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Abstract 2

Abstract

The thesis examines the policy and practice of literary translation into German during
the Nazi regime. It is shown that translation survived, albeit in a constrained form,
throughout the period and that heavy official intervention was itself grounded in

contradictory attitudes to translation.

A consideration of the state regulation and reception of translation demonstrates that
translated literature was regarded with suspicion as a potentially harmful invasion of
the foreign. Terms used - such as the ‘alien within’ and the danger of miscegenation -
clearly participate in the surrounding discourse of anti-Semitism. However, a data-
base of translations published in the period shows that while such views certainly
shaped the selection of genre and source language, there was no simple suppression

and numbers remained stable or even rose until 1940,

This is accounted for on the one hand by the regime’s promotion of certain transla-
tions, selected on criteria that draw on notions of literature’s cultural specificity as an
expression of the Volk soul. An approved translation is compared with its source,
showing that consonance with this literary ideology has been enhanced by the detail
of translation choices; official reviews further position the text within the boundaries

of acceptability.

On the other hand, the single largest translated genre of the pre-war period, the
Anglo-American detective novel, was not promoted but reviled by the literary bu-
reaucracy. An examination of the source texts and translations of ten detective novels
demonstrates that the ideologically marginalised genre adapted itself to the receiving
culture by heightening the rule-boundness, strict gender roles and portrayals of
authority present in the source texts. The glamorisation of foreign settings remains
unaffected, suggesting the persistence of a pre-1933 fascination with Anglo-Ameri-

can culture.
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The thesis concludes that while the foreignness of foreign literature was fiercely
attacked by literary policymakers, it was also promoted in certain, politically
acceptable forms and in other cases persisted on its own commercial trajectory
despite official disapproval. The study thus contributes to the understanding both of

an under-researched area of literary policy in Nazi Germany and of the ideological,

institutional and commercial contexts of translation.
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Introduction 7

Introduction

“Wir fordern deshalb von der Zensur: Jidische Werke er-
scheinen in hebriischer Sprache. Erscheinen sie in Deutsch,
sind sie als Ubersetzung zu kennzeichnen.”

(Student demands of 1933, cited in Dahm 1993:17)

This demand was among the twelve anti-Semitic manifesto points of the infamous
book-burnings by Nazi students in 1933. What are we to make of such an
understanding of ‘translation’? Evidently it depends on a racialised view of language
as the property of its supposed Volk' alone; a writer excluded from the German ‘race’
cannot truly write German, only a mediated or impure form of the language. For the
Nazi students, the perceived mismatch between ‘race’ and ‘language’ is anathema,
and justifies defensive measures in the form of labelling the so-called “Ubersetzung”.
The call for labelling indicates a fear that literature not properly ‘German’ is cur-
rently moving within German literature in disguise, and must be exposed for the
well-being of the ‘real’ Germans. In all, the term “Ubersetzung” takes on a pejorative

tone, as a mark of racial otherness, a practice in need of increased control.

The concept of Volk underlying this view of translation, and indeed Nazi ideas of
literature in general, is a nineteenth-century one that gained political currency in
Germany in the wake of Versailles and the Depression, becoming the common ideo-
logical ground for very different branches of the neoconservative Right (Stark
1981:186f; see also Meier 1983:71). Centfal to it is the fear that the Volk is threat-
ened by decay. This decay is considered at once to have paved the way for and to
have been caused by modernisation - the expression of a foreign, ‘western’ way of
life which must be eliminated in order for the Germans to survive in their racial
specificity (Stark 1981:205)". In terms of literature, membership of the Volk is felt to
be the prerequisite for writing and reading the true national literature, and the work of
other nations will always remain fundamentally alien: “Genu3fdhig bleibt man durch
die Kunstmittel auch der fremden Kunst gegeniiber, aber die Empfingnisfahigkeit fiir

das Innere, das Letzte, eben das Volkische ist begrenzt. Da kommt’s auf eine Ver-

! The term Volk will be used throughout the thesis in the specific sense of the racialised folk
community, bound by blood, that was imagined by Nazi ideology. See also below.

? The anti-modern thrust of volkisch ideology should not, of course, obscure the implementation by its
Nazi proponents of an array of modemnising policies; see also 1.1.
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wandtschaft an, die einfach nicht zu definieren ist” (Erwin Guido Kolbenheyer, cited
in Meier 1983:73). Thus translation into German-does not soften the essential other-
ness of the foreign text. Its foreignness, originating in the ‘race’ of its author, is im-
mutable and, as we will see, may also be fbund dangerously contaminating. Kolben-
heyer’s reference to “Verwandtschaft” should remind us that the otherness of a text is
not coterminous with its having been translated from another language; it is ‘race’

which separates the own from the alien literature.

These are some of the ideological assumptions informing official attitudes’ to trans-
lation in the Nazi regime, more and more strongly as the period wore on. Translations
were referred to as the work of “heimliche Gegner” (Die Werkbiicherei, Jan 1940:
209), a “feindlicher Einflu” against which Germany must close its “Festungstor”
(ibid:210), or symptoms of a “Fremdherrschaft” to be overcome (Payr 1939:91).
“Deiche und Damme” (Die Weltliteratur, Apr 1941:110) must be built and literary
criteria “die uns fremd sind” kept at bay (Biicherkunde, Jun 1940:161). In view,
furthermore, of the generalised xenophobia and attempted cultural autarky of the
Nazi regime, it can come as no surprise that institutional constraints on translation in
the period were even stricter than those affecting non-translated literature. Indeed, the
state in many ways did manage to enforce a “Verprovinzialisierung” of its literary
production (Hall 1994:277) by sealing literary borders. However, more detailed
attention shows that the rejection of translation was by no means a simple matter.
Some translations were welcomed and actively promoted by the regime; others man-
aged to survive despite official denigration until the outbreak of war, albeit in a

highly constrained form.

This thesis will attempt to trace the internal logic of the Nazi regime’s different
attitudes to translation and relate these to translating practice, in terms both of the
range of texts translated and of the translation strategies applied. Particular attention
will be paid to the complex ways that translation was assimilated to or felt to under-
mine Nazi discourses of xenophobia. The thesis also asks how monolithic the appar-

ently total control of translated literature actually was. It therefore aims to contribute

? It is clear that such officially-voiced attitudes were the not the only ones circulating in German
culture of the period; however, the strictness of press and publishing control meant that dominant
views had an unusually unencumbered run. The persistence of other attitudes to translation among the
population will become evident in the chapters on publishing practice.
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on the one hand to the study of Nazi cultural policy, on the other to the question of
translation’s participation in nationalist ideology. In view of this double thrust, the
questions of interest to German Studies, then to Translation Studies will now be

addressed in turn.

Compared to other aspects of the history of Nazism, the literary history of the period
has been a somewhat neglected topic, and what has been written has tended to focus
more on the literature of exile and ‘inner emigration’ than on that produced under the
aegis of state approval®. This surely, as Ketelsen suggests (1992:13), has to do with
the horror, the unspeakableness of Nazism - how, he asks, can we write about the
literature that tacitly or overtly supported such an ideology without ourselves
appearing to condone or normalise it? The problem is exacerbated if literature is
understood as a vessel of morality: “einer hilflosen Philologie ist Schonheit weiterhin
das Symbol der Sittlichkeit: sie mufl der ‘barbarischen’ braunen Literatur alle
Qualitidt absprechen oder das Engagement der Autoren als Ausrutscher baga-
tellisieren”, says Bormann (1976:256). For any approach based on ‘great art’, too, the
tendentious and hollow literary texts promoted by the Nazi regime yield little that can
be studied. Faced with such dilemmas, much writing on the subject has either
restriicted itself to denunciation in moral and aesthetic terms (eg Taylor 1980) or
regarded Nazi-approved literature principally in terms of content as if it were an
anthology of Propaganda Ministry policy statements (eg Schoeps 1992). Ketelsen, in
what is the most detailed study available of the fiction of the ‘Third Reich’, warns
against assuming Nazi literature is no more than pamphleteering: to ignore its liter-
ariness is to miss the most significant point, precisely the “Nichtidentitit zwischen
den fingierten literarischen Welten und der historischen Realit4t” and the means by
which this imaginary world is propagated (Ketelsen 1992:16). Ketelsen also argues
that the study of the literature of the ‘Third Reich’ must avoid the simple relegation
of Nazi literature to a universe sealed off from our own; he tries to address
continuities backwards and forwards in time, as well as laterally with the

neighbouring currents of modernism (ibid:62ft)5. Close attention to Nazi literature -

* Among many examples, Williams (1977) and Beutin (1993) comment only briefly on state-approved
literature before moving on to oppositional literature and the literature of exile; Dove & Lamb (1992)
make no reference to right-wing political writing in their study of “writers and politics” of the period.

3 A similar point is made by Rentschler (1996:23) for the case of Nazi film. He argues that this was not
a perverse aberration but “traditional through and through” - refusing to look at it means refusing to
address the way in which ‘our’ culture offered or offers itself to fascist goals. Theweleit (1977:561f,
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the ‘trivial’ as well as the canonised - can help show what its position may have been
within larger patterns of European writing and how it acted within its social and
political context. The study of translations promises to add an important dimension to

such a project.

In this undertaking, judgements of aesthetic greatness can bear little fruit and will not
_ be attempted here. The study of popular fiction, normally excluded from analysis® but
making up a huge segment of the translated fiction published and distributed in the
period, will instead be given detailed attention, my interest being in how literary
policy and practice interacted with their ideological and social environment.
Approaches to Nazi literature from this kind of perspective have been offered most of
all by the collections Denkler & Priimm (1976), Bormann & Glaser (1983) and
Thunecke (1987b), which focus on ideological and sociological aspects of content;

Ketelsen (1992) and Schnell (1987; 1998) accord more attention to analyses of form.

