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“[T]he Austrian tragedy ... consisted in the fact that the democrats
weren 't sufficiently patriotic Austrians, while the Austrian patriots
in their turn weren’t democratic enough.”

Introduction

It is notoriously difficult to measure the rootedness of democracy in a nation.
What ought to be our yardstick for success in democratic governance — the depth
of civil society? the liveliness of grass roots politics in political culture? voter
participation in campaigns and the electorate’s turn-out in elections? adherence to
human rights and tolerance in political discourse? What are our models — an ab-
stract theoretical paragon of a model democracy constructed by philosopher kings,
or American and British democracy, the oldest and most successful practicing
democracies in the world?

Reestablishing democratic governance after long periods of totalitarian repres-
sion represents a particularly daunting task. In 1945 Austria after five years of
Austro-Fascism and seven years of Nazi dictatorship was not so different from
Hungary in 1990 after more than 40 years of communist totalitarianism. The long
dark period of repression and intimidation and enforced non-participation in the
political process made people’s instincts to practice grass roots politics and civil
society whither. Sheer survival forced people to levels of collaboration with to-
talitarian regimes, which dulled their will for political action and hobbled their
respect for the arena of contentious democracy. Both denazificiation in Austria
after 1945 and, for want of a better word “decommunization” (“lustrace” in Czecho-
slovakia, uncovering the Stasi regimes in the former German Democratic Repub-
lic and Poland, etc.) after 1989 were, widely resented by the implicated populations
and produced new “victims myths.” How to purge a body politic of the ghosts of
the past??

Looking at the case study of the Republic of Austria and its difficult transition
from National Socialist (“Nazi”) dictatorship to democracy after 1945 we need an
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analytical tool that allows us to observe the process of democracy successfully
taking roots after World War II. I propose to do this introducing some compari-
sons to the West German transition after 1945.3 As far as suitable comparisons go,
these two Central European neighbors offer similar trajectories of transitions from
totalitarian rule to democratic governance under the tutelage of four-power occu-
pation regimes. There are major differences in the history, political culture and
traditions of these two countries, but we cannot dwell on these.

We will introduce some analytical tools of the German scholars Hermann-Josef
Rupieper and Anselm Doering-Manteuffel about the genesis of postwar West
German democracy to an analysis of the Austrian transition.* Rupieper has looked
at the process of restoration and/or reform in the reestablishment of West German
democracy and uses the inclusion of German emigrés and resistance fighters in
the reconstruction of the Federal Republic of Germany — they were the conscience
of their nation and provide a yardstick to observe an open mind for reform; Rupieper
has also investigated the seriousness of denazification and reeducation as a meas-
ure of purging the old regime — the popular acceptance of liberal democracy indi-
cated the willingness to welcome a radical new beginning. Behind all of this looms
the question of continuities and discontinuities with the pre-World War II era after
1945. Was there a new beginning in 1945 — a “zero hour” (“Stunde Null”’)? While
Rupieper has closely studied the emergence of the Federal Republic in the years
1946 to 1952, Doering-Manteuffel takes a longer perspective and makes a crucial
distinction between the establishment of “formal democracy” in the 1950s and the
more important growth of liberal democracy (“inner democracy”) in the 1960s.3

The Genesis of the Second Austrian Republic
after World War II

1. Restoration, Not Reform: No “Stunde Null”

In 1945 the defeated Germany experienced total control by the four-power
occupation of the Soviet Union, United States, Great Britain, and France. The
noted constitutional scholar Carl J. Friedrich called Allied control a “constitu-
tional dictatorship.” The emergence of party life and a free press was heavily
circumscribed. Grass roots local control emerged slowly in 1946; in 1947 West
Germans began to participate more directly in building democracy and public life.
In 1948 West Germans began drafting a constitution, and in the fall of 1949 they
elected their first national government.

The trajectory of (re)building a new republic in Austria was very different. The
Allies gave the “liberated” Austrians much more political leverage than the de-
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Seated Germans to reconstitute their democratic institutions. The basic American
planning document from 1944 stated that Austria would be accorded “different
treatment from that applied to Germany” and the Austrian people would be per-
mitted “a voice in the determination of their future status.”” This preferred treat-
ment of liberated Austria had the consequence that the formal institutions of demo-
cratic governance emerged in 1945, much more quickly than in defeated Ger-
many. This gave the Austrians a huge jump start in reestablishing their state and
nation (scholars have called it Austria’s “Vorsprung an Staatlichkeit”).
Considerable continuity prevailed among the political elites of the First and the
Second Republic.® Even before the liberation of Austria from Nazi Germany was
completed and the war ended, the Provisional Government led by Karl Renner
proclaimed a new Austrian Republic from the Ballhausplatz on 27 April 1945.
Renner’s “declaration of independence” informed the world about the
reestablishment of the democratic Republic of Austria and the reinstitution of the
Constitution of 1920.° This Provisional Renner Government operated as a broad
“national unity” Conservative-Socialist-Communists three-party coalition. While
the liberation of Vienna by the Red Army was still afoot, the conservative Chris-
tian People’s Party and the Socialist Party had emerged in the early days of April
1945 largely through efforts of elder statesmen such as Karl Renner and Leopold
Kunschak (OVP) and a younger generation of party hacks from the entrenched
prewar political camps. Renner as a founder and first Chancellor of the First Aus-
trian Republic was the prime example of the restoration of some of the prewar
political elites as patres patriae. Next to Renner, Julius Raab and Leopold Figl in
the OVP, as well as Adolf Schirf and Oskar Helmer in the SPO, had been politi-
cally active before the war. Raab, for example, had been a member of the last
Schuschnigg Cabinet in 1938. The conservative-Christian People’s Party (OVP)
harbored many politicians like Felix Hurdes and Heinrich Drimmel who had sup-
ported the Austro-fascist regime and never explicitly renounced this anti-demo-
cratic heritage of the prewar Christian Social Party. Leopold Figl was one of the
few prominent members of the Renner government to have spent most of the war
in Nazi concentration camps, Schérf sat the war out in his Vienna “inner exile.”
Karl Gruber (OVP) was the only prominent resistance fighter against Nazism to
join the Renner government when it came to govern all of Austria in the fall of
1945. Communist leaders such as Ernst Fischer were directly flown in from Mos-
cow to reconstitute the Communist Party — the third party in the provisional Renner
coalition. There was a strict prohibition for a party to be formed in 1945 from the
old nationalist pro-German camp since Austria’s most prominent Nazis hailed
from this “third” camp, which in 1949 would start its own “fourth” party. The
Western Allies considered the Renner Government a “Soviet puppet regime,” simi-
lar to other such regimes established by the Red Army in Eastern Europe after
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liberation. They only recognized it in late October 1945. Until then the Renner
government had no authority beyond the Soviet zone of occupation and was to-
tally isolated from the Western occupation zones. '

