted.  Bruning “requested the president to form ‘a cabinet that was not bound to the parties’ by invoking the emergency powers that Article 48 of the Weimar Constitution had invested in his office.”
  Almost immediately, Bruning’s government faced a parliamentary failure on the question of the tax program.  When the DVP joined the Left and the NSDAP in defeating the measure, Bruning simply enacted the program by presidential decree.  Later that year, an ally of Bruning noted that the chancellor “had no intention of working with a ‘nonfunctional Reichstag’ and only asked that the Reichstag refrain from interfering.”
  So ended the parliamentary democracy of Weimar.

Parteidammerüng

1932, when parliamentary government proved impossible? (Parteidammerung)

Example of Northeim: Splintering of society (Allen, 16,22)

Splintering of society (Peukert, 245

Right wing anti-democraticness (Mommsen, 258, 303, 400-01, 407, 492Parteidammerung) (Mommsen article 353) (Peukert 218, 254)

Bruning’s policies that further discredited government (Mommsen 387, 391, 395, Peukert 257)

Bankruptcy of parliamentary power (Mommsen, 414, 429, 435, 442

Because the parties could not agree, there grew a disconnect between actual and formal power, thus requiring more authority (Abraham, 46)

Argumantative and violent election leaving no possible coalition (Mommsen, 457, 488)

Von Papen utterly ignoring parliament (Mommsen, 471

1933, when the Nazis took over? (Would you like Freikorps with that?)

Example of Northeim: Political fatigue among all others (Allen, 153)

Isolation and impotence of the SPD (Mommsen, 448, Abraham, 49, Peukert, 153

Bougeoisie idiocy (Mommsen, 461

After July 1932, NSDAP was essential, even with its later defeat (Mommsen, 491

Concentration of Bourgeois Political Forces/Cabinet of National Concentration and Nazi takeover (Mommsen 515, 519, 527, 533, 542-3)

The loss of options, 1930-32, that left only the Nazis (Peukert, 265)

Weakness of the right due to splinters (Peukert, 231)

Nazis more effective opposition to the Republic (Mommsen, 314

Mittelstanders needed rptection during the crisis too (Peukert, 252)

General:

The state in a capitalist society must make sure production can take place (Abraham, 13).  The breakdown of the Right, not the Left, doomed Weimer in the end

A state needs to be able to generate mass loyalty, which Weimar failed to do (Abraham, 16, Peukert, 269)
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