The policy aspect of translation in the ‘Third Reich’ requires investigation of the
institutions attempting to manage literature in the period. The labyrinthine structures
of Nazi literary institutions remained an under-researched area until the 1980s, earlier
studies of cultural policy having been mainly rooted in the ‘totalitarianism theory’
that assumed a consciously, and entirely successfully, ‘engineered’ cultural space (eg
Brenner 1963; Strothmann 1963). Other spheres of research were finding more and
more evidence of fracture and chaos within the Nazi state, an approach which Boll-
mus (1970) brought to the field of cultural policy in his study of Alfred Rosenberg’s
cultural office and its battles with the Propaganda Ministry’. Among others the de-
tailed work of Aigner (1971) on indexation, Dahm (1993) on the Jewish book trade
or Boese (1987) on the public libraries, and Ketelsen’s (1980) overview, follow this
more complex interpretative line, asking whether cultural policy really was all-
encompassing and how its lapses are to be explained - as “rationalem Kalkiil”, creat-
ing safety valves, or as an “unfreiwillige Machtbegrenzung” resulting from the lack

of alternative models and the disagreements within the literary bureaucracy (Frei

n20) takes a psychological approach, interpreting the claim that fascist aesthetics are totally other than
anything else as a mechanism of repression which can only hinder the debate with the past.

8 As far as ] am aware only the articles by Geyer-Ryan (1978a/b;1987), Hopster (1987), Nutz (1983)
and Rix (1978) investigate the popular fiction of the period in any detail.

7 Unfortunately, Bollmus’ scrupulous study does not cover the Rosenberg office’s literary policy
branch.
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1987:110). The most comprehensive and cautious overview of Nazi literary policy
institutions available has proved to be Barbian (1995), reprising the ground covered
by Strothmann (1963) with more use of archival sources and a more careful approach
to detail®. Because this is not primarily a historical study, in my discussion of literary
policymaking I have used mainly these secondary sources, along with the memoranda
collected in Ihde (1942) and Andrae (1970), the indexes themselves’ and the literary
journals. The sources used for the bibliographical database will be discussed in sec-

tion 2.1.

The position of translation within the machinery of Nazi cultural policy has been
almost entirely neglected by historical research. Most studies make only glancing
reference to translation policy (eg Schéfer 1981 on the material available to the ‘inner
emigrés’; Barbian 1995 on wartime translation bans). Only Strothmann (1963) and
Hall (1994) devote a small sectioﬂ of their work to translation policy', Hall con-
tributing much fascinating concrete, if unsystematic, detail in the course of his his-
tory of the Viennese publisher Paul Zsolnay. Strothmann’s treatment is more wide-
ranging, but his lists of authors and publishers of translations are unexplainedly
selective, as well as being incomplete even for the authors he does pick", confirming
the frequent criticisms of his reliability. Much confusion on the place of translation in
Nazi policy remains, which will perhaps be rather increased than resolved through
the detail provided by the present thesis. Without using archival sources it cannot
claim to present a definitive overview; instead, close attention will be focused on the
thornier areas of translation policy by examining literary and librarians’ journals as

well as a selection of the translations themselves.

¥ According to Barbian, Strothmann’s study abounds in errors of detail and his reliance on printed
sources alone restricts his view (1995:26). Most studies only tangentially addressing Nazi literary
policy follow Strothmann unquestioningly, thus reproducing his errors (ibid:27). For example, Taylor
(1980) and Schoeps (1992) base their comments largely on Strothmann, augmented by Wulf’s
anthology of incompletely reproduced policy documents (1963).

® Hopster et al (1994) proved to be an invaluable source of contemporary bibliographies and indexes.
1% Berglund (1980) summarises Strothmann and adds some detail as part of her study of the journal
Die Neue Literatur.

' A sample of the problems would be his listing only two of the five works by Hugh Walpole first
published in the period, or the mere four translations listed for the Langen-Miiller house, according to

my database one of the most prolific publishers of translations (Strothmann 1963:451f). Strothmann
names no sources for his lists.
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Within the more literary-oriented studies of Nazi culture, translation is at least as
invisible as in institutional studies. At most a brief comment may be made'? which
either appears to assume translations fall outside the definition of ‘literature’ (most
scholars make no reference at all to translation) or that it was no longer practised
anyway, or else underestimates the constraints upon it (Schéfer’s claim that transla-
tion was virtually unaffected by censorship is based on the continued presence of a
few famous American writers’ work, 1981:12). In any case, when reference to trans-
lation is restricted to canonised authors alone, the mass of translations simply disap-
pears: Strothmann’s unacknowledged exclusion of popular literature from his lists of
translations, for example, removes the entire production of the Goldmann house at a
stroke (1963:452). Thus the tendency in most sources to play down the relevance of
popular fiction automatically obscures an important segment of translation in the

period.

From the perspective of German Studies, then, investigating translation may begin to
fill out a gap in the landscape of Nazi literary production. Given the close interweav-
ing of Nazi attitudes to translation with discourses of racism and nation-building, the
lack of attention to translated literature has obscured not just a quantitatively signifi-
cant sector of literary production but also an important nexus of ideas about litera-
ture, language and ‘race’. At the same time translation, and the discourse about it,
provides a striking illustration of the disunified, even conflictual character of fascist
literature’s ideology and practice, further study of which was called for by Ketelsen
(1992:38). Finally, careful examination of the shifts by which translators adapted
their source texts to the Nazi literary scene promises to reveal some of the ideological
and commercial constraints operating on literary production - constraints which
affected all writing, not only translation, in the period. Thus the study of Nazi litera-
ture has much to gain from examining translations, as a significant segment of the
writing circulating in the period and one whose progress into acceptability is capable
of relatively concrete reconstruction. At the same time, the case of Nazi Germany has

particular insights to offer Translation Studies, to which I will now turn.

2 The exception is Ahé’s (1982) study of Swedish literature in Nazi Germany, though this addresses
general reception rather than specifically translation issues.
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It has become a truism to complain of the traditionally prescriptive approach to
translation studies that asks above all ‘is it a good translation?” without thematising
the terms of such evaluation. The question of ‘good translations’ is not promising in
a study such as this one, for various reasons. Most obviously, translation in a context
of censorship is subject to constraints other than the ideal of ‘faithfulness’; in exam-
ining the workings of a managed culture which underpinned crimes of such propor-
tions, too, a quest for truth and beauty is surely out of place. The choice of popular
literature as an object of study also militates against a model of faithfulness to a
fetishised ‘Original’ - formulaic popular fiction makes no claims to originality and
the individual authors’ genius is not at stake. Translation, just like the first writing of
these texts, is a commercial matter. Once the choice of texts outside the canon of
greatness is made, the rationale for reverence towards the source author in a transla-

tion analysis disappears.

However, the rejection of an evaluative (or ‘source-oriented’) approach is not only
specific to the context in question. In any case the history of translation is hardly
well-served by an evaluation of past translations’ compliance with present-day mod-
els of excellence, even if such studies were to historicise their own models and avoid
essentialist claims of a supra-historical good translation practice”. After all, seeing
that a translated text is different from its ‘original’ is no great feat. The point must be
how it is different and, as importantly, why. This is why a descriptive, or ‘target-

oriented’, approach has been taken here.

The term ‘target-oriented’ is chiefly associated with the work of Gideon Toury
(especially Toury 1995) as well as the collection The Manipulation of Literature
(Hermans 1985). Their ‘polysystems’ approach to Translation Studies elaborated the
work of Itamar Even-Zohar in the 1970s (see Even-Zohar 1990), which focused on
the translated text’s life in its new setting rather than on its origin. Translation is

investigated as a subsystem among the many that make up the target ‘literary system’.

3 Which not all do - see, for example, Kaszynski (1993), whose analysis of translation anthologies
depends on a particular model of the ‘true’ way to anthologise. The “skopos theorists” around
Katharina Reifl and Hans Vermeer (see Nord 1997:27ff) talk about fidelity without losing sight of the
specificity of the translation in time, culture and commissioning context. Their consideration of
translation as a product of the effects the translator wants to achieve in the target language shares
ground with the target-oriented approach outlined below; however, they are ultimately interested in the

extent of translations’ fulfilment of supposedly “correctly identified” goals (Delabastita 1991:143f), an
issue of less interest to me here.
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‘System’ here designates “a structured whole, characterized internally by ‘organized
complexity’, made up of further subsystems, and separated from its environment by a
‘boundary” (Hermans 1991:159). De Geest stresses further the boundary-setting
aspect: “a system may be said to constitute both its inner and its outer dimension by
establishing a kind of conventional borderline, or - to put it in other wordS - by
extracting itself from the undifferentiated environment” (1992:35). Of course, such
boundaries are neither immutable nor incontrovertible, and are constantly under
(re)construction (see also Robyns 1992). This understanding of literary systems in
flux has much to offer the study of Nazi literary culture, a system attempting against
some resistance, whether from oppositional political positions or from traditional
liberal tastes, to constitute itself by means of vociferous differentiation from the
‘other’’®. At the same time, the notion of system - regulated, but also multidimen-
sional and dynamic - allows us to investigate conflicts and divergences within Nazi-
dominated culture rather than accepting the Nazis’ own presentation of ‘German

culture’ as a natural, homogeneous whole.

The concept of system has been applied in tlﬁs thesis not as a rigid methodology but
as an overall framework to approach the material, and the same is true of the related
notion of ‘norms’. In the most general terms, these regulate behaviour, backed up by
sanctions but not deterministically precluding divergent behaviour nor standing alone
and monolithic (see Hermans 1996). Thus, in the context of translation, competing
norms are likely to exist, the choice of which to follow depending on the particular
stakes associated with each. This will prove important for the study of the present
corpus: a search for some pattern and underlying logic, as opposed to complete idio-
syncrasy, is necessary if we are to trace any connection between translation practices
and wider views of the foreign and the domestic; but at the same time a flexible
model is needed to account for the very different agendas apparently at work in the

translations studied.

Criticism of the polysystems approach has questioned its apparent assumption of

unified and distinct ‘source’ and ‘target’ languages (see Lambert 1991). In the case

" That the foreignness of this ‘other’ is not defined by geography alone can be seen from the
categorisation, quoted above, of German-Jewish writing as translation. Lambert (1995) makes
important points on the non-essentiality of the definition self/other (thus domestic/foreign), which is
always functional, never static in time or place.



Introduction 15

under investigation here, this separation cannot indeed be assumed”. But as a ques-
tion it is extremely interesting, since translation in the period was (among other
things) assigned the role precisely of helping to constitute both source language and
target languages - or rather, the nations they were considered to embody - as coherent
entities separated by the sharpest of boundaries. Thus, the non-naturalness of the
terms ‘source’ and ‘target language’ does not invalidate them for my purposes: my
study will address their construction as categories. Instead, the main divergence from
polysystem theory here is that, in common with the so-called ‘manipulation school’, I
use its framework rather as a general paradigm than as a theoretical investigation in
itself (see Delabastita 1991:141), and do not attempt to isolate or confirm any univer-
sals or laws of translation. The latter is the stated goal of Toury (1995:259) and, with
less heated empiricism, Even-Zohar (1990:58ff)'%; I intend to use polysystem con-
cepts only as far as they aid the analysis of my material, and to remain firmly within

the specificity of the historical situation.

