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The Two-thirds Revolution: Alternatives and Continuities PRIVATE 


Contemporaries, who were disappointed by the limited gains in contrast to the great expectations, made the claim that the German Revolution failed.  Many historians confirmed the view.  Privately Ebert admitted after the putsch by reactionary officers and officials in March 1920 that the military was a mercenary troop, the administration had not been democratized, the universities "breeding grounds of reaction".
  Ebert though laid the fault upon a lost war, not with a failed revolution, and certainly not with himself, rahter with the armistice and the treaty of Versailles.  


After 1933 many Germans were wiser and re-evaluated what had happened and why that the Weimar Republic ended in Nazism.
  Some drew a line from 1918 to 1933; some extended the continuities and failure of modern Germany back to Bismarckian solutions.  After the Second World War very ideological explanations continued to be offered for the events of 1918-19.  The far Left remained convinced that German workers had been betrayed by the SPD leaders and an informed version argued it had occurred along four fronts: 1) Ebert's pact with Groener  2) the trade unions' agreement with the employers  3) the dealings of Ebert's cabinet with monopolists and bankers  and 4) the alignment of SPD leaders with British and American 'imperialism' to defeat international revolution.
  Conservative historians, avoiding all hints of class analysis, but not of anti-communism and taking over the SPD explanations of the 1920s, suggested instead that the SPD leaders had only the choice between Bolshevism and parliamentary democracy in conjunction with the old elites.
  During the 1960s a new generation of scholars suggested historical reality had been complex and explanations required more than affirming ideological prejudices.  In re-examining the revolution, they discovered that the councils could not be equated with Bolshevism.  Instead of the SPD leaders having saved the country, an increasing group of authors found that the Social Democrats had missed an opportunity to exploit a plastic situation.
  Those authors thought that Germany had a real revolution and tried to account for the inability of the Social Democratic leaders to see and to seize the opportunity.  In response less socially critical authors suggested that the economic and social situation at the end of a lost total war hindered and limited possibilities, that no real alternatives to the Ebert's pragmatic, responsible even timid approach to power had existed.
 


Among the authors who claimed that the new holders of power did not utilize the possibilities inherent in the situation and in the new spontaneously-organized groups, most focused upon the workers and soldiers' councils.  This perspective led to a literature on the alternatives in the revolution.
  The formulations have provided valuable insights, but while claiming a revolution occurred in Germany their studies in effect showed only the beginnings of a revolution and their followers write of "steckengebliebene Revolution."
  How do they account for what happened?  In their view the SPD's, and especially Ebert's failure to use the councils meant a social transformation had been hindered in at least three areas: 1) the personnel in the state administrations remained untouched  2) the judiciary, the schools and universities retained old outlooks  3) the military's powers went unbroken.  Curiously, those were the three areas in which Ebert himself admitted so little had changed in the letter of 1920 cited above.  In accounting for this failure the council historians maintain that the SPD leaders did not act because of four reasons: 1) the SPD's concept of democracy was too limited 2) the fear of Bolshevism was over-estimated 3) the restorative intentions of the groups with whom the SPD cooperated were underestimated 4) generally, the SPD leaders were inflexible and had no concept of what to do with power.  The latter is sometimes specified in that Ebert remained too preoccupied with "order".


By the 1980s the failure to democratize aspects of public life and many institutions during 1918-19 had been generally acknowledged.
  In 1976 one author asserted that every issue on the political agenda in November 1918 was still unresolved in February 1919.
  That would be questioned as only half accurate with regard to military Kommandogewalt, though definitely right with regard to the judiciary and officialdom.  However, it is wrong with regard to the armistice and peace preparations, demobilization and elections to a constituent.  The organizational steps for food imports had been taken by December.  Some authors praised while others merely acknowledged those efforts.
  If maintaining "the firm" as well as transforming it was on the agenda of individuals such as Ebert, then he and his colleagues had half-succeeded. His party had attained power and used it, even if not to democratize society.  