A strong sense of a new beginning prevailed in these political elites, who cre-
ated the myth of the “Wiederaufbaugeneration.” The founding fathers’ myth of a
“new beginning” (“zero hour”) — Austrians single-handedly and without outside
support rebuilding both their polity and economy from the rubble of World War II
— prevailed until the 1970s."" The reality is much more complex than this found-
ing myth of the Second Austrian Republic. Most historians today agree that there
was no “Stunde null” in Austria!'? The Austrian diplomat Josef Schéner called
Austria’s beginning in April/May 1945 a return to the First Republic (“Riick-
bruch”). Schoner was an archetypal representative of his colleagues in the For-
eign Ministry and much of the higher federal bureaucracy. Many had served under
the Dollfuss and Schuschnigg regimes and lost their job in 1938 (or worse, went
to concentration camps), yet considered the “elimination” of democracy neces-
sary in 1933/4 “to prevent worse things to happen.”*® Some of the higher officials
who had “done their duty” and served the Nazi regime may have briefly lost their
jobs in 1945 but the majority were smoothly reintegrated by getting party mem-
berships in the OVP and SPO.* Many of those who had supported the authoritar-
ian Dollfuss and Schuschnigg and the totalitarian Hitler regimes did not pay a
price after 1945.'5

Statism, the “long shadow of the Austrian state” so deeply-rooted in Austrian
political consciousness, prevailed after World War II. So did the political symbol-
ism with the revival of the prewar constitution, coat-of-arms and flag (only a new
hymn was written).'® Renner ruled his Cabinet like a mini-Metternich. He domi-
nated decision-making in the “Staatsrat” with the principal party leaders. His full
Cabinet then discussed these decisions but ultimately had to endorse them. He
single-handedly nipped any basic constitutional debate in the bud by pressuring
his Cabinet to reinstitute the Constitution of 1920, which was amended in 1929.
Naturally, by perceiving the enemy in the Austro-Fascist regime rather than in
National Socialism, which he had endorsed in 1938, Renner did not want to return
to the authoritarian constitution of 1934. But neither did he desire to unleash a
lengthy constitutional debate. Renner found all the support he needed in his coali-
tion, when the Communists demanded a new constitution that would be “more
democratic” like those in the “people’s democracies” established in Eastern Eu-
rope. Obviously, the Austrian model for democratic government would not the
“people’s democracies.” The Communists and their Soviet patrons criticized the
Austrian government as late as 1950 for their failure to rewrite the constitution.

The American planners actually had envisioned a similar process that had been
used in southern reconstruction after the American Civil War (1861-65). After
the setting up of an interim provisional government they wanted the election of a
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constituent assembly that could (presumably draft and) promulgate a new consti-
tution. While the process of the reconstitution of the new Austria was going on,
the occupation authorities could rely on the provisions of the 1920 Constitution,
amended in 1929. The provisional government emerging in Vienna in the late
days of April 1945, of course, was not to the liking of the Anglo-American pow-
ers. Renner most likely had no inkling of such American plans. Relying on his
practical experience of 1919, the shrewd opportunist Renner followed his healthy
instincts as nation builder and nipped, in the bud, any lengthy constitutional de-
bate, which might revive the old party strife by reinstituting the 1920/1929 consti-
tution.'’

Renner operated on the age-old Austrian political culture of enlightened au-
thoritarianism, where patronizing small political elites made the crucial decisions
in the style of Emperor Joseph in the best interest of the people.'® Such
“Josephinism” did not need public opinion or allow for contentious political de-
bates.!” The patronizing style of Austria’s political elites prevailed in the grand
coalition long after Renner. Take Austria’s secret rearmament in the early 1950s
as an example. The Communist strike of October 1950 (frequently exaggerated to
have been a “putsch attempt”) precipitated the building of the nucleus of an Aus-
trian army. It was driven and financed by the Americans in close cooperation with
some Austrian military planners and the top Austrian leadership (Figl, Gruber,
Schirf and Helmer). Given the high level of secrecy, parliament was not con-
sulted, let alone the public informed. But then, much of Austria’s postwar legisla-
tion was generated in a similar fashion from the “top down.” Draft bills were
written by senior experts in the ministerial bureaucracy, then passed by the coali-
tion leadership in Cabinet sessions, before they were rubberstamped by parlia-
ment to become laws. The public was denied any input — it had to swallow and
live with the results.?

The great fear in the Second Republic was a return to the confrontational poli-
tics of the First Republic. The sea change in the Second Republic amounted to
creation of political consensus across the principal political camps. This amounted
to a reinvention of Austrian political culture. This basic acceptance of political
cooperation and the spirit of bipartisan consensus across the jagged old ideologi-
cal divides, born from the trauma of prewar party stride between the camps, marked
the principal difference to the First Republic.?! While the political leaders of the
First Republic such as Otto Bauer and Ignaz Seipel had been intellectual heavy-
weights beyond the narrow Austrian confines, the leadership of the Second Re-
public (not counting Renner and Bruno Kreisky), with their narrow-minded prag-
matism, was a better fit for small Austria.??

Proporz — the unique postwar Austrian system of massive patronage — became
the principal tool to build this cherished consensus (its pendant in the arena of
political economy was the Austrocorporatist “Sozialpartnerschaft”). The Ameri-
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can planners had anticipated the most important problem of future Austrian politi-
cal tranquility: “success of democracy in Austria will depend on an adjustment of
the political differences between the two sections of the population formerly or-
ganized in the Christian Social and Social Democratic parties” (emphasis added).”