This is not to say that the case of Nazi Germany is so historically specific as to offer
nothing to any other context. Not only is it an element of the larger history of transla-
tion into German, but it also contributes to the study of translation and censorship
and that of translation and nation-building. The study of literary translation in Ger-
man was the focus of the Gottingen research project from 1985 to 1997. This project
began to outline the impact and position of translation into German since the Ro-
mantic period, without recourse to prescriptive or pedagogic models and using a
generally norms-based approach that does not, however, go along with Toury’s
stricter systems model (found unrealistically ambitious and totalising by Frank
1987:xiv). The project’s “transferorientierter Ansatz” (ibid:xiii) considers transla-
tions always in combination with their source texts, as a function of the
“grenziiberschreitender Verkehr zwischen zwei Sprachen, Literaturen und Kulturen”
(ibid:xiiif). The project has provided many detailed examinations of specific cases of

transfer, particularly relevant for the present purposes having been the studies of

'S After all, the usual European disputes over state boundaries were taken to extremes by Nazi
expansionism; nor were language borders (eg between High and Low German, Flemish) uncontested.
More than that, the definition and shape of ‘the’ German language within state borders was hotly
disputed (see Ahlzweig 1989; Klemperer 1947).

' These theorists’ search for universals is attacked most passionately by Gentzler (1996).
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American literature’s presence in German (eg Bodeker 1991 on the fascination of

American settings).

As a contribution to the study of translation and censorship, the present project draws
on the work of André Lefevere, whose concept of “rewriting” makes more explicit
the political potential of polysystems approaches (see especially Lefevere 1992)".
For Lefevere, the “rewriters” - translators but also editors, critics, anthologisers and
others - “adapt, manipulate the originals they work with to some extent, usually to
make them fit in with the dominant, or one of the dominant ideological and poe-
tological currents of their time” (ibid:8). Lefevere accounts for the nature of this
“fitting in> by the influence of poetic models on the one hand, “patronage” on the
other. ‘Patronage’ refers to the combination of ideological, economic and status-
related constraints and inducements offered translators by the institutions regulating
literary production (such as a royal couft, mass media monopolies or, as in the pres-
ent case, the state literary bureaucracy; ibid:15f). For Lefevere, then, translation
within formalised censorship is not radically, only gradually distinct from the mass of
rewriting contexts. He does, though, distinguish between “differentiated” and
“undifferentiated” forms of patronage: in the latter, economic rewards are dispensed
from the same source as ideological approval and status, whereas “differentiated”
patronage tends to separate out these elements of literary success (ibid:17). Thus the
totalitarian, “closed system” (to borrow De Geest’s terminology, 1992) reserves both
remuneration and artistic approval for those rewritings which support its monopoly

on power, relegating other work to the margins.

Of course, a system’s ‘closedness’ is relative: as the study of Nazi Germany will
show, even the most extreme of undifferentiated patronage remains riddled with
gaps. This is not to understate the special brutality of the literary regime headed by
Goebbels. The translations that managed to reach publication were highly con—l
strained, and the pre-emption of those that did not was largely achieved by the perse-

cution and murder of writers and publishers throughout the period - a far cry from

' The ‘rewriting’ approach is also associated with the work of Susan Bassnett (see, for example,

Bassnett & Lefevere 1998), though Bassnett often focuses more on issues of professional integrity and
aesthetic strategy.
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economic marginalisation. Nevertheless, literary regulation was not monolithic'® and
Lefevere’s terms must be used cautiously. In particular, the great complexity of the
disputes and trade-offs within Nazi sources of power make it difficult to accept any
simple assignment of agency to “patronage”. Here, the more diffuse dynamic of
internalised ‘norms’ must be added to the consciously followed conditions imposed
by patrons - particularly since, as will be shown, these conventionalised notions may
well follow their own trajectory, clashing with the demands issuing from and policed

by the state.

While it may be impossible to distinguish in a useful way such unintentional rewrit-
ing from externally-imposed censorship, both aspects become - relatively, and only
indirectly - observable in the shifts from source to target text. As Erika Hulpke points
out in her study of the 1819 German translation of Rip Van Winkle, the comparison of
source text with translation can show, more clearly than the study of a non-translated
text, what specific decisions had to be taken by the translator in order to make the
text acceptable to a watchful target system (1991:74)". The case studies presented
here prove the same point, though again with the caveat that many such decisions
may have been less consciously ideological in motivation than prompted by only
partially conscious models of the suitability or “correctness” of a translation (see
Hermans 1991:166). At any rate I will avoid the terminology of deliberate
“distortion” (Kamenetsky 1984:85 on Nazi children’s books; see also von Ahé’s
accusation of “Verfilschung”, 1982:190). It would be hard to support any claim to
determine an essential - ‘undistorted’ - core of the source text’s meaning; besides,

even evidently deliberate adaptations to the target literary system are not necessarily

'* From Pegenaute’s (1999) account of translation in Francoist Spain, which applies Lefevere’s model
of undifferentiated patronage, it appears that control in Germany’s longer-lived fascist neighbour was
more complete, partly due to the participation of the Church. Not only were the Nazi control
mechanisms less thorough but confusion remained on what exactly was ‘pernicious’ to the regime. The
case of fascist Italy, explored briefly by Rundle (1998), shows considerably more leeway than either.
1 Hulpke’s other conclusion, that in cases of censorship “the translator may be regarded as a
composite agent rather than as an individual” (1991:17), is important in a setting where no clear
borderline can be drawn between individual ‘artistic’ decisions and the fulfilment of implicit and
explicit censorship requirements. This is not to say that no idiosyncrasies can be traced within my
corpus, only that the search for some kernel of individuality within the censored whole seems unlikely
to prove worthwhile. Practical considerations unfortunately prevent an examination of the training and
careers of translators during the Nazi period; their acquisition of a “translator’s habitus” might yield
interesting results on the application of literary norms (see Simeoni 1998).



Introduction 18

more striking in the case of Nazi-tolerated translations than in translations acceptable

to other, far less draconian literary regimes®.

From the point of view of Translation Studies, the question of censorship and trans-
lation will thus here be taken in its wider definitions, as a paradigm for a range of
patterns of translation as “power-play” (Fawcett 1995). No more unique - though
against a ﬁniquely horrific backdrop - is Nazi Germany’s interest in translation as a
mediator of or threat to national identities. In this respect the present thesis draws
partially on the work of Lawrence Venuti (1995; 1998), which examines translations
in terms of their potential to disrupt the target culture’s illusion of its own homoge-
neity. Translations can, he argues throughout, set free the “remainder”, or the minori-

tised elements, of that culture by confronting it with a “foreignising” translated text.

While Venuti’s interest in the ethics of the translator’s task has not been pursued
here, nor in many cases his other conclusions?, certain aspects of his argument have
proved fertile. Venuti’s general concern with the political and ideological impacts of
translation leads to interesting comments on, for example, the fear provoked by
translation: translation, for Venuti, is relegated to invisibility “partly because it occa-
sions revelations that question the authority of dominant cultural values and institu-
tions” (1998:1). Venuti elaborates this point mainly as translation’s challenge to
prevailing conceptions of authorship (ibid:31), whereas for the present case what
translation threatens to expose is the fallacy of an ideology of autochthony and
racial/literary purity. Likewise, Venuti’s much-discussed dichotomy of translation
practice based on Schleiermacher, “foreignisation” versus “domestication”, is not
entirely watertight and yet works well as a tool to analyse debates within Nazi trans-
lation commentary. Venuti as a rule praises a “foreignising” practice which brings the
source text’s strangeness to the new reader; the fluency of dominant “domesticating”
discourse, he says, “is assimilationist, presenting to domestic readers a realistic repre-

sentation inflected with their own codes and ideologies as if it were an immediate en-

** For example, the boundary between ‘censorship and ‘tastefulness’ is extremely unclear. Fawcett
(1995) and O Cuilleandin (1999) focus on indecency as a trigger of alterations in translation that they
label “censorship’, but the elasticity of the category is demonstrated among others by Lefevere’s case
studies (1992) of adaptation to the receiving culture’s moral universe.

2! For example, 1 would not wish to adopt Venuti’s understanding of translation as a form of
“violence” (against the source text, hence the source culture, 1995:18). In the context of Nazism the
‘violence’ of an ethnocentric translation surely pales into insignificance and cannot be subsumed under
the term. See Bennett (1999) for this and an overview of other criticisms of Venuti’s work.
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counter with a foreign text and culture” (1998:12). In the Nazi context, however, the
foreignising translation is the dominant mode - and yet its foreignising is precisely
the contribution it makes to a domestic agenda which constructs ethnocentric
‘knowledge’ of the foreign culture and asserts the racially-determined nature of cul-
tural production. Thus, a foreignising approach has a highly domesticating function®.
However, despite its blurred boundaries his terminology is useful here, firstly be-
cause it is itself a central theme of the journalistic reception of translations in Nazi
Germany - concerned, like Venuti and Berman (1992), with interpretations of Ger-
man Romantic thought. Secondly, while official discourse was struggling to re-
cuperate otherness into a nationalist paradigm, the reading public continued to buy
and borrow the foreign with undiminished eagerness. The outrage of literary bureau-
crats at this fact, accusing the public of an “unselige Hang nach dem Fremden”
(Biicherkunde, Jun 1940:162) or an unpatriotic “literarische Ausldnderei” (Der
Buchhdndler im neuen Reich, Nov-Dec 1939:347), gives an inkling of how central,

and how explosive, the complex “domestication”-“foreignisation” could be.