 
In opposition to the council-authors, the authors who believe alternatives were limited have pointed to the restrictive conditions under which the provisional government operated.  The food supply situation and demobilization required the help of experts who knew the situation.  To that could be added that the institutional base immediately placed impediments upon change by the unions-employers' pact, by the SPD-USPD recognition of the military and by the SPD-USPD pact based in the SPD's evolutionary compromise agenda.  Some authors claim foreign affairs as well as economic pressures hemmed in the range of decision-making.
  In addition an older argument about Germany's (high) urban and industrial level of development limiting revolution has been unwrapped and re-polished.
  Ebert had argued before the congress of councils the country faced "Schwierigkeiten, wie sie in der Weltgeschichte noch kein wirtschaftlich hochentwickeltes Land vor sich gesehen hat."
  To these arguments would have to be added that the pattern at the local and regional level was not so different and there too the councils deferred to the provisional governments; they oversaw and aided but they did not displace the older systems or elites.  If the councils are examined for what they actually did then an ambivalent answer emerges because only in a few instances did their members demonstrate ways by which to transform society.  They showed few insights on how to regulate the relationship between council and parliamentary-party democracy.  Whenever loyalty to councils or novel approaches conflicted with loyalty to the political party, the latter won.


Out of all the debates two conclusions have emerged: Ebert remained the central figure.  Second, the room he had to manoeuvre may have been greater than he thought but the situation placed limits upon all leaders.  Historians speak of the double task of the revolution: one was to resolve the immediate problems -- it is acknowledged that issues such as demobilization, food stuffs or armistice terms were handled effectively -- and the other was to democratize state and society, which mostly failed.  Instead of staying with such inflexible thinking blinded by the two traditions of historiography, the above account has tried to show that a third self-set task existed for Ebert and the SPD leaders, namely trying to retain or restore Germany's status.  The latter issue brings the discussion about alternatives back to the question of continuities in Germany's past.

   
At present many historians agree on the central place of the First World War, a war that twisted institutions and with inflation undercut earlier economic and social norms.
  Three aspects of discontinuities brought by that conflict must be emphasized: 1)the liberal and social democratic parties were at the helm of the state by late 1918 which meant that political and some social power was being shared so that the old elites had lost their monopoly.  The bourgeois era, though late, had taken hold in Germany.  The crucial aspect, however, was that the earlier holders of that monopoly refused to find a modus vivendi with the parties of Weimar.  Both the political Right (conservative variety) and Left (KPD and splinter groups) only slowly grasped the fact that the changed situation held possibilities for them as well other groups within the new system, but not to maintain it.
 The republic served as a half-way house of political democracy with insufficient democrats, yet it was very different than the Kaiserreich which had been a political autocracy in which the opponents employed rationality and persuasion as political tools.  Despite the bourgeois political and cultural pre-eminence rationality and persuasion decreased notably after 1917.  2) The postwar economic chaos of demobilization, unemployment, inflation, and reparations undercut the temporary strength of the middle-left and created widespread uncertainty which contrasted with the memory of the Kaiserreich's stability.  Many saw the nation ruined by unrest or foreign controls and escaped into dreams of former and future national greatness (Groener and Ebert among them; the Dolchstosslegende emerged before the defeat).  By 1919 and especially 1920 the bourgeois parties had returned to a simple defence of class and sectional interests under the cover of serving national goals.  3) A novelty in style, ruthlessness and determination among racist-volkisch-radical para-militarists drew a new line through society.  Though these groups had antecedents in the Imperial era's nationalist leagues, a novel violence of deeds matched an earlier violence of language.  This mental outlook spread through inflation and depression, aided by the organized theatre of Hitler's special personality, but it came out of the Schutzengraben before war's end.  If these three aspects of discontinuity are kept in mind then the tying thread of continuity from Kaisserreich to Weimar, in addition to many institutional structures, is the primacy of the national.


The war heightened patriotism and the postwar situation (armistice and Versailles) made the national the touchstone of politics, economics and social life.
  The inability to divorce themselves from the heightened focus on the nation became the albatross of Social Democrats, liberals, unionists and many who might have made Weimar function and continue longer than it did.  Like Ebert, many were driven or escaped into an over-concern about the nation-state and thereby engaged in a fight which they could only lose because their opponents were prepared to employ the weapons of demagogy, treachery and accusations of national betrayal against which few defences existed.  Ebert would personally experience the wrath of the nationalists of the Right, despite his national commitment at the expense of social change.