To guarantee postwar political stability the Western occupation powers forced
these two principal camps dominating Austrian political life to cooperating through-
out the occupation period. At the slightest hint of tensions in the fragile coalition
(and they were frequent), the Americans and British called on party leaders and
reminded them that the grand coalition was the best recipe for political stability in
Austria, as well as maintaining the anti-communist consensus (the enemy image
of postwar anti-communism glued the OVP and SPO together and amounted to a
quasi-constitutional political force*!). In 1946 the British Labor government even
considered using the Pope as mediator to remind the People’s Party not to threaten
the coalition with their constant backbiting and bickering. One American observer
noted that only a shared “distaste for communism” held the coalition together,
otherwise they remained “steadfast in their disagreements on most other issues.”
Indeed, during the emerging Cold War East-West conflict, rabid anti-communism
(“red fascism”) became the new postwar ideology uniting the two dominant Aus-
trian political camps and replacing their old ideological baggage that had disu-
nited them so profoundly before the war? Like in West Germany later,

“Entideologisierung” was the basic prerequisite for political comity. Both camps

had to abandon much of the heritage of their traditional Catholic and Marxist
ideologies respectively.

“Lustrace” Austrian-style was agreeing on taboo zones (“Tabuisierung”’) about
Austria’s homegrown Fascist and National Socialist past (1933-1945). The con-
spiracy of silence about Austria’s recent past was the other crucial precondition
for fostering cooperation in the grand coalition governments after 1945. The So-
cialists had to forget that many in the People’s Party had served the Austro-Fascist
regime, which in 1934 had thrown them into jail and drove them into exile. The
People’s Party had to suppress the anticlerical tradition in the Socialist Party. Af-
ter the Anschluss many Socialists (including Renner) had allied themselves with
the NS regime and helped deport the likes of Figl and Hurdes into concentration
camps. Under the tutelage of the Western occupation powers an implicit agree-
ment was reached that the new enemy was neither the prewar ideological foe nor
the Fascist/Nazi threat from the past, but the “red peril” on Austria’s (and West
Germany’s) borders.

Constructing and agreeing on a new common master narrative of history was
mandatory for the strange bedfellows in the Austrian coalition to stay in bed to-
gether. The postwar consensus was built on this “coalition history.”*® It was built
on taboos and repressed memory of the Austrofascist and Nazi pasts and the pow-
erful myth of Austria as first victim of Nazism. With their ambiguous Moscow
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Declaration of 1943 the occupation powers provided the basic tool for construct-
ing this postwar myth. Anglo-American planning had been based on the premise —
now called a “half-truth” by historians — of Austria as a “victim of Nazi aggres-
sion rather than integral part of Germany.” Peter Pulzer is correct in averring that
such “reconciliation meant a conspiracy of silence about the past.” By 1955 the
People’s Party and the Socialists had made coalition governments and the rich
patronage of Proporz the mainstays of Austria’s new political culture of consen-
sus politics. In spite of habitual disagreement and tensions over most important
political issues, the “grand coalition” survived until 1966 and revived again dur-
ing the past fourteen years (1986-2000). Peter Pulzer’s judgement is again on the
mark when he charges that the coalition practiced “suffocating avoidance of con-
troversy.” It also stifled “the types of conflicts that are inherent in a modern, ma-
ture society” and the lifeblood of settled democracies.?’

2. Preempting Reform:
The Exclusion of Emigrés and the Resistance
from Political Reconstruction

One of the prime lessons from twentieth century totalitarianism has been that
resistance fighters and dissidents have to be considered as the conscience of their
nations. Active defiance of totalitarian repression takes courage and deserves the
highest respect. The Scholl siblings and Martin Niemoéller (or Franz Jigerstitter
in the Ostmark) did not bring down Nazism. But their noble deeds helped postwar
Germany appreciate the survival of a tiny core of decent humanity — civilization
had not entirely been uprooted under Hitler. Similarly, Andrei Shakarov, Vaclav
Havel and Lech Walesa did not bring down communism but helped preserve a
sense of decent humanity under the long dark night of Communist oppression.
The Czech people showed extraordinary gratitude towards Havel for the courage
of his convictions by honoring him with the highest office in their land. No such
Havels as the postwar Austrian George Washington!

It became both hallmark and yardstick of the character of postwar political
regimes in Germany and Austria whether the postwar political elites dared in-
clude those who had actively resisted National Socialism and invite the emigrants
from Nazi oppression back. In Germany emigrés were welcomed back and resist-
ance fighters included in the new political elites. Both contributed to rejunvenating
the democratic climate and actively confronting the past. In Austria emigrants
were generally not invited back; the new regime also failed to include resistance
fighters. Why were the Austrians so ungenerous towards those who single-handedly
preserved the continuity of the Austrian nation abroad or in the underground at
home under most difficult circumstances?
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With his two volumes on the “Vertriebene Vernunft,” Friedrich Stadler has
documented the massive exodus of artistic talent and intellect from Austria in
1938 and in previous years.?® In the course of World War II some 130,000 Austri-
ans ended up in exile in 90 different countries around the globe. It is rare in the
annals of history for a nation to suffer such a massive self-inflicted brain drain.
The personal serendipitous journeys towards physical survival and safety of those
expelled were harrowing, as Egon Schwarz has recently reminded us.® Admis-
sion and assimilation to new cultures was always painful and difficult. Given the
intellect and education backgrounds of a Paul Lazarsfeld, Marie Jahoda, Ernst
Badian, Raul Hilberg, Karl Popper, Friedrich von Hayek, Ludwig von Mises,
Gottfried Haberler, Victor Weisskopf, Billy Wilder, Hilde Spiel, Stefan Zweig,
Oskar Kokoschka, Joseph Roth, Henry Grunwald and the endless list of gifted
Viennese Jews who were often brutally expelled after the Anschluss, they would
go on to brilliant careers in academia, science and the arts in exile and soon fill the
Who’s Who of Anglo-American arts and letters. Their gain was Austria’s loss.
They helped make American universities the intellectual hub of the world. Their
absence cast Austrian universities into a long postwar twilight of provinciality
and mediocrity.*®

Ironically, these cosmopolitan exiles were also the most profound Austrian
patriots. More than the numerous Nazi fellow travelers and Mitldufer, who sat the
war out in the Ostmark, these emigrés kept the idea of Austria alive. They formed
the “Free Austrian Movement” in London and defied Hitler’s attempt to erase the
idea of Austria. As Edward Timms has demonstrated, London became Austria’s
intellectual and cultural capital during the war with regular lectures, art shows and
exhibits being organized by the gifted Austrian exile community. While the exiled
Socialist and Christian Social politicians carried on with their interminable pre-
war ideological feuds in Prague, Paris, London and New York, the intellectual and
artistic emigré community preserved and breathed life into the idea of Austria.’!