Finally, Venuti addresses the uses of translation in the construction of national or
cultural identities. Rather than providing an elaborated theoretical model®, Venuti
brings the topic onto centre stage with a host of examples. In the present thesis
translation’s role in the formation of images of source ‘nations’ (traced by Venuti for
the case of Japanese literature in the USA, 1998:71ff) will be an important theme;
translation’s contribution to the self-image of the target ‘nation’ is less easy to pin
down. It is understood here partly in the terms posited by Goethe, as a narcissistic
“mirroring” - a “self-recognition” of the domestic subject through identification with
the terms of the translated text (Venuti 1998:77; see also Berman 1992; Strich 1957).
More specifically, as the investigation of Nazi journalists’ commentaries on transla-
tion will show, translation in the period was required to define the volkisch specific-

ity of the Germans by a process of contradistinction to the foreign Volk of the source,

22 A slightly different array of arguments along these same lines is set out by Berman (1992).

B Venuti admits such a possibility (eg 1995:110; 1998:188) but does not allow it to dissolve the
polarity of his categories.

* Although much of translation history traces individual aspects of translation in conjunction with the
formation of national languages and literatures, it has been mainly the theorists of postcolonial
translation who have concentrated specifically on issues of national identity and translation
(summarised in Robinson 1997; see also Lambert 1995 and Robyns 1992 for similar approaches in a
European context). For the German case, studies of Romantic translation theory (eg Huyssen 1969)
and of the reception of English literature, especially Shakespeare (eg Ranke 1995), are of particular
interest here.
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and indeed to demonstrate the truth of the category Volk itself as a basis of the Nazi

“imagined community” (see Anderson 1991).

To both Translation Studies and German Studies, in short, the present study can
contribute an extreme case of translation’s implication in the construction of na-
tionalist literary boundaries, also demonstrating the difficulty of distinguishing
‘censorship’ from broader constraints in (re)writing under restrictive conditions,
adding a chapter to the history of literary translation into German and bringing a
further dimension to the history of literature in the Nazi regime.

The thesis is laid out as follows. The first chapter presents a brief outline of Nazi
literary ideology, introducing the theme of literature and Volk which will recur in the
study of the literary journals. An examination of the management of literature in
general, then of translation in particular, aims to provide an institutional context for
viewing the selection, reception and textual strategies of translations in the period.
Chapter 2 summarises and analyses a database of the fiction translated into German
from all source languages and published between 1933 and 1944. The database,
drawn from the German Nétional Bibliography, yields very different results from
Strothmann’s overview lists and allows a detailed examination of numbers, source
languages, genres, publishers and translators - necessary to relativise the sometimes
inflated claims made by literary bureaucracy and journals regarding the efficacy or
failure of state intervention in translation. The large picture provided by the biblio-

graphical data also enables an informed choice of texts for detailed analysis.

The literary and librarians’ journals discussed in Chapter 3 provide insights into
state-approved discourse on translation. Such pronouncements cannot be identified
with actual practice, whether of state policymakers or of the publishing industry, but
their interest lies partly in this very gap, partly in revealing how such meta-discourse
embeds translation within a wider ideological landscape dominated by the notion of
the alien. The journals’ reception of Hugh Walpole’s Northumberland-set historical
novels makes it clear that these are favoured texts, complying with the criteria of
‘good translation” set out by the meta-discursive statements. Thus Chapter 4’s com-
parison of Walpole’s Die Festung (1938) with its source text, The Fortress (1932),

can show features of the approved translation in action, complementing the explicit



Introduction 21

statements made by the literary commentators. As indicated above, the comparative
approach to the text pair allows some conclusions to be drawn about the extent and

manner of ideological constraints playing on the translation’s final form.

The second case study, set out in Chapter 5, looks at texts holding a very different
institutional position. Its corpus, ten detective novels translated from English, was
chosen to allow a comparison of approved with noh-approved - in Even-Zohar’s
(1990) terminology more central with more peripheral - genres among translations,
and ask how far translation norms in the two cases differed. At the same time, the
investigation of a commercially successful but officially denigrated genre can cast
light on the vexed question of how far ‘unwanted’ literature actually managed to
survive in the Nazi regime, and making what concessions. To trace the shifts under-
taken from source to target text is, indeed, to measure the obligation felt by publish-
ers to accommodate the exigencies of the surrounding literary and political system. In
other words, the case studies in Chapters 4 and 5, along with Chapter 2’s publishing
overview, attempt to position actual translating practice within the framework of the
official policy and critical comment traced in Chapters 1 and 3. As will be seen, this
position is never a simple one. The shape of censorship, the statistics of publications,
translation’s official reception and the shape of the norms that appear to drive it are

all complex and full of contradictions.
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1. The literature of the ‘Third Reich’

“Denn das Politische, und erst recht das Wirtschaftliche, sind
nur die oberen Schichten des Lebens; der Bereich aber, in dem
die Dichtung statthat und gehort wird, ist die tiefere Schicht
des volkischen Lebens. Aufgabe der Politiker kann es sein, die
Bahn dahin freizumachen; Aufgabe des Dichters muf} es sein,
durch sein Wort das Volk zu finden und schopferisch zu for-
men, indem er ihm bildhaft seine eigene Seele zeigt und seine

eigenen Werte gibt.”
(Otto Gmelin, in Kindermann 1933:164f)
The aim of this chapter is to introduce briefly the highly complex surroundings of
Nazi literary policy within which translations were published, looking at the roles
accorded the bureaucracy and the writer in the fragment quoted above. Section 1.1.
outlines the shape of the ‘desirable’ literature against which imported texts were to be
measured, and the role assigned to such literature by the state (the application of
criteria of desirability to individual translations will be traced in detail in Chapter 3).
Sections 1.2. and 1.3. sketch the institutional setting, thus providing a context for the
trends in translation publishing which will be described in Chapter 2. These two
sections also raise questions, about the thoroughness of censorship and the survival
of longer traditions, which will affect the interpretation of the case studies made in
Chapters 4 and 5. Finally, section 1.4. focuses on one element of the control of

translations - indexation - as an initial illustration of some ideological and institu-

tional aspects of the preceding discussion.

1.1. The book and the ‘Volk’

Otto Gmelin’s words indicate how ambitious a task was assigned to literature in Nazi
Germany. Before turning to the practical efforts by Party and state to ‘clear the path’
for the hoped-for renewal of the race, I will look in this section at the nature of the

literary and simultaneously national role to which Gmelin lays claim.

The literature able to ‘find’ and ‘shape’ the Volk is most frequently defined nega-

tively by Nazi commentators, in terms of the threat posed to it by bad, because alien
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and shallow, literature - the so-called ‘Jewish’ book held to be the enemy of truly
German literature but also of the Volk itself (Dahm 1993:18). In the reviews of the
period the term ‘Jewish’ literature refers to works considered alien to the German
soul and guilty of having weakened it alarmingly. The danger is spelled out in a 1933
commentary which describes the rationale for library blacklisting as a battle

“gegen die Zersetzungserscheinungen unserer artgebundenen Denk- und Le-
bensform, d.h. gegen die Asphaitliteratur, die vorwiegend fiir den groBstad-
tischen Menschen geschrieben ist, um ihn in seiner Beziehungslosigkeit zur
Umwelt, zum Volk und zu jeder Gemeinschaft zu bestdrken und véllig zu
entwurzeln” (cited in Barbian 1995:142).
Conspicuous here is the claim of a reading community (“unserer”), bound together
not just culturally but biologically (“artgebunden”) and subjected to intentional
(“um...zu”) attack by a modern, urban literature that preys upon the community’s
weakest members, the already endangered city-dwellers. The undesirable book is,
then, one felt to originate outside the Volk community and to threaten it by insidi-
ously propagating modernity in all its forms®. It is often referred to as
‘internationalist’, ‘civilised’ or ‘democratic’, all features held to be at once modern
and alien to the German Volk soul; among the first to be banned were the works of
Irmgard Keun, Heinrich Mann or John Dos Passos, defined as ‘Jewish’ writers by

their supposedly destructive spirit rather than by ethnicity.

The instrumentalised role attributed to “Asphaltliteratur” in the excerpt quoted is not,
of course, restricted to the ‘other’ literature. On the contrary, Nazi promotion of
literature was founded on a concept of fiction as education, and specifically education
to struggle - the metaphor of the book as a weapon recurs (for example in the index
Das Buch ein Schwert des Geistes, see 1.4.). If literature and other cultural activities
were felt to exercise an important function in the constitution of a new Volk, the

exact nature of this function is hard to extract from the emotive, often mystical pon-

% The derogatory label ‘Asphaltliteratur’ refers to urban-set, worst of all modernist, fiction. Nazi
literary comment consistently attacked modernism; however, Ketelsen warns against ignoring the
common ground between modernism and Nazi literature: their orientation on alienation (whether
foregrounded or anxiously denied), their use of formalised, anti-psychological styles and the material
conditions of their production and distribution (Ketelsen 1992:253). Likewise, while Berman’s
(1983:55) characterisation of Nazi aesthetics in general as a “Kreuzzug der Antimoderne” accurately
reflects Nazi rhetoric, it must not be confused with actual cultural practice, which to a large extent
embraced modemity (see Schifer 1991).
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derings that coexist with straightforward calls to improve the status of writers®.
Indeed, Nazi views of literature constituted less a unified theory than a “heterogenes
Konglomerat” of ideas marked by the recurrence of certain characteristic
“Ideologeme”, as Vondung calls them (1973:13), the most significant of which are
heroism (including sacrifice and the anointed leader figure), religiosity (the poet as
mystic; art as a sacred, unmediated experience) and Volkstum (or membership of a

racialised, essentially pre-modern German community)?.