Though a biographer must primarily follow a person through events to show experiences, intentions and capabilities, sometimes a stop and a step back is necessary to see the larger picture and its frame.  The world war altered the context in which Ebert worked.  Old institutions and values lost authority and validity, and to survive required an alteration of personnel and methods.  To illustrate: the Prussian military of the Ludendorff variety lost its image of invincibility during the summer of 1918; by fall 1918 it lost its authority with even specially-selected troops and could not put down revolts on behalf of the monarch.  The struggle inside the military, symbolized by Ludendorff and Groener, had seen the latter being displaced in 1917, but in turn replacing Ludendorff in October 1918.  Unlike Ludendorff, Groener recognized labor's problems and knew that some Prussian forms had to die for Germany to survive.  On 6 November Groener had still tried to hold on to the old.  After 7 November, when front troops mutinied and especially after 9 November, Groener recognized the officers' needed a new legitimization and thus his appeal to Ebert.  Another example: the authority of the monarchy and the Prussian state -- symbolized by autocratic control and Kommandogewalt -- had been hollowed out well before the parliamentarians proclaimed the beginnings of democracy in October 1918; the OHL under Ludendorff had usurped power and thus undermined the Prussian values of service it supposedly defended.  The Reichstag majority of the middle-left parties sought to make parliament responsible since the monarch proved incapable.  A further illustration: the old Herr-im-Hause rights of employers had been undercut by war confiscations, requisitions, labor allocations and state intervention.  Unions' and workers' chambers' received recognition from the state and employers' associations as having legitimate social roles.  Industrialists like Raumer and Rathenau knew the future would not be like the authoritarian past for big business. The world war continued the process of modernization and the making of a bourgeois society which education, the alternatives offered by Social Democracy and the combined pressures of secularization and industrialization had begun during the 19th century.  


The challenges to established authority and old forms of deference (feudal legal limits on women, servants and rural workers) kept being enlarged and by war's end meant that even the parties of reform had their legitimacy questioned.  The liberals and Social Democrats had become so much part of the 'firm' that they too were in danger of being identified with the old regime as opposed to the Peace Resolution of July 1917 and the constitutional changes of October 1918.  By 1918 two governments existed in Germany and both were in decline, that of the military and that of Hertling-Payer-Prince Max.  The threat for Ebert and his middle class partners, who both wanted an 'honorable' end to the war, included that they might be taken down along with these declining authorities.  Thus the SPD had had to distance itself from the national state while supporting its peace and reform efforts. Ebert's speech of October 1918 attacking a government in which Scheidemann sat represents remarkably well what needs to be understood of the situation into which this leader’s patriotism had led them by their strategy of opposition and cooperation.  The tasks which the SPD set itself as revolt became revolution involved attaining power to make peace, maintaining the party's authority as well as that of the state and attaining parliamentary democracy through coalition with the bourgeois parties.  The historiography which sees only degrees of alternatives has insufficiently noted this loss of authority by which the institutions, including Social Democracy, had been undermined and partly renewed on a different basis. By trying to maintain the Kaiserreich Social Democrats sought also to maintain their party.


The institutional basis of the Kaiserreich had been altered by the impact of war.  Nearly every organization split into more conservative and more progressive elements, including Social Democracy and the trade unions. Since Ebert had indicated again and again that he wanted to save the state and to maintain the government, and since the caucus and council approved his course of working with the bourgeois parties well into November, the alternatives for him, as someone who wanted to contain, not make, revolution, were limited.  Since the revolutionaries did not oust Ebert and his colleagues when they still had a chance on 10 November and since the USPD immediately accepted the terms of groups associated with Scheuch (Prussian military), Groener (OHL), Stinnes-Raumer (big business), Rantzau (state officials-diplomats), alternatives in this transfer of power were exceedingly limited.  It was even more limited in that identification with the national cause affected outlooks and made compromise as opposed to confrontation the pattern by which an Ebert operated.  Instead of being someone who could not improvise and who remained stuck in the pre-war pattern of thinking, exactly the opposite applied to Ebert who sought to integrate military and labor, who developed new values on the nation and whose pre-war and post war-thinking on the state, industry and military are miles apart.  The war's impact greatly determined the course of the revolution because so many leaders judged issues from a national perspective. 


Ebert remained a product of the party and of the war.  The party made him and he helped remake it during the war.  Social Democracy provided him with an extensive training in agitating, organizing and administrating.  He learned a collegial leadership of compromise and integration.
  A deterministic belief on the inevitability of progress, including democracy and socialism, affected his outlook.
  The war remade him as well as the party. Cooperation with the state and with the bourgeois leaders to defend the country and to push the evolution of institutions placed the national above the social.  The nation and state became values to be defended against chaos and force, whether from left or right.  The sachlich manner in which experts from various sectors of industry and bureaucracy worked to solve immediate social and economic issues had impressed Ebert.