Uninspiring university professors in the 1940s and 1950s and 1960s, who often
had served the Nazi regime, created dull and [azy minds who failed to absorb new
ideas from abroad and favored tradition and restoration and failed to question
authority. Only in the 1960s did a younger generation, born during or soon after
the war, start to question such dull-witted authority, when their protests forced the
resignation of the unreconstructed Nazi and outspokenly racist anti-Semite with
the unlikely German name of Taras Borodajkewicz from the Economics Univer-
sity in Vienna.’? An intellectually unquestioning climate in the universities, of
course, provided the ambiance to cement the postwar consensus that petrified the
coalition for so long and made reform and democratic renewal so difficult. Who
could question that the political apathy of the wartime/postwar generation was
related to this? Austria was too poor for an American-style “GI-Bill of Rights” to
educate and democratize in the marketplace of ideas the veterans that had been
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politically socialized in the Hitler Youth and then “did their duty” in the deadly
and aggressive German Wehrmacht. The failure to bring back the “best and the
brightest” expelled in 1938 amounted to the raising of an iron curtain vis-a-vis
democratic renewal and lively intellectual discourse; the fostering of a vibrant
civil society was nipped in the bud early. Here too patronizing Josephinian resto-
ration generally prevailed over reform.

Most of these talented emigrés were not invited back because they were Jews.
Most refugees that had been politically active before the war had been Socialists.
Anti-semitism after the war was no longer as vile and brutally open as in had been
in1938. It flowered more subtly behind the scenes. The postwar Socialist Party set
out to liberate itself of the brilliant Jewish leadership that had dominated the party
before the war. The SPO consequently moved from the Austro-Marxism left to
the tame middle of the political spectrum. The postwar leaders of the SPO came
from the prewar moderate right wing like Renner, or were younger party hacks
such as Schirf and Oskar Helmer. People like Helmer and Heinrich Schneidmandl
from rural Lower Austria were intimidated by the sharp intellect of the urban
Viennese Jews and did not want them back. It would have threatened their ascend-
ancy to positions of power in the party. Having sat out the war at home supposedly
entitled them to enjoy the rich postwar party patronage. Their mild anti-semitism
and rabid anti-communism not only helped build the coalition consensus in the
“shotgun marriage” with their reluctant old ideological enemies in the OVP, but
also endeared them to the Western occupation powers in the emerging Cold War.
These new Socialists were even more pro-American than their hidebound OVP
counterparts.*

Only few emigrés returned after 1945. Oskar Pollak came back from London
to edit the Arbeiterzeitung. A small group of a younger generation of Jewish So-
cialists like Bruno Kreisky, Walter Wodak, and Hans Thalberg returned from exile
to go into the diplomatic service; they became the leading impresarios of formu-
lating Austrian foreign policy in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Kreisky is the best exam-
ple to demonstrate how valuable the return and reintegration of talented Jewish
Socialist refugees was for the SPO. He put his dominant imprint on the Socialist
Party and Austrian politics during a time of belated democratic renewal in the
1970s and single-handedly kept the Socialists in power for an entire generation.
Otto Leichter’s attempt to come back and assume the intellectual leadership of the
SPO as the postwar Otto Bauer failed. Schirf apparently would have welcomed
the return of theoreticians like Benedikt Kautsky and Adolf Sturmthal, but his
party was not exited about the prospect of reintegrating such serious intellectu-
als.

Hilde Spiel returned for a few weeks in the spring of 1946 under the auspices
of the British Army and left with a devastating account of the intellectual climate
prevailing in Vienna:
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Here everything is delightful apart from the attitude of the Viennese,
who are either Nazis (whose sting has admittedly been drawn), or
charming, politically absurd members of the Volkspartei, or prosaic
bourgeois Social Democrats, or doctrinaire Communists, or charm-
ing but absurd Communists. That is roughly the extent of it. They are
either corrupt or exhausted or politically obtuse or fanatical, but one
thing does speak in their favour: their great love of art ... I am con-
vinced that the only chance for the Austrians lies in their enormous
talent for all art forms, their exceptionally good taste and their artis-
tic sensitivity. If they learn to restrain themselves and to leave poli-
tics to others, they will have a future in Europe.

The culture that reawakened was very traditional and the politics hidebound. In
his fine essay on Spiel, Timms concludes that “those who did return found little
scope for realizing their dream of a ‘Free Austria’ —radical socialist democracy in
which they would themselves have been welcomed back to provide a new style of
intellectual leadership.”

While the exiles, who had personally experienced vibrant but confrontational
democracies at work in England and the U.S., were not welcomed back, the fel-
low traveling Nazis were on the rise again and were quickly reintegrated into
Austrian life. The Mitldufer did not want to be reminded by the exiles, who had
cultivated the idea of the Austrian nation during the war, that they had abandoned
not only their conscience but also bet on the wrong horse and lost. The fellow
travelers felt comfortable living in a hidebound Austria now almost without Jews.*

The restored Austria also unceremoniously rejected the participation of resist-
ance fighters in positions of political leadership in its postwar political reconstruc-
tion. Austria’s resistance movement during the war operated under extraordinary
difficult circumstances and never took off. The majority of dedicated and coura-
geous resistance fighters were Catholics and Communists. Most of them went to
concentration camps or the execution blocks early in the war. Laissez-faire
Austrians seem to be better followers than resisters. In a country where regimes
have changed frequently in the twentieth century switching party allegiance be-
comes a way of survival for the hangers-on. It had happened in 1938 and would
happen again in 1945. This also means that political convictions cannot be run-
ning very deep, let alone fighting for one’s persuasions. Most Austrians
(“Ostmdrkers ) were lethargic during the war and not prepared “to sacrifice their
lives in a somewhat forlorn cause,” reported the OSS. The typical Viennese was
an indifferent grumbler (“Raunzer”). The OSS reported a representative Vien-
nese as noting: “I do not care how the war ends. All I want is to be able to get my
motor car back.” When the war ended they joined their old political camps again
— some even took a secret Communist Party membership as an insurance policy
for worse to come.?’
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Austrians after the war did not want to be reminded by resistance fighters that
most of them had failed in providing aid to bring down the Nazi regime. By not
including them in leadership roles they could not agitate as the conscience of the
nation and possibly even demand reparations for the suffering of the true victims
of the Nazi regime. Most Austrians preferred constructing the myth that they all
had been victims of the war and therefore deserved reintegration into society and
possibly even reparations or welfare (eg. crippled veterans) rather than grant Jews,
euthanasia victims and resistance fighters a special status of victimhood.