The pervasive presence of this concept of Volkstum in literary reviews is striking.
German literature’s Germanness is their guiding theme and, as will be seen in Chap-
ter 3, also crucial to the Nazi reception of translation. To take just some of the ele-
ments of an ideology of literature set out in a 1933 volume of essays by Nazi writers,
great literature must emanate organically from the Volk rather than being intellectu-
ally constructed (“Dichtung ist wie ein Baum, der aus dem miitterlichen und uner-
schopflichen Boden des Volkstums emporstrebt”); it can be immediately ‘felt’ by the
Volk via the intimate blood connection of writer with audience (“denn der Dichter,
welcher zu seinem Volk gehort, sagt nichts, als was in seinem Volk, wenn auch
schlummernd, lebendig ist”). It lives, like the Volk, preeminently in a simple, rugged
countryside and is strongly differentiated from the effete literature of the city (“die
wurzelloseste hysterische Arrangeurin grofstddtischer literarischer Teeabende war
ihnen [ie Weimar writers] wertvoller und ihren Zwecken forderlicher als der
wurzelechteste und wehrhafteste Mann”). It is the province of the Volk as a whole,
not the individual (“der Dichter [...] will der Volkheit, nicht dem Einzelnen dienen”);
and it is nationally specific, never international (because Creation made every nation
different, “dienen auch wir ihr, wenn wir das Eigenartige unseres Volkstums, wenn
wir das Reine, das Einmalige unseres Wesens pflegen und hervorkehren”; all in
Kindermann 1933%). Criteria like these place a supposed national soul at the centre
of literature, feeding and being fed by it. They are reflected in the range of genres

considered acceptable by the regime: the peasant or Heimat novel set in an idealised

% Kindermann’s collection Des deutschen Dichters Sendung in der Gegenwart (1933), for example,
consists in self-interested elaborations of the claim that the writer’s profession is both crucial and
shamefully undervalued. :

%" These are the three central categories isolated by Vondung (1976:46). Klotz & Spies (1983) identify
four similar themes: heroic struggle, will, destiny and race.

2 The individual sources are Detmar Heinrich Sarnetzki (in Kindermann 1933:111); Paul Ernst
(ibid:27); Robert Hohlbaum (ibid:168); Josef Magnus Wehner (ibid:233); Hans Friedrich Blunck
(ibid:200).
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pre-modern countryside, the war novel glorifying sacrifice for the nation, the histori-
cal novel constructing a heroic inheritance and beleaguered present, and the inward-

looking lyric poem of communion with nature, leader or German ‘destiny’?.

The claims made by the writers quotéd of an astonishingly new, fresh literature and
the rhetoric of new dawns that typified state-sanctioned literary announcements®
should not, however, obscure the fact that 1933 by no means represented a sudden or
complete break with all that had gone before. Much more barely tolerated or even
positively forbidden literature survived from the past than the regime might have
wished. At the same time, it is fair to say that the Nazi period was not one of literary
innovation in generic or stylistic terms: the short-lived Thingspiel, a ritualised mass
theatre, was the only really new literary genre to emerge® and apart from a rather
small amount of explicitly Nazi fiction, the mass of approved reading belonged to
genres that pre-dated the regime, in particular the hugely popular vélkisch novel of
the turn of the century®. The persecution of the avant-garde was accompanied by a
more generally risky, unpredictable publishing climate inevitably discouraging
innovation and favouring reprints or safe sellers (see also 2.2.). Schnell further
explains the lack of new forms by Nazi-approved literature’s consciously
conservative claim to formal continuity with the past (1987:38). Such continuity
could support an ideology of art - and indeed of the past itself, as Meier (1983:90)
points out - as timeless and transcendental. In all, 1933 was hardly a watershed in
terms of literature, and the specificity of the writing of the ‘Third Reich’ should
perhaps be sought rather in its selectivity, its foregrounding of certain genres to the

exclusion of others, than in inherent novelty of form or content.

% Not that ‘acceptability’ was an inherent or timeless quality: it could be altered not only by new
discoveries about an author’s political reliability or ‘race’ but also by the exigencies of day-to-day
politics. For example, Vallery traces the Nazi historical novel’s shifts in the wake of the R6hm putsch
of 1934, from a focus on revolution in the years before and immediately after the takeover of power
towards the theme of absolute obedience to a powerful authority figure after the destruction of the SA
(Vallery 1987:96). :

*® Such as Goebbels’ invocation of “der Phonix eines neuen Geistes” in a 1933 speech to the book-
burning students (cited in Wulf 1963:46).

3! See Beutin 1993:492fF, who, drawing on Benjamin, points out that aesthetic innovation in the period
was located in other fields, in particular the choreography of mass events.

32 The best-sellers among approved titles had for the most part been published around the first decade
of the century (Nutz 1983:201) - for example Waldemar Bonsels’ Die Biene Maja und ihre Abenteuer
(1912), Ludwig Ganghofer’s Das Schweigen im Walde (1899), Felicitas Rose’s Heideschulmeister
Uwe Karsten (1909), and many more (ibid:203). The popular literature originating in the 1920s
flourished as well, but cannot be counted as ‘approved’.
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Of these foregrounded genres I shall look briefly at the vélkisch novel of the coun-
tryside, chosen here not only for its popularity but because of its significance for
imports in the period (see the case study in Chapter 4). The vélkisch novel is a rural
story articulating the Bildungsbiirgertum’s feeling of crisis (see Vondung 1976:54ff)
and grievance against processes of modernisation explained as ‘western’, hence alien
to the German Volk (Meier 1983:144). The novels belong to the “amorphous com-
posite” of late nineteenth-century anti-modern, anti-capitalist and nationalist currents
that made up the so-called “Konservative Revolution” (Stark 1981:108). Depending
on a duality between traditional family life in the country and the alienated, capitalist
city (Ketelsen 1992:108), they are marked by irrationalism and a fascination with
nature (Heimann 1976:119), as well as insisting on traditional gender roles. It is
important to note that the anti-modern volkisch novel was by no means a strictly Nazi
form, being the product of a more conservative world view. Indeed, many Party
voices expressed scorn for its romantically pessimistic, backward-looking stance
(Ketelsen 1992:25). In Schnell’s analysis the Nazi novel was more positive, utopian
and messianic as well as more explicitly political (1987:40). However, these volkisch
novels are steeped in ideas that conform comfortably to the Nazi ideology of litera-
ture discussed above, and there is no doubt that they were easily assimilable into the

general frame of approval set up by the censoring authorities.

The political stance of the vélkisch novel may be illustrated by the example of the
highly successful historical novel Der Wehrwolf. Eine Bauernchronik by Hermann
Lons, first published in 1910. The book remained among the most popular in the
public libraries throughout the period (Stieg 1992:157) and sales were high, reaching
well over 800,000 by 1945. Der Wehrwolf, set in the Thirty Years War®, paints its
blond German villagers as primitive warrior stock who arrived on the heath in a
distant past sketched in the opening sequence (“Am Anfang war es wiist und leer in
der Haide [...]”, Lons 1917:1ff). This creation story gives the rural community a truly
Germanic pedigree - they may be outwardly christianised but their hearty pagan roots
are underlined by 'oaths like “Tors Pferd soll den Kerl schlagen!” (ibid:24). Goaded

by the intrusions of unscrupulous foreign soldiers, the peasants take the law into their

* Vallery points out such that embattled settings were the most favoured by approved historical

novels, allowing as they did the allegorical portrayal of a victimised Germany forced to take up arms
(1987:91).
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own hands. Heroic Harm Wulf weans them from their mounting neglect of duty at
home, leads them into a barricaded hideaway and heads their forays out onto the
heath to kill anyone who does not belong to the local population, more or less unin-
“terruptedly for 250 pages until peace finally arrives. The novel is striking for its
dramatic opposition of the healthy villagers with monsters of depravity in the form of
foreigners, gypsies “und was sonst ohne Haus und Herd war” (ibid:231). Villains are
generally signalled by physical deformity or darkness of skin; women are idealised,
twin-bearing paragons of submission or treacherous “schwarzhaarige Weiber” who
can fairly be slaughtered along with their menfolk (ibid:180). Equally noticeable is
the text’s tireless and detailed attention to the soldiers’ atrocities and to the brutal
slaughtering expeditions the villagers call their “Hasenjagd”. The repetition of vio-
lent scenes outside the fortress builds up the image of a besieged community threat-
ened by strangers outside the walls and fighting off decay within - a key image of the
cultural pessimism described by Stark (1981:58ff). The idyllic community of Der
Wehrwolf is created only by withdrawal into the fortress and fearful exclusion, if
possible destruction, of those outside. There is no need to stress the parallels with the
racist rhetoric of the later regime, yet it should be remembered that this is a pre-war
text and in many ways remains within the bounds of the blood-and-guts historical

adventure.

Such assimilable texts as Der Wehrwolf - what Heimann calls a literature of
“convergence” with Nazi views of the world (1976:121) - could range from the posi-
tively fascist to an ostensibly apolitical stance that lent itself to integration and thus
official permission®. This idea of convergence, as opposed to strict conformism, will
help explain the patterns of translatiqn publishing in the period detailed in Chapter 2:
both translations and non-translations show a continued flourishing of genres that fall
well outside the bounds of agitational literature. Non- or even anti-political genres
such as the animal story, adventure or detective novel enjoyed unbroken success (see
Nutz 1983), suggesting that the activist literary ideology of Kindermann’s 1933

collection did not gain the reading public’s undiluted attention. The relatively small

3 Of course, the ‘convergence’ of such literature could not in itself determine its actually being read
strictly within the terms of Nazi ideology. The charm of Der Wehrwolf, for example, was no doubt in
part its strong current of eroticism that does not quite fit the edifying agenda, and a librarian’s journal
in 1939 complains that youngsters constantly try to borrow the book despite its evident unsuitability
for their tender minds (Die Biicherei, April 1939:222).
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space occupied by explicitly Party texts within the mass of tolerated literature sug-
gests that the texts which survived censorship cannot be sufficiently defined as
‘propaganda’ dictated by the regime®. Instead, it seems that a wide range of literature
either left official ideology unchallenged (for example nature stories) or articulated
vague feelings of crisis and disinheritedness that could be absorbed easily into a Nazi
project, such as the anti-industrial Heimatroman. The debate on the resistant writing
of ‘inner emigration’ exemplifies the difficulty of assessing of non-Party literature’s
role. Should such writing, with its highly veiled rejection of the regime, be viewed as
having spread real subversion among its readers? Possibly it merely provided a
comforting individual space of apparent freedom that encouraged retreat into the
private sphere, thus consolidating the status quo. Such questions have been
exploredin detail for the literature of ‘inner emigration’, but they can certainly be

asked equally of writing that never claimed to see itself as political.

There is no reliable way of measuring such effects, and it would be hard to tell
whether and how readers really read promoted books, or if the survival of non-
promoted literature (whether ‘inner emigration’ or escapism) ultimately subverted the
regime or shored it up by helping construct a sense of everyday normality”’. At any
rate we cannot assume that the literature of the period was simply an instrument of
the regime, determined by monolithic interests (see Ketelsen 1980:217): despite the
devastation of the literary landscape by the expulsion of ‘unwanted’ literature, and
the mediation of highly convergent ideas by much non-Party work, more continuity
with the past and more diversity seems to have remained than the various proclaimers

of the ‘new dawn’ were willing to admit.