The national outlook from which Ebert operated appeared not only in his comments during October 1918 about saving the 'firm', that the "Zukunft des Reiches" was at issue, or his wartime activity to maintain labor's support for a war which the elites had revealed in spring 1918 was obviously annexationist. Following him through the process by which many of the Imperial elites between 1916 and 1918 came to accept him shows how he attained a national and patriotic profile, but still does not account fully for his actions.  For that, recovery of his values and beliefs -- whether right or wrong is not the issue -- is necessary and only by trying to recover how he thought will historians get any further.  Perhaps shifting the question away from continuity and the alternative of a council-socialist democracy toward the survival of the nation-state's powers helps.


The following seeks to see the world with Ebert's eyes, not to excuse it but to apprehend it (to hold fast, with no pretence to fully comprehend; fest halten, statt verstehen).  What follows will seem odd, yet it may add to the approaches historians have thus far employed:  German diplomatic stupidity shown through the Zimmermann note and unrestricted U-Boot warfare gave the United States both reason and excuse to enter the world war, a war which thereafter could not be won by Germany, as German diplomats privately admitted.  The United States though was not immediately prepared to engage in the fighting and Wilson contributed mainly propaganda about a "war for democracy".  Wilson embodied a typically-twentieth century mixture of American idealism and economic imperialism.  However, the Russian Revolutions, in particular through the Bolshevik publications, showed the world whom Wilson had joined in the war to end all wars: an Entente that bribed Italy and assumed territorial changes were necessary to destroy the basis of the Central powers' economic and military capability.  Wilson's response to the ideological blasts coming from Moscow was the beginnings of a long Cold War as Arno J. Mayer so well demonstrated.
  Wilson's 14 Points thus placed emphasis upon international openness and a conciliatory peace. Ebert and the Social Democrats, and later their bourgeois partners accepted, indeed, had long striven for much of that program of "freedom of the seas", open diplomacy and self-determination.  In his exchange with Henderson during the summer of 1918 Ebert wanted mutual recognition of those principles and in his Reichstag speech during October 1918 Ebert specifically pointed to Wilson's terms.  By then Ebert had seen some of Wilson's other side and termed him an "imperialist" though still hoping the American president would lead toward a peace of reconciliation.  Germany's resounding defeat and the armistice terms were more than a disappointment; they were a shock to Ebert as his emotional response indicated.  The belief that Wilson misled the Germans regarding the armistice (and would again about peace), reinforced Ebert's attachment to the nation.  This came after he had already built a comprehensive enemy image of England and France plus developed a patriot's distrust of the Entente socialists.  Like all patriots he conveniently forgot how his own government, including that in which Payer sat as the SPD Vertrauensmann, had misled him and the populace.


The identification with the country became so strong that Ebert repeatedly spoke of saving it; not salvation through creating a new socially-juster country, but saving its territory, its institutions and its economy. "Wie halten wir das Reich aufrecht und die Wirtschaft in Ordnung?" he had asked on 7 November 1918; not how do we exploit the situation to recreate society.  Ebert's outlook placed the national far above the social by war's end and he acted to save the country, not to transform it, because he assumed that Germany's power state depended upon labor working within the established institutions.  Ebert had spoken against strikes during 1916, and had opposed unrest during 1917 and he had worked against any but reformist efforts to alter Imperial Germany during 1918.  This person wanted democracy and he wanted parliamentary government but he also wanted Germany to remain a great power state and his efforts on behalf of the latter had made him acceptable to the old elites.  He actively participated in making a political revolution and he acted to prevent a social one, because he assumed the latter would further undercut national strength.  The oft-cited passage about hating "social revolution like sin" can be interpreted to mean that he hated it because it would interfere with saving the country, which he viewed as the main task since September 1918.
 