The only resistance fighter from the “0-5" organization to make it into the
Provisional Renner Government as an Under State Secretary in the Communist
controlled Interior Ministry was the colorful maverick Raoul Bumballa. Renner
presumably included him only upon communist pressure to have at least one re-
sistance fighter in the coalition. Operating within the People’s Party in the sum-
mer of 1945 Bumballa tried to form a liberal wing to make it “a new party and
more democratic party with a definite middle class and international orientation.”
But the peasant and clerical reaction in the OVP feared that such a liberal wing
might split the party and rejected Bumballa’s attempts at democratic moderniza-
tion. Oliver Rathkolb is on the mark in concluding that only “experienced party
hacks with good contacts in Austria managed to launch political careers after
1945.7% The return of these obtuse prewar party warriors effectively contained
both wartime dissidents and emigrés from playing prominent political roles.

Karl Gruber was the exception to the rule. The young man from the Tyrol had
somehow managed to sit the war out in Berlin. In the final weeks of the war he
joined the resistance movement in the Tyrol and emerged as a leader and prov-
ince’s first postwar provisional governor, in part due also to his knowledge of
English and his maverick daredevil character. Once the Western powers had es-
tablished their presence in Vienna by September 1945, Renner called a conference
with representatives from all the states (“Ldnderkonferenz ”) to broaden his Provi-
sional Government and make it acceptable to the West. The 37-year old Gruber
received the Foreign Ministry probably more for reasons of including some poli-
ticians from the Western provinces than to have a resistance fighter in the govern-
ment. His diplomacy was also expected to accomplish the return of the South
Tyrol for Austria. Gruber’s record as resistance fighter came in very handily in
persuading the world that Austria had been a nation of victims during World War II.
Incidentally, the diplomatic leadership returning to the Foreign Office in April/
May 1945 already had been serving in the Dollfuss and Schuschnigg Foreign
Ministry and was either fired in 1938, gone into exile (some into “inner” exile), or
were shipped to concentration camps. The profile of such opposition to the Nazi
regime, along with a younger generation of Socialist exiles who returned from
England, France and Sweden made the Foreign Ministry bureaucracy an unusual
exception in its discontinuity with the Nationals Socialist regime.*
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The unmistakable trend in postwar Austrian politics, then, was not to call upon
the expelled Jews or the wartime resistance fighters as the noble conscience to
reconstitute the nation in democratic renewal; instead the entrenched old party
hacks began to practice consensus, Proporz and Sozialpartnerschaft.

3. Reemergence of the Fellow Travelers
and Political Apathy:
Denazification and Public Opinion

The reestablishment of a viable Austrian polity after the war required the purge
of the Fascist/Nazi mindset just like viable democracy in the post-Communist
regimes in Eastern Europe called for the purge of the totalitarian mindset through
investigations into the “Stasi-regimes” and/or “lustrace” measures. Central Euro-
pean transitions after 1945 and 1989 have demonstrated that such radical breaks
with the past are fraught with difficulties. The huge segments of population that
had aligned themselves with the totalitarian regimes made wholesale purges im-
possible and called for amnesties as well as forgiving and forgetting.

Denazification can be seen as a from-the-top-down bureaucratic approach to
purge Nazi ideology from the body politic and reeducate a mindset that had been
steeped in totalitarian doctrine, in the case of Austria for twelve years (1933-45).
It can also be perceived as a great chance for democratic renewal. The half-hearted
attempt to purge the Nazi-mentalité constitutes a missed opportunity for demo-
cratic renewal and building a framework for civil society to prosper (in the former
Soviet satellites the concept of civil society was a much stronger model for nation
building after 1989 than it had been in postwar Austria). After 1945 democracy in
postwar Austria was implanted from above in the usual paternalistic Austrian fash-
ion. It was accompanied on the one hand by a mild tutelage from the Western
occupation powers and on the other hand constant charges from the Soviet occu-
piers of both failed denazification and “democratization” . It did not provide for
grass roots democracy to sprout on the local level and grow into genuine self-
government.*

The Ostmark had some 537,000 registered party members (about 12 percent of
the population). It had produced the likes of Adolf Eichmann, Odilo Globocnik
and Friedrich Rainer and other infamous Nazi butchers and bureaucrats, who had
contributed inordinately to the implementation of the Holocaust and Nazi atroci-
ties all over occupied Europe. Austrians served in the police and SS units, which
implemented the early stages of the final solution in Eastern and Southern Eu-
rope. Moreover, almost 1.3 million Austrians served in the Wehrmacht,* which
more recently has been singled out by historians as having played a prominent
role in the implementation of the Holocaust. What to do with this mass of more or
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less implicated “Nazis,” fellow travelers and “doing-their duty” fellow travelers
(“Pflichthengste”)?*

In order to build a new spirit of political comity and consensus between the
camps in postwar Austria, not all NS-party members could be sent to jail. Until
1949 they suffered disenfranchisement and political (not social!) isolation. Very
soon after Austria’s liberation and until the end of 1945 two denazification re-
gimes emerged: an Allied one and an Austrian one. The four occupation powers
initiated their own denazification regimes in the course of 1945, based on their
more or less complete planning efforts during the war to eradicate Nazism and
punish the implicated Nazis. The Americans came to Austria intent on severe
denazification. Initially they even planned to go after the Austro-fascists. They
quickly realized that this would have rendered the People Party non-viable. When
they instituted their elaborate questionnaires to be filled out by former Nazis, their
efforts soon bogged down in bureaucratic inertia. The British half-heartedly fol-
lowed the American model but were more interested in building democracy than
alienating the huge stock of Nazi fellow travelers along with their families. The
French had learned before they came to Austria that wholesale purges produced
chaotic situations and entered Austria more skeptical about the chances of denazi-
fication. The Soviets wanted to punish the worst-case offenders quickly and at-
tract the “little Nazis” into their ranks by exercising forgiveness. When the Austri-
ans elected their own government in November 1945, the Allies handed their
bogged-down and ambivalent denazification efforts over to the Austrians. Start-
ing in 1946 they merely supervised Austrian denazification. It quickly bogged
down in the Cold War when the West considered an anti-Communist Austria a
higher priority than a thorough Nazi purge.*