% As Foulkes (1983) argues, boundaries between ‘literature’ and ‘propaganda’ are difficult, if not
impossible, to set. However, the intentional instrumentalisation normally associated with the term

‘propaganda’ is to be avoided here, since the production of fiction was certainly less overtly regulated
than that.

36 See especially Grimm (1976) and Ritchie (1983).
37 More will be said on “escapist’ literature in Chapter 5 and the Conclusion.
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1.2. The management of literary production

While the book-burnings of May 1933 are surely the most dramatic and well-known
expression of Nazi literary policy, they formed, according to Aigner, “nur den
Auftakt zu einem Prozef geistiger Gleichschaltung” that hoped to eliminate the
‘Jewish’ book and impose a literature supporting the regime (1971:942). This process
of Gleichschaltung, or ‘bringing into line’ with Nazi policy, affected all the institu-
tions of cultural, including literary, life. Thus, in the course of 1933 bodies like the
Prussian Academy of Arts, the public librarians’ association, the PEN Club, or the
association of the German book trade all swore allegiance to the new state. Their
status was gradually dismantled as they came under the aegis of Goebbels’
“Reichsministerium fiir Volksaufkldrung und Propaganda™ via bloc membership of
the Ministry’s “Reichskulturkammer” (RKK), the self-styled ‘professional associa-
tion’ of the culture industries established in late 1933%. By 1935 the RKK had de-
stroyed most vestiges of the autonomy of its associated professional bodies, organ-
ised in seven constituent chambers (see Barbian 1995:212ff). The book-related
professions were covered by the “Reichsschrifttumskammer” (RSK), membership of
which was mandatory in order to publish, so that expulsion or the refusal of an appli-
cation for membership meant the end of a career. Such refusals were made above all
on the grounds of Jewish origins or family connections” and, to a less consistent

extent, of political unreliability®.

38 According to the RKK law, the chamber was to organise the cultural professions “im Wege der
Selbstverwaltung unter staatlicher Uberwachung und Mitwirkung” (cited in Barbian 1995:189f). Thus
a gloss of traditional corporatism thinly covered state intervention.

% Barbian traces the controversy within the RSK on whether ‘non-Aryans’ should be allowed
membership. It was resolved on the insistence of Goebbels in 1935, when one writer received the
following explanation for expulsion from the RSK: only the artist who “sich aus der rassischen
Gemeinschaft heraus seinem Volke verbunden und verpflichtet fithlt, darf es unternehmen, mit einer so
tiefgreifenden und folgenschweren Arbeit, wie sie das geistige und kulturelle Schaffen darstellt, einen
EinfluB auf das innere Leben der Nation auszuiiben. Durch Ihre Eigenschaft als Nichtarier sind Sie
auflerstande, eine solche Verpflichtung zu empfinden und anzuerkennen” (RSK letter to Dr Paul
Landau, March 1935, cited in Barbian 1995:371). It will be noticed that while the aim of the letter is
the pragmatic one of trying to justify an anti-Semitic step that as yet had no legal basis, the reasoning
draws heavily on the theories of literature discussed in 1.1. Evidently the literary commentators’
emotional flights of fancy were perfectly translatable into the hard ground of Berufsverbot, in practice
enforcing impoverishment or emigration.

“0 Although there was no question of granting membership to actively anti-Nazi writers, the rejection
of anyone with a politically unacceptable past was not feasible since so many would be refused, thus
both narrowing the Chamber’s reach and risking negative publicity abroad (Barbian 1995:256;375).
As so often, pragmatic considerations could and did conflict with ideological claims.
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The RSK remained the cornerstone of control over writers, publishers, booksellers
and commercial librarians, but it was not the only Propaganda Ministry body to hold
responsibility for literary policy. The Ministry’s literature department (“Abteilung
XIII”) was set up in late 1934 with responsibility for policy, as opposed to profes-
sional, matters and control over the Deutsche Biicherei in Leipzig (see Aigner
1971:965); its weakness-within the Ministry was ensured by internal conflicts and
boundary disputes with other actors in literary policy, as will be discussed briefly
below. The other arms of state-sanctioned intervention in literature were the intelli-
gence-gathering SD (the “Sicherheitsdienst” of the SS), which monitored the Deut-
sche Biicherei catalogues and collated reports on the political opinions of writers and
publishers by means of a huge network of informants (Barbian 1995:386ff), and the
Gestapo, responsible for implementing Ministry decisions by means of raids on
booksellers, commercial lending libraries and occasionally even private households
(ibid:535). Local police forces also took some initiatives in controlling the sale of

books (Aigner 1971:954).

- The Gestapo confiscations were usually based on state indexes of banned works, yet
these indexes were highly problematic in the regime’s first years. The original
‘blacklists’ that formed the basis for the early book-burnings and the associated
purges of libraries were incomplete, contested and had no centrélised legal status; the
first centralised index of banned books did not appear until late 1935. This, the Liste
1 des schddlichen und unerwiinschten Schrifttums, was produced by the RSK*' after
mounting complaints from all sides about the confusion of confiscation powers and
practices. It was distributed to police, Gestapo and selected librarians as a basis for
removing books from public libraries and for confiscations from bookshops or com-
mercial libraries. The Liste’s approximately 4000 individual titles and more than 500
bans on complete works (updated edition, 1939) covered writing by exiles and anti-
Nazi authors, some Christian writing, pornography, modernist literature, books on
contraception and various other categories (analysed by Aigner 1971:983ff). New
candidates for the index could be proposed to the RSK, later to the Ministry literature
department, by a range of state and Party institutions.

*! The index was taken over in 1938 by the Propaganda Ministry literature department to be updated in
content and, especially, format, correcting the frequent inaccuracies and bibliographical gaps that had
flawed the earlier edition (see also Aigner 1971:977ff). The new version appeared in 1939 (“Stand
vom 31. Dezember 1938”), updated in 1940 and 1941 with annual addenda in 1942 and 1943.
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The official indexes were marked ‘strictly confidential’ and were not available to the
book trade, let alone to the public. Their secrecy was designed to prevent bad public-
ity abroad as well as increasing the book trade’s dependence on the RSK, to whom
application for help in doubtful cases could be made (Barbian 1995:525). It may be
added that, as Aigner argues, the lack of transparency and predictability in the
indexation process allowed the state maximum flexibility while keeping booksellers
and publishers constantly on the defensive (Aigner 1971:947). The book trade was
thus edged into self-censorship: its decisions had to demonstrate an instinctive
“Feingefiihl”, and needing to ask for official guidance on which book threatened the
Volk might in itself be taken to suggest “Gesinnungsschwiche” (ibid:946). The cau-
tious attitude of publishers as the period wore on can be read from the rise of reprints
(Berman 1983:60)*, showing publishers’ reluctance to innovate or - perhaps even
more to the point - their reluctance to risk investing in a book which could be confis-
cated by the police, returned by an over-anxious trader, or rejected by the public
library buying service. A 1940 letter from the Paul Zsolnay house hints at the com-
mercial importance of official acceptability: doubts surrounding Danish author Thit
Jensen’s political sympathies had contributed to “eine starke Hemmung des Absatzes
beim Verkauf an offizielle Biichereien, Leihbibliotheken usw” a;ld necessitated

urgent efforts to rehabilitate her reputation (cited in Hall 1994:205).

Thus, whether via external or internal (that is, self-) censorship, confiscation and the
threat of it was a major weapon in the hands of the Ministry. It was, however, by no
means the only one. To indexation and thé professional restrictions mentioned above
must be added restrictions on book exports and imports (see Barbian 1995:545ff), the
expropriation of Jewish publishers (see especially Dahm 1993), pressure on surviving
publishers to adapt their output (ibid:566ff), control of access to foreign currency
(discuésed in 1.3.) and manipulation of paper allocation during the war. From 1940,
and especially from 1942, paper rationing allowed far sharper control of publishing
than before by subjecting every publishing proposal to Ministry scrutiny; the criteria
for paper allocation narrowed as raw materials became scarcer (Barbian 1995:557).

Nor was it only the production and distribution of books that fell under control:

*2 Berman cites a rise in the proportion of reissues to new publications from 19% in 1935-1938 to
39.3% in 1941-1944. A similar trend for translations will be described in Chapter 2.
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already in 1936 Goebbels imposed strict rules on book reviewing. ‘Critical’ or
negative comment was declared to be reactionary and the National Socialist review
was to ‘discuss’ positively instead, if possible avoiding any comment on texts that
could not be applauded (see Geiller 1967). The Ministry also issued confidential lists
of books permitted for review, including lists of translations (Strothmann 1963:200),
as well as controlling the advertisement of new books by manipulating the

information given by the Deutsche Biicherei to the book trade (Barbian 1995:808f).

While Goebbels’ Propaganda Ministry formed the core of literary control, numerous
other institutions were also involved. Among them, competing for influence in liter-
ary policy, were state bodies such as the Education Ministry, which had responsibility
for libraries and school textbooks, and the SS, constantly trying to gain footholds in
Goebbels’ realm (see Barbian 1995:267). The many Party organisations included
Alfred Rosenberg’s “Amt Schrifttumspflege”, an entire rival book-reporting office
contesting the adequacy of its Ministry counterparts, and Philipp Bouhler’s
“Parteiamtliche Priifungskommission”, which managed to gain from Hitler the right
to subject all texts concerning National Socialism to pre-publication censorship
independently of the Propaganda Ministry (see Barbian 1995:308f). Party bodies
produced lists of recommendations and condemnations and pontificated on literary
policy in their respective journals. The Propaganda Ministry, itself plagued by inter-
nal conflicts between literature department and RSK (Barbian 1995:187), engaged in
unrelenting power struggles - sometimes more and sometimes less successfully - with
Party organisations as a result of the well-documented “Kompetenzchaos” of the
Nazi regime (see, for example, Bollmus 1970). Although these organisations had
little direct institutional power their constant attempts at intervention could exercise a
real intimidatory effect by bombarding the book trade with exhortations and threats.
The duplication of literary policy-making allowed, too, the extension of zealous
monitoring into every corner of literary life, so that, for example, lists of recom-
mended titles exist for the smallest ship’s library and hospital bookshelf (see Hopster
et al 1994).