Ebert was subjectively unprepared for the alternatives which the council-authors have discovered.  Five reasons can be given and all emerge out of values reinforced by the war.  He believed in democracy through parliament and the parties.  As party leader he had been elected to defend the party's interests and the support he received from the party's caucus and council demonstrated that most shared his perspective in the fall of 1918. Second, he desired peace and he wanted an orderly country which was capable of negotiating a conciliatory peace.  Third, since 1917 he sought cooperation among the political middle.  His own claims that the German populace was not politically mature enough to forego the monarchy proved to be an astute insight but also fit with his outlook of trust in the existing institutions developed during the war.  In one sense his claim was confirmed for all the voting of Weimar demonstrated that the broad middle and a large part of the right had mass support, certainly not the left.  Aiming at a coalition of the middle was a means to integrate labor and to share out responsibility.  Fourth, the belief in Germany as a great nation state and for it to be a power house in central Europe had taken hold of many labor leaders including Ebert.  He had increasingly become suspicious about the intentions of the Entente during the war and the armistice confirmed suspicions.  The consequence of placing the national above the social during wartime limited Ebert's looking for wider horizons internally.  Fifth, as a sachlich person he had a preference for attacking the immediate tasks of food, economic regeneration, demobilization, propaganda for a strengthened state, and national elections.  He openly advocated that socialism and socialization programs be deferred.  


Ebert's success at attaining power and employing it for his compromises too account for why he refused or could not exploit the limited opportunities.  The SPD and its liberal advisers created a new legal basis for a parliamentary democracy.  The SPD had demonstrated it could employ power.
  Loyalty, legality and administrative capability had been shown to middle class partners. An armistice was carried out and demobilization proceeded fairly well.


Another approach to Ebert and the beginnings of a revolution in 1918-19 requires comment.  Conservative authors argue as Ebert and some contemporaries had that he "saved" Germany from Bolshevism, disaster and disunity.
  Only on the basis of a blind man's understanding of geography could one claim Ebert saved "Einheit" or prevented "Zerfall des Reiches".  The claim founders on Ebert's own version of Reich unity.  During the war he had specified that he believed in a combination of historic and ethnic versions of the German territorial unity.  Ebert was a '48er in more than the sarcastic sense employed about his overuse of Article 48 of the Weimar constitution to put down unrest.  He was an 1848er wanting a Groß-Deutschland.  Alsace-Lorraine was to remain with Germany without plebiscite, North Schleswig and Sudetenland were German from his perspective, Austria was to join Germany and Poland would preferably be a tiny state cut off from the sea.  A combination of Bismarckian and 1848 concepts of territorial and ethnic versions of the German state existed in Ebert's mental map.  Did he "save" that country?  No, and he could not have, because the victors decided territorial questions after 1918.  


How then did he "save" the Reich -- from Zerfall?  Would the British and Americans have allowed the French encouragement of separatist movements to reach the extent of a vacuum in central Europe?  Their fear of Bolshevism was sufficient to hinder that, and the failure of French diplomacy of the 1920s demonstrates that threats to the unity of the Reich were limited.  The degree to which the French wanted to break part of the Rhineland off the German core is not clear, but the case of the Saar suggests that on the western frontier the idea was not to create a reverse Alsace-Lorraine but to make economic gains.  The Dorrenbach-Adenauer playing with separatism did not have the support of Britain or the USA and its strengths were probably less of a threat than the far Left was internally.


Ebert probably did more to save what was not on anyone's map (as a left-wing newspaper already argued in 1916), namely, assuring access to world markets, working toward revision of the armistice's and the later peace's economic terms.


Finally, was Ebert Germany's savior from civil war?  Again the answer has to be no because Germany had one from December to May 1919 with thousands of deaths and minds twisted by its ideological accompaniment.  Part of that ideology presenting the Soviets as inhuman animals found encouragement from institutions in which Ebert especially interested himself, the Zentrale für Heimatdienst.
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After he had thrown his heart over the barricades in December 1918 Ebert encouraged and legitimized Germany' first Gleichschaltung.  There had been alternatives to those decisions and actions.  Party and wartime national values, fear and conviction, drove Ebert and Noske to an unnecessary harshness in destroying the far Left.

Part II  Conclusion: War and Democracy 


Germany's socialists always advocated political democracy.  Democracy, as outlined in the programs of 1875 and 1891, could be realized only with socialism.  Socialists claimed that without liberating humanity from materials needs, no real freedom could be achieved.  Socialism in terms of the redistribution of wealth had to be attained first so that fears of subsistence and job loss could not interfere with expressions of social and political views.  Economic necessities thus had priority over political changes.


During the First World War the majority of German Social Democrats reversed the order in which socialism and democracy were to be achieved.
  By the end of that conflict many leaders were arguing that parliamentary democracy could be attained immediately while socialism would be achieved in some distant future when the economic situation had ripened sufficiently.  How did the reversal of priorities, and then the separation of socialism from democracy come about?