Vigorous Austrian denazification efforts had begun right after the war but quickly
eased with the alleviating of Allied pressure for a thorough purge. In its first few
weeks in office, the very productive Provisional Renner Government debated and
passed two tough denazification laws — one criminalizing all Nazi organizations
(Verbotsgesetz), the other defining and beginning to persecute the worst war crimi-
nals (Kriegsverbrechergesetz). During these early Cabinet discussions the very
peculiar Austrian species of a “good Nazi” emerged — the perennial fellow traveler
( “Mitldufer”), who joins each and every political movement coming to power as
a survival strategy. The argument went that one could not possibly exercise tough
punishment on the Mitldufer, since they had never been very serious about their
Nazi party affiliation. They had passively joined to keep their jobs, or only run
with the Nazi crowd under pressure. They were supposed to be screened, atone for
their errors and permitted to redeem themselves. “To outlaw them and make pari-
ahs out of them,” argued the Communist Minister of Education Emst Fischer who
had just returned from Moscow, “would not only be unwise but also unjust.”*

One wonders how all those people, who had welcomed the German Army en-
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thusiastically on March 12, 1938, managed to return to the woodwork? From day
one of the Second Republic, the political camps competed for the vote of these
fellow-traveling “good Nazis.” The Communists right away after liberation, the
People Party close second, and the Socialists last. When in 1948 the 480,000
“good Nazis” were amnestied, the competition for their votes became fierce and
ended in the creation of a “fourth party.” The new “League of Independents”
captured many of their votes but so did the SPO and OVP. Austrian denazification
efforts were most vigorous as long as the occupation powers kept the pressure on
in 1946/47. With the Cold War came the great amnesties of 1948. Denazification
increasingly became a political football in the growing propaganda battles of the
Cold War, Austria did punish some 40,000 Nazis (“Belastete”’) through disfran-
chisement and loss of political rights, exclusion from the workplace and loss of
jobs, fines and even jail sentences and internment camps. Fourty-two of the worst
case offenders were executed. As soon as the occupation powers left, most of the
Nazis still in jail were amnestied. By 1957 the Austrian effort had petered out.
There were few riveting trials of Nazis in Austria like the Eichman trial in Jerusa-
lem or the Auschwitz trials in West Germany, which also turned into effective
contemporary history and civics lessons about the depravity of the Nazi regime
for an entire nation. The lack of Nazi trials in Austria in the 1960s, in fact, aided
the Austrians in their skillful art of forgetting and historical amnesia.*

Most Austrian Mitldufer soon came to see themselves as “victims of denazifi-
cation” and griped about the impertinence of being branded as “Nazis.” In another
one of those peculiar postwar Austrian inversions of reality, “the harshness of de-
Nazification laws was termed ‘undemocratic’ [emphasis added].”® The Mitldufer
and the returning soldiers argued that they had only “done their duty” and did not
feel responsible for Hitlerite war crimes. 71 percent of Austrians felt that “the
Austrian people do not share in the guilt for World War II and only 15 percent
thought Austrians were partly to blame.” The Austrian-born American diplomat
Martin F. Herz correctly concluded from this polling evidence: “It stands to rea-
son that the emphasis on Austria’s separateness from Germany results in corre-
sponding feeling of guiltlessness [emphasis added].” It seems like a major moral
failure aided and abetted by the church that in deeply Catholic Austria no record
of remorse ever surfaced over Austrians’ major contributions to the implementa-
tion of the Holocaust and brutal and destructive Hitlerite expansionism, occupa-
tion and exploitation. Instead, a strange inversion of “victims” emerged in post-
war Austria, where Jews and resistance fighters had no special claim to victim
status. By 1950 all of Austria perceived of itself as a “nation of victims.” The
veteran organizations got busy commemorating their “Kriegsopfer.” Denazifica-
tion and exclusion from both politics and the civic arena before 1949 bred politi-
cal apathy. So did the continued foreign occupation. The Austrian government
was more serious in instilling the idea of a non-German “Austrian nation” than in
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purging the Nazi mindset and reeducating the population in a liberal democratic
value system. With the coming of the Cold War, the Western occupation powers
withdrew their pressure to cleanse the body politic from the mental baggage of
Nazi racism and aggression. Until the 1980s forgetting became the Austrian tra-
jectory of postwar remembrance.*®

The high bureaucracy led the charge. Austrian schools concentrated on teach-
ing the new doctrines of “Austrian identity” constructed in the Education Ministry
after 1945 by bureaucrats, who had faithfully served the prewar authoritarian re-
gimes. They evoked Austria’s great historical pre-World War I past and stressed
its separateness from Germany. The World War II war crimes had been imported
from Germany. Austrians had had no part in them. The reactionary Ministry of
Education officials missed the opportunity to instill liberal democratic values.
The Foreign Ministry officials set out on their mission to persuade the world of
the basic postwar Austrian doctrines: Austria’s victim’s status and sterling resist-
ance record during the war. Official government publications such as the Red-
White-Red book spread these historical half-truths. These doctrines also had to be
popularized in the domestic arena. State sponsored propaganda exhibitions such
Niemals Vergessen did the trick. Hundreds of thousands of Austrians saw this
show in Vienna in the fall of 1946.%

The school curricula pushed this indoctrination via the school curricula. Nazi
atrocities were generally mentioned only in tandem with Allied atrocities like the
bombing of Dresden. In this peculiar moral equivalency the Hiroshima bombing
was on the same level as the Nazi Holocaust. Once the “final solution” started
entering the schoolbooks in the 1960s and 1970s, the specific role of Austrians
went unnoticed. Loyalty to the new Austrian state (i.e. reinforcing the “long shadow
of the state’) had a much higher priority than a liberal democratic value system
and the ideal of autonomous political responsibility. The Josephinian ideal of
Austrian citizenship prevailed — to be loyal subjects to the authority of an all
enlightened state. Simple patriotism prevailed over a democratic and anti-fascist
agenda.®

Parallel to this curricular policy of instilling the sense of separate Austrian
nationhood in the youth, the hidebound Ministry of Education pushed a “postfascist”
(R. Fleck) agenda rather than a clean sweep with the past. Writers like Heimito
von Doderer were favored and coddled with state prizes. Von Doderer had thrown
in his lot with the Nazi regime and after the war became a propagandist of the
Austrian idea by creating the Habsburg myth of Austria’s great historical past. No
Thomas Manns appeared on the scene. Mann returned to Germany as the great
representative of “the integrity of a better Germany in exile” (A. Bushell). Fa-
mous Austrian exile writers like Stefan Zweig and Joseph Roth had committed
suicide in exile or drank themselves to death. Young writers who had been ex-
pelled like Hilde Spiel returned only with the occupation forces as observers of
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postwar Austria. The University of Vienna refused to give Hermann Broch, who
had fled Nazi Germany, an honorary doctorate. Like ordinary Austrians, the obse-
quious writers survived the regime changes. Those who acted as conscience to
their nation and took the hard road to exile lost their homeland permanentty.!