Taken as a whole, measures to eliminate politically undesirable literature were suc-
cessful enough to clear huge gaps which approved literature could fill. Thus count-

less Jewish, social democrat or Marxist authors were murdered or forced into exile;
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for those who remained, exclusion from the RSK meant economic destitution. Such
an impoverishment of the literary scene profited Party and associated authors, as Kurt
Tucholsky pointed out acerbically: “Da kommen sie nun aus allen Lochern gekro-
chen, [...] nun endlich, endlich ist die jiidische Konkurrenz weg - jetzt aber!” (May
1933, cited in Vondung 1973:95). The economic gains to be had from the persecution
of Jewish publishers and distributors were clearer still, and the empire of Franz Eher,
the Party publisher, grew large on the forced acquisitions of its Jewish competitors
(such as Ullstein, see 5.2.), referred to as the ‘Aryanisation’ of the book trade®. There
were also more targeted attempts to promoté the ‘new’ writers loyal or potentially
loyal to the regime, by means of prizes and promotional activities such as the
“Woche des deutschen Buches” or the information-gathering “Deutsche Dichter-
fahrten” (Barbian 1995:626;455). Aside from ideological aims of moulding the
“tiefere Schicht des volkischen Lebens” (Gmelin), such promotion responded to a
desperate need to fill up bookshelves half-emptied by purges. Censorship had cut
swathes through the book trade and libraries - one journal estimated that 50-80% of
the stock of public libraries in Saxony was lost in 1933 and 1934 alone (Die Biicherei
1937, cited in Andrae 1970:41); meanwhile, public demand for fiction was rising

apace and accelerated further during the war.

The fact that of all the promotional measures undertaken, only the encouragement of
war novels struck any real chord with the public (Barbian 1995:456f) points to a
serious failure of the literary bureaucracy’s attempts at control. If, as seems certain,
strictly Nazi books appealed less to the so-called Volk than had been hoped and the
emergence of an ideologically streamlined variant of entertainment literature foun-
dered®, then it must be concluded that the creation of a new literature failed to match
the success of the old literature’s destruction through censorship. Yet even censor-
ship in its many and often violent forms may not have created quite such a dramatic

collapse in the literary scene as it initially appears.

* The rise of Eher is detailed in Hale 1964. It should be noted that the publisher remained a Party
undertaking, and while increasingly dominating German publishing (especially the press) it did not
constitute a state-monopoly publisher.

“ For example, Barbian describes the failure of the 1942 “Preisausschreiben fiir unterhaltendes
Schrifttum” to attract any prizewinner (1995:454). See also 5.1.
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Firstly, the processes of state censorship did not begin from point zero in 1933. As
Breuer notes (1982:230ff), the Weimar Republic, despite its constitutional commit-
ment to freedom of speech, had stretched to the full its interpretation of the anti-
pornographic “Schmutz und Schund” legislation which allowed individual acts of
censorship, thus preparing the legal foundations for early state action after the Nazi
takeover. Closer analyses of the process of Gleichschaltung, moreover, do not permit
the interpretation of a simple clean sweep by the new government. They show that
elements bf many central cultural institutions were more than sympathetic to the new
regime’s goals and easy to mobilise (for example, the public librarians’ representa-
tives had long supported harsher measures to eliminate books lacking “proper seri-
ousness”, Stieg 1992:82). Thus, the exigencies of the Gleichschaltung that was the
first stage of Nazi literary policy were by no means simply imposed from above on a
unified front of reluctance. On the contrary, many organisations had high hopes from
lining themselves up with the state, whether in strengthening their professional status
(this certainly applied to some extent to the librarians) or in using their institution’s
agreement as a bargaining counter for economic aid, as in the case of the Depression-
hit book trade (Barbian 1995:1 13). And indeed, the RSK in its capacity as the writ-
ers’ representative did push through some legal improvements of their situation that
had been demanded during the Weimar Republic (ibid:469ff). In other words,
Gleichschaltung was an overdetermined process marked by the coincidence of vari-
ous interests within organisations which hoped to make gains, in whatever terms, in
return for their loss of autonomy. Furthermore, the affiliated organisations often
managed to retain some vestiges of power.even beyond the early days - like the vic-
tory of conservative pedagogues over the Party in the matter of children’s literature
(Jaroslawski & Steinlein 1976:311).

The first steps in literary control were also far more halting and unsuccessful than
might be assumed from looking at the array of bureaucracy trying to impose them.
The confusion over competencies affecting the book trade, which some have inter-
preted as having double-sealed all spaces (eg Brenner 1963; Breuer 1982), in the
early years actually led to gaps, and indeed it was not until well into the war that the

literature department of the Propaganda Ministry finally managed to impose a com-
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pletely unified censorship procedure (Barbian 1995:184)%. Battles between different
bodies created faultlines which were exploited by publishers throughout the period:
Hall (1994:268) and Geyer-Ryan (1987:190f) both describe cases where publishers

played rival political institutions off against each other to some effect.

Aside from the fact that no amount of filtering and presentation could reliably impose
a particular way of reading upon an audience, private bookshelves were not as a rule
policed*, so that pre-1933 tastes could continue to flourish in the home. And even on
the level of book distribution, according to Boese a certain room for manoeuvre “fiir
moderne auslidndische Literatur, fiir Literatur der ‘Inneren Emigration’ und selbst fiir
jlidische Autoren” remained (Boese 1987:237). The state bureaucracy’s unabated
complaints about the failure of booksellers to remove even unambiguously forbidden
titles from their shelves (Thunecke 1987a:142f) demonstrate that right until the end
of the regime books were slipping through the net, as do the regularly published lists
of commercial libraries subjected to hundred-mark fines for stocking banned titles
(eg Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt, 31 Oct 1941). In general the commercial
libraries, highly suspect to the bureaucracy for their non-political focus on entertain-
ment against all pedagogical ideals, succeeded in soaking up readers lost to the public
libraries after the first purges (Barbian 1995:146). They continued to depend on and
cater to their customers’ traditional reading habits despite all attempts to instrumen-
talise them (ibid:30f). Admittedly, the same degree of freedom was not available to
the public library system, strictly centralised, charged with educating the reading
public and far more effectively controlled than the book market as a whole (Boese
1987:237).

If unwanted literature continued to circulate, this may be explained in various ways.
Commercial reason prevailed in 1934 when Economics Minister Hjalmar Schacht
vetoed the immediate and wholesale elimination of the Jewish publishing industry
(Dahm 1993:48), and in Barbian’s view the Propaganda Ministry’s initially cautious

line on expropriations was prompted by a need to create the impression of a literary

“ Up to 1936 censorship had been carried out piecemeal by more than a dozen different bodies, and
even after that the Ministry had to share responsibility for censorship until 1942 with the PPK, the SS
and Hitler himself (Barbian 1995:852f).

* The Gestapo was entitled to search private libraries and confiscate certain books, marked by the SS
in the Liste, if it had grounds for suspicion (Barbian 1995:535), but such actions did not even approach
comprehensiveness.
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scene that would be marketable abroad in terms both of propaganda and sales
(Barbian 1995:576). The tacit permission for commercial libraries to continue lend-
ing the officially despised ‘trivial’ literature is another instance of what Ahé calls the
“Marktweg” clashing with the “Ideologieweg” so furiously pursued by Party offices
(Ahé 1982:41). This conflict between the commercial need to keep alive important
sectors of the economy and the pursuit of the regime’s ideological aims will become
evident in the case of translation, particularly of popular fiction. Conflicts also ex-
isted among policymakers between an insistence on ideological purity, argued by
Rosenberg, and Goebbels’ more pragmatic calculation that an element of escapism
could only strengthen the regime’s hold. The promotion of ‘trivial’ or apolitical
literature was the bone of contention, a disagreement which came to a head during
the war in the debate on reading matter for the troops; in the end Goebbels won his
case and relaxed strictures against entertainment literature (Barbian 1995:559). These
cases suggest that the incompleteness of control may have been a calculated
allowance of freedom for commercial and political reasons - this is certainly the
interpretation of Schéfer (1981). While it seems to have been true of some aspects of
censorship, there were undoubtedly others where the remnants of freedom were due
simply to a failure, exacerbated by institutional infighting and lack of communi-
cation, to cover every angle of a large and highly complex trade. Certainly, the sheer
logistics of controlling supply to a book-hungry public made totality unfeasible.
Strothmann claims that the Rosenberg office, managing to read 10,000 books a year,
still only covered half the average annual book production (Strothmann 1963:217),
and the Ministry with its smaller staff was even more stretched (Barbian 1995:173).
In particular, the analyses of press censorship made by Hale (1964) and Abel (1968)
suggest that this was given high priority, thus probably reducing the resources
available for the control of books - control that even so cost the Ministry over ten
million marks between 1933 and 1942 (Barbian 1995:185). Given the complexity
and expense of the task in hand, the “Planlosigkeit” of Nazi cultural policy identified
by Bollmus (1970:250) meant that gaps were bound to remain.

There seems, then, much evidence that despite the plethora of literary policymakers

and offices, “herrschaftsfreie Nischen™ continued to exist for some readers and seg-
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ments of the book trade (Barbian 1995:42; see also Dahm 1993:199). This must not,
however, obscure the fact that during the Nazi period thousands of those
involvedwith German book production were persecuted and murdered - and that a
very real, and within limits successful, frame of control was implemented. Certainly
less successful was the attempt to impose a new reading culture and to foster an
innovatively National Socialist literary scene. This complex picture of literary
management is typified by the case of translation: a field of German literature that,
while severely narrowed by the regime, often defied officially-voiced wishes by

following its own, traditional and commercial rationale almost throughout the period.

1.3. The management of translations

Translated fiction, of course, covers almost as wide a range as non-translated fiction
and the spectrum that emerges from the bibliography in Chapter 2 includes the ac-
tively promoted Nazi-conformist ‘Dichtung’, the barely tolerated ‘Kitsch’ and most
stages in between. Accordingly, the treatment of translations in the period appears to
have been only slightly more unified than the treatment of literature in general. Until
the outbreak of war translation into German*’ was not banned per se, and Aigner’s
analysis of the various editions of the central Liste demonstrates that every translation
it includes is present on grounds other than simply being translated (1971:1006).
However, the following discussion will show that as well as suffering the same
constraints as all other fiction - Berufsverbot, indexation, paper rationing, attacks on
publishers* - translated literature was subject to specific controls, particularly after

the outbreak of war.