The impersonal pressures and personal decisions which helped split Social Democracy into groups with different priorities on war and social change also brought the gulf between socialism and democracy.  The hypothesis might be advanced that some like Ebert came to recognize that unless socialism were deferred -- though not dropped -- democracy would not be possible.  The war opened an option to the political right of the SPD so that formal parliamentary democracy became a possibility in conjunction with liberals and Catholics.  That option depended upon subjugating socialism as an immediate goal.  Ebert was among those who chose to pursue democracy first when the war offered, almost pushed, the possibility.


The struggle to create democracy leads directly to the strategies as well as the tactics of the SPD leaders.  Historians, while providing detailed analyses of the left and right wing groups, of individual theorists and of the party's disintegration have left the center hazy.  What the group in the middle of the fray tried to achieve and how they went about it, regardless of their successes or failures, needs to be clarified to see party politics more thoroughly and to uncover the way democratic structures were fostered in Germany.  By such an approach two crucial aspects of Social Democracy's wartime experience emerge: 1) the employment of the mantel of patriotism combined with the transfer of socialism to a distant future was necessary for the SPD to attain a new position at the center of society 2) the determination of the SPD's leading individuals, especially Ebert, in pushing the new priority of democracy before socialism.


The ways in which the SPD kept patriotic laborers' support and simultaneously gained trust and toleration from other groups has been almost overlooked in the focus on the failure to remain united and to obtain the ends which many contemporaries and later commentators wish had been attained.  By focusing upon Fritz Ebert those aspects of the SPD and German history have hopefully been recovered.  Further a corrective has perhaps been offered to two approaches: to the old type of biography which claims exclusive influence for a specific individual while leaving social situations and trends aside, and to the type of new social history which avoids individuals, their motives and their struggles, thus depersonalizing decisions and choices.


The influence of an individual remains among the questions biographers must ask.  Decisive influence has been ascribed to Ebert, as party leader and especially as head of the government during 1918-19.  This study agrees with the estimates of his very crucial role.  However, focus has been placed on what he did, rather than what he omitted to do.  A parallel might help see how and why he became such a key player.  In 1918-1920 he played a similar role for the institutional groupings of Germany that he had exercised within Social Democracy from 1908 to 1916 and the majority parties during 1917-1918.  In the provisional government and as president, Ebert encountered a tangle of individuals representing power bases in liberalism (Payer, Naumann, Haußmann), Catholicism (Erzberger, Fehrenbach, Trimborn), military (Groener, Reinhardt, Seeckt), finance and industry (Cuno, Melchoir, Warburg, Stinnes), diplomats and bureaucrats (Rantzau, Solf, Albert).  This situation could be equated with the factional and tactical conflicts of the pre-war socialist movement.  Together with Bebel and Singer, leaders like Ebert and Haase tried to bridge, deflect and contain ideological divergences.  The SPD leadership of which he was one among many, and then its decisive leader, had developed mechanisms for integrating and maintaining unity.  Ebert -- and again not he alone -- tried to employ similar mechanisms for the country after 1917.
 


This integrative role relates also to how Social Democracy remained a mass-supported party.  The actions which Ebert and his colleagues undertook included representing the interests of laborers within the international economy that re-imposed itself upon Germany at war's end.  They tried to maintain a share of power and thus influence for their party.  They instituted social legislation which had been promised for a long time. Illustrative of this process is the federal council's approval on 28 November 1918 of a motion supporting the actions of the SPD leaders during the preceding weeks.  The text of the motion reveals their thinking and how the war had reinforced a new ordering of priorities: "German Social Democracy has fought for the political equality of the whole populace during the last half-century.  It sees in universal, direct and secret voting by all adult males and females -- as demanded for a long time -- the most important gain of the Revolution and at the same time the means to transform capitalist society in accordance with the popular will through a step by step process into a socialistic one."
  In that motion the second echelon of SPD leaders, the party secretaries and regional officials represented in the federal council, affirmed and supported the actions taken by Ebert and the national leaders.  They acknowledged, almost instructed, their leaders to fight for "political equality", ie placing democracy before socialism.  In March 1919 when the council met again it approved with only a few more reservations Ebert's revolutionary leadership and pointed an accusing finger at the USPD's approval of all power to the councils and demands for immediate socialization.
  The world war had not only split German Social Democracy as an organization, it had split its previous duality of aims, indeed reversed the order of priority.  Whether evaluated negatively or positively that remained among Ebert's significant contributions to Social Democracy.
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