A similar restoration of the prewar aesthetic occurred in the Austrian art and
literary scene. In postwar Austria the Nazi idea of “degenerate art” died a slow
death. Young artists had a hard time getting access to the new aesthetic of radical
modernism and abstract expressionism unless they went to Paris or New York,
which few of them could afford. In the Academies of Art the professors who had
taught during the war kept their jobs and continued with their hidebound pathetical
aesthetic after the war. Radical abstractionism came to Austria late. The highly
experimental “Viennese action group” of the Sixties was a reaction against this
postwar restoration, just like Gernot Wolfsgruber’s and Franz Innerhofer’s at-
tacks on Austria’s feudal society and the crypto-serfdom of its people were re-
sponses to the continuity in Austrian literature after the war.*

The cultural milieu in Austria after 1945 was as distinctively anti-modernist as
it had been before the war. As Dieter Binder has persuasively argued, Austrian
cultural elites continued to see creative individualism as a destructive force threat-
ening the imagined national unity. The same generation was in charge that domi-
nated cultural debates before and during the war and rejected experiments. In the
prevailing Cold War mindset intellectuals such as Friedrich Torberg and Hans
Weigel practised Austrian-style anti-communist McCarthyism. The postwar re-
turn of hidebound backward-looking pride in everything “Heimat” was only chal-
lenged by a new generation in the 1960s.%

The survival of this postfascist mentalité produced widespread political apa-
thy. It resulted in both distance and ambiguity vis-a-vis liberal democratic values
as the first public opinion surveys demonstrated. The American occupiers brought
their obsession with public opinion polling to postwar Austria. From 1946 on-
wards they regularly polled the Austrian population about the idea whether “Na-
tional Socialism was a bad idea, or a good idea badly executed?” Between a third
and half of the population consistently answered that it “was a good idea badly
executed.” When polled about their favorite form of government, only about 40
percent favored democracy, 24 percent a Socialist Republic, still 16 percent mon-
archy and only 3 percent outright dictatorship. 46 percent of the young Austrians
in their twenties favored democracy, but only some 31 percent of their elders over
60. Austria’s postfascist mindest was coupled with rabid anti-communism. This
can be gathered from 1948 polls where in Vienna 36 percent preferred National
Socialism, while 6 percent preferred Communism (in Salzburg 43 percent and 3
percent respectively). About 50 percent preferred neither and can be considered
democrats. Oliver Rathkolb is correct in concluding that democracy had not yet
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taken firm roots in Austria and the authoritarian fascist potential was still strong in
postwar Austria.>*

In 1951 the State Department sent the well-known political scientist as a con-
sultant to Austria to assess the country’s state of mind. After his many interviews
with Austria’s political elites Morgenthau wrote a long report about Austrian po-
litical culture. He observed the consensus democracy emanating from the “shot
gun marriage” of the OVP-SPO coalition; he also observed the shallow roots of
democratic institutions in political and economic life. He saw deep political apa-
thy in the population and disinterest in politics among the youth. In another report
a pupil from the 1950s is reported as saying: “I am not concerned with the politi-
cal situation, or only as much as it is befitting an Austrian citizen.”*

Given this long postwar history of official soft-pedaling of National Socialism
it should not come as a surprise in the late 1980’s that the Austrians generally
harbored much more positive views of National Socialism than the West Germans
with their much more strict postwar reeducation policies did. While 16 percent of
the Austrian population thought that National Socialism featured “only bad sides,”
almost twice as many (29 percent) of the West Germans thought so (43 percent of
the Austrians felt National Socialism had “bad and good sides,” while 35 percent
of the West Germans agreed with this proposition). Small wonder that the populist
Jorg Haider’s positive references to National Socialism produced so much politi-
cal support rather than profound disgust.*

This postfascist mindest runs concurrent with the low prestige of democratic
government in postwar Austria. Given the general political apathy dating back to
the Nazi period, as well as the above mentioned quasi-authoritarian approach to
politics by a patronizing and small political elite, the average Austrian citizen
took little interest in politics and less in the rejuvenation of democracy. Austrians
regarded democracy as “the antithesis of repression and dictatorship.” Austrians
desired democracy “as a political atmosphere,” argued Martin F. Herz, but dis-
trusted it “as a method for getting things done.” Parliament as an institution had
little prestige because “it seems incapable of reaching quick decisions.” The grand
coalition agenda of uncompromising consensus democracy had proffered a view
that saw “discord between political parties not as evidence of the of the vitality of
Austrian democracy, but as a dangerous deviation from it.” In 1945 and thereafter
Austrians were in general very tired of political parties. Political campaigning
reminded them of Nazi party propaganda. Austrians associated party competition
with the strife and struggle of the prewar party system, the give and take of con-
tentious democratic discourse with a general disturbance of the political consen-
sus. Austrians were ignorant of the fact, argued Herz, “that a democracy without
active, virile parties is doomed.”*’
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Conclusion

The Vienna-born American diplomat Martin F. Herz was a keen observer of
postwar Austrian politics and political culture. He interviewed most of the Aus-
trian political leaders after he entered Vienna late in July 1945. He recognized
early on the deep-seated suspicion between the People’s Party and the Socialists,
papered over by superficial consensus politics and desire for unity after the trauma
of prewar party strife between the camps. He recognized that Austrian ignorance
about the essence of democracy was deeply rooted in the contentiousness of con-
stant prewar clashes between political opinions and parties. Herz’s subtle skills as
political observer also gathered the deep roots of mutual historical recriminations
in both political camps. The Socialists gave the purging of “Heimwehr-Fascism”
in the People Party higher priority than the eradication of Nazism, while the Peo-
ple’s Party constantly dwelt on the Socialists’ unpatriotic pro-German Anschluss
orientation before the war.*®