The 1933 activists’ generalised suspicion towards translation has been mentioned in

the Introduction. While this was not immediately transformed into practice, transla-

7 No further comment will be made here on the regime’s attempts to manage translation out of
German, via a system of customs control (Barbian 1995:545ff) and promotional measures including
generous subsidisies for translations of approved German literature (ibid:220ff). Chapter 3 will show
that translation out of German was a policy area eagerly pursued by literary commentators. For the
present it should be noted that the many measures to promote Nazi literature abroad failed to win
much ground from the ‘un-German’, ie exile, literature that made up most translation out of German
(see Strothmann 1963:424).

*® The harassment and expropriation of publishers specialising in translation such as Goldmann and
later Zsolnay is of particular relevance here.
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tions were subject to pre-publication censorship by the RSK from early in the period,
a stricture shared only by the overtly ‘political’ texts monitored by the PPK. A
Propaganda Ministry memorandum of July 1935 on the purchase of foreign transla-
tion rights required publishers to submit for consideration a copy of the proposed
source text accompanied by translated excerpts, details of the author’s ‘Aryan’ ori-
gins and other information, including an evaluation of the insights the work offered
into the life of the source language nation (Strothmann 1963:197; Hall 1994:205).
Strothmann supposes that this procedure was little more than a rubber stamp* until
Spring 1939, when procedures were tightened and newspapers ordered to stop re-
viewing translations except those explicitly listed by the Ministry (Strothmann
1963:195). Certainly the data collected in Chapter 2 show that translations were
being published in the pre-war years which do not appear compatible with a strict
line by the censors. This may partly have been the result of defiance by individual
publishers. For example, Wilhelm Goldmann of Berlin was ordered in 1935 to pres-
ent all prospective reissues of entertainment literature, many of them translations, for
pre-publication approval, a ruling which he managed to sidestep at least in part till
late 1937 (Barbian 1995:568f). On the other hand, Goldmann’s output was undoubt-
edly very much constrained by the special attention paid him by SD and Propaganda
Ministry - including the refusal in 1935 of permission to buy translation rights to
Anglo-American detective novels (ibid:568) - and the existence of such pressure on
publishers must relativise Strothmann’s claim that pre-publication censorship was

purely a formality before the war.

The refusal of permission to reprint was an instrument particularly heavily used later
in the period to control high-selling translations. For the Ministry the refusal of re-
prints had the added advantage of discretion, since the translation came onto the
market, avoiding the appearance of censorship, and could then be quietly suppressed
after the early print-runs as if for lack of public interest (this was the fate of Nobel
prizewinner Pearl S Buck’s bestselling novels after she spoke out against the Nazis,

Hall 1994:277). But Ministry decisions on permission to reissue or confiscate were

* According to Dahm, the exception to this was translated books by Jewish authors. He finds that the
pre-publication permission procedure in fact worked as a very specifically anti-Jewish filter (Dahm
1993:186).

*® In mid-1939, Strothmann says, the RSK became stricter, turning down 60-70% of applications
(1963:198); from Autumn 1939 the blanket bans described below came into force.
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highly unpredictable. When Zsolnay’s translation of Jean Anet’s Ariane was confis-
catéd, no reason was given and the publisher had to conclude that the difficulty lay
with the Jewish origins of the film star who happened to be illustrating the cover
(ibid:67). This case demonstrates the extreme difficulty of predicting secretive and
inconsistent official judgements. Extra caution was necessary, and the threat of con-
fiscation could thus encourage self-censorship® in the publication of translation as
much as in that of other literature or, bearing in mind the special attention paid to

translations, even more so.

According to Hall, the pre-war requirement for permission to publish and reissue
translations was accompanied by a further means of control, what he calls the
“Brechstange” of foreign currency restrictions (ibid:262). Because the allocation of
foreign currency was at the disposal of the Propaganda Ministry, publishers could be
prevented from paying debts abroad. For Zsolnay at least, the failure to pay royalty
debts led to considerable friction with translated authors and occasionally to the
complete collapse of cooperation (Theodore Dreiser and Pearl S Buck both withdrew
from Zsolnay on these grounds®). The situation was exacerbated by the requirement
that the reason for delayed payment be kept secret from foreign publishers and
authors, in line with the regime’s general wish to conceal censorship measures from
observers abroad (ibid:278).

On the outbreak of war, the position of translation became simpler and far harsher.
The blanket ban on translation from ‘enemy states’ imposed on translations from
Britain in December 1939 was soon updated to include work from Poland, France
and in 1941 the USA. Such translations were forbidden on principle, with a number
of special exceptions (see 1.4.). The rationale of the wartime bans was, to be sure,
partly an ideological one, but the economic aspect took pride of place: a secret RSK

memo to publishers in 1939 reminds them that French and English belles lettres were

’! Based in Austria, until annexation the Zsolnay house was not formally bound by pre-publication
procedures, but the threat of confiscation within the important German market led it to exercise
extreme caution in accepting new translation rights (Hall 1994:249). In Hall’s opinion Zsolnay’s self-
restriction went over and above the necessary, amounting at times to “vorauseilende Gehorsamkeit”
(ibid:286).

52 By 1939 the Zsolnay house already owed Pearl S Buck over 15,000 marks in outstanding royalties
(Hall 1994:279). As Hall points out, the more successful a translated author, the more disastrously
royalty debts could build up, undermining the whole basis of commercial success for publishers of
translations (ibid:249).
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not to be published or sold” on the grounds that “insbesondere muf} verhindert wer-
den, daB aus dem weiteren Vertrieb dieser Ubersetzungen Devisenforderungen
zugunsten von Lindern anwachsen, die mit allen Methoden des Wirtschaftskrieges
versuchen, das deutsche Volk auszuhungern” (reproduced in Ihde 1942:199). The
financial point is underlined by the fact that works whose copyright had lapsed were
in principle exempt from the bans (ibid). Because the definition of ‘enemy literature’
was by nationality not language, confusion could occur on which English-sounding
authors were translatable, which banned; the ‘enemy’ itself was changeable too, so
that frequent policy shifts were bound to occur. For example, the selling of Russian
literature became a topic of much confusion. While anti-Bolshevik translations from
Russian had been banned during the Hitler-Stalin pact, a flurry of RSK memos in
1941 restricts, then reallows, sales of new anti-Bolshevik translations and clarifies a

new ban on the previously permitted Russian classics (in Ihde 1942:202-204).

Aside from the blanket bans on enemy nations, other anti-translation measures be-
came active during the war. The public libraries, for example, had always been
warned that although translations could be a valuable resource, they were to be se-
lected carefully to avoid reintroducing ideas now “iiberwunden” in Germany (Die
Biicherei May 1939:281f) and the lists of recommended books show a wary attitude
to translated fiction (see 1.4.). Once the war began the tone became sharper: natu-
rally, banned titles would not be on the shelves, but in some cases even permitted
titles (here Russian classics) were to be lent only “wenn ein begriindeter Leserwunsch
vorliegt” and must not be newly bought, catalogued or in any way advertised
(Education Ministry memo to public libraries, February 1942, in Andrae 1970:189).
Wartime conditions severely restricted communication with publishers abroad
(Strothmann 1963:199); finally, paper rationing later in the war, based on the publi-
cation of ‘essentials only’ (Barbian 1995:557), allowed the most stringent treatment

of translation on the grounds that it was an inessential extra to domestic literature.

However, this picture of suspicious control does not tell the whole story. In the

period up to the outbreak of war, translation activity remained strong and if anything

33 They were not, however, to be considered “Verbotsliteratur” but only secreted until the end of the
war, when they could safely be sold again. This gives the bans under the wartime arrangements a
different character from the disrecommendations of Party offices and outright bans in the Liste.
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rose, as will be demonstrated in Chapter 2. Despite the fine-meshed regulation by the
state bureaucracy, in other words, niches for translation certainly remained. To an
extent this was the result of state promotion. Like the two-pronged approach to
literary policy in general, translations held to be useful were promoted as well as
‘harmful’ ones suppressed. The criteria for acceptability are not easy to reconstruct™
but, judging by reviewers’ comments and the titles published, seem to have been
either that the source author was a known apologist for Nazi Germany (such as Knut
Hamsun®), that the text was capable of use as a propaganda weapon against the
source nation (such as A J Cronin’s anticapitalist novels), or - most diffusely - that
the source and/or target text was consonant with Nazi ideology and thus provided

enrichment or support for the approved target literature™.

Up to the war it appears that such consonance was defined widely enough to include
general harmlessness, such as animal stories or ‘classics’, with a real range of trans-
lations officially affirmed; after that the terms of acceptability narrowed extremely. In
this wartime period some translations were, however, still positively encouraged,
with special exceptions being made even to the bans on translations from the ‘enemy
states’. The literature of allied and occupied nations was specially promoted via the
short-lived “Européische Schriftstellervereinigung”, a writers’ organisation initiated
and funded by the Propaganda Ministry in 1941 and 1942 under the guise of
‘spontaneous’ cooperation. Its promotion of acceptable European writers in transla-
tion formed part of ambitious preparations for the new German-governed Europe
after the war as well as hoping to compensate for wartime boycotts of German writ-
ing abroad (Barbian 1995:445). The association’s programme aimed to encourage the
sales 6f existing translations from friendly authors and the publication of new ones
while strongly discouraging distribution of those authors who had not joined the
association (ibid:445f). Librarians were also requested in general to encourage the
borrowing of translations from friendly nations: “In dem uns aufgezwungenen

Kampfe werden die Volksbiichereien die kulturellen Beziehungen zu den uns

% I have found no material that explicitly sets such criteria out, and it is very possible that none exists,
since the method of the Ministry censors depended on maximum flexibility, minimum transparency.

%5 Once a previously welcomed writer made any anti-Nazi comment all tolerance was withdrawn. This
was the fate of Sigrid Undset: “Die norwegische Schriftstellerin Sigrid Undset hat sich in einem
besonders gehissigen Aufruf gegen die deutsche Wehrmacht gewandt. - Die Ausleihe ihrer Biicher in
Deutschland ist daher nicht mehr tragbar und ab sofort einzustellen” (RSK memorandum to the
commercial libraries, June 1940, in Ihde