Were there any alternative paths available in 19457 As early as October 1945
Herz suggested one. He advised the Allies to interfere in the domestic Austrian
battle over the country’s past and the future of its democracy by truthfully ad-
dressing their parties” historical mistakes in the prewar period. “To avoid the fatal
handicap of Austrian democracy,” Herz averred, the Socialists should be forced to
openly renounce the Anschluss idea as a mistake and the People Party should “be
made to dissociate itself clearly and publicly from the anti-democratic heritage of
the Christian Social party” (Herz’s emphasis). He also suggested that the Allied
Council should issue a historical review of the prewar period in which “the perni-
cious elements of the totalitarian state is clearly exposed.” When the Allies were
ready to end their occupation, Herz suggested, they should leave behind a sol-
emnly worded “Charter for Austrian Democracy.” Therein a review of Austrian
democracy should be attempted and the two principal camps be admonished not
to resuscitate their past ideological struggles. This authoritative Charter could be
aquasi ‘“Declaration of Austrian Independence” — a postwar Austrian magna carta
serving as the “basis for study in Austrian schools and for public display for a long
period of time to come.” Herz added: “It might, equally fittingly, contain brief
discussions of the rights of man, of civil liberties, the treatment of minorities, and
the benefits of the parliamentary system.”*

The trajectory of postwar Austrian democracy might have been quite different
had the occupation powers interfered more strongly after the war to remind the
Austrians to face their historical failures squarely in order to start mastering their
own past. Such an Austrian “bill of rights” might also have reeducated the Austri-
ans more deeply about the nature of democratic government, human rights and
civil society. But the occupation powers did not do so and thus permitted the
historical untruths or half-truths expressed in Renner’s Declaration of Independ-



FROM NAZI TO FOUR-POWER OCCUPATION IN AUSTRIA 225

ence from April 27, 1945, and subsequent official pronouncements such as the
Red-White-Red book to stand. Austria, after all, was a liberated country where the
Allies generally allowed Austrians to take matters of domestic governance into
their own hands. They did not control Austria like defeated Germany, were Allied
control of domestic politics was total until 1947/48.

This allowed Austria to revive democratic government in their age-old way of
paternalistic enlightened authoritarianism. No enlightened electorate was needed
and one actively participating in governance not desired. The complex historical
truth was papered over with the myth of Austrian victimhood during World War
II, possibly a necessary historical fiction designed to build a truce between the
two camps and consign their ideological antagonism to the past. The Western
powers went along with and supported this historical fiction, both to build much
needed political stability for the economic reconstruction of the country and keep
the strongly anti-communist Austria in the Western fold during the Cold War strug-
gle against the Soviet Union.

Ultimately, the massive postwar American economic aid proved to be the strong-
est nostrum for Austria’s postwar political reconstruction. After 1945 Austrian
democracy survived on a steady diet of U.S. Army and UNRRA food aid and the
Marshall Plan. The spectacular success of the reconstruction of the Austrian
economy in the 1950s allowed the grand coalition to paper over their deep-seated
mutual suspicions and firmly rooted ideological disagreements. Economic revival
and growing prosperity fostered cooperation across the camps and reinforced con-
sensus politics. The prewar myth of Austria’s non-viable economy was proven to
be a myth only. The Marshall Plan helped give Austrians their cars back and in-
jected broad prosperity into the country. This postwar economic prosperity —along
with the Western pressure to work out their mutual hostility — gave the grand
coalition sufficient time to stay together, reluctantly respect each other, and gradu-
ally begin the strengthening of formal democratic governance in the next genera-
tion.*

It seems that the Austrian population instinctively recognized this crucial nexus
between economic prosperity and political stability. Austrians were polled in 1995
on what they considered the most crucial factors for Austria’s reconstruction in
1945. 37 percent answered the reconstruction of the economy, 33 percent rebuild-
ing of democracy; again it does not come as a surprise that a meager 6 percent
considered denazification as the top priority.®!

“Inner democracy” along the lines of a “liberal consensus” began to sprout in
Western Germany in the 1960s. Authoritarian patterns of behavior, long consid-
ered national traditions and deeply rooted in German society receded slowly. In
his anatomy of postwar Austrian democracy the German historian Anselm Doering-
Manteuftel has shown how the long shadow of the state in Germany began to pale
over a long period of time. The old patterns of a political culture that priced loy-
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alty to the state above all else were replaced in the new West Germany by a new
political culture of “discussion, participation, and reconciliation.” The German
baby boomers helped unleash this new political culture by forcing an active dis-
course about the crimes of Nazi Germany and the German guilt emanating from
the Holocaust upon their fathers’ generation. The new Socialist German Chancel-
lor Willi Brandt posited the new paradigm: “We will dare more democracy.” De-
mocracy became the cornerstone of both state and society in West Germany.® It
was much aided by strict American reeducation policies that helped unleash the
astounding Westernization and Americanization of West Germany. This also in-
cluded the planting of deep roots of liberal democracy — what Jiirgen Habermas in
the much different context of the 1980s “Historikerstreit” has called a new West
German “constitutional patriotism.”

The hypothesis here is that in the Austrian transition such “inner democracy”
(Western-style liberal democracy) has been different from West Germany’s and
came about considerably later. In Austria the Socialist government of Bruno Kreisky
began to “dare more democracy” in the 1970s. Kreisky presumably followed the
experiment in democratic renewal by his friend Willi Brandt closely. The Aus-
trian 1968’ers (among them Kreisky’s own son Peter), led by artists and writers,
demanded more democratic transparency in the political institutions; they also
called for the long overdue confrontation with the past. Yet for pragmatic political
reasons, Kreisky did not dare to question the prevailing political consensus of the
“victim’s myth.” In Austria the debate about the country’s World War II taboos
did not break open until the 1980s.

“The infusion of democracy” in the universities through Kreisky’s reform
movements did open up a new spirit of discourse about the past the only came to
fruition in the 1980s. The myth of Austria’s World War II past were questioned in
a wholesale fashion. The old “coalition history” was exposed as a tissue of half-
truths and myths that had long ago ceased to serve its purpose of building postwar
consensus. The “Waldheim debate” of 1986, as well as pressure from abroad,
helped speed up the process of “mastering the past.” But confronting the World
War II past had started earlier in the intellectual community.®

When he had to confront it in the Zwentendorf plebiscite, Kreisky did not like
the outcome of the participatory democracy he had unleashed. The close result of
this plebiscite forced him to stop a finished and very expensive nuclear power
plant from going on line. Such successful civic action encouraged an incipient and
rapidly growing environmental movement in Austria to protest government plans
to build a Danube river hydroelectric power plant. Success in that highly confron-
tational civic campaign made “citizens movements,” especially in the environ-
mental arena, more commonplace. In the mid-1980s such participatory grass roots
democracy finally had arrived in Austria and became viable and entrenched. At
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last, “inner democracy” was emerging and the long shadow of the state was begin-
ning to recede in Austria in the 1980’s as it had done in West Germany in the
1960s.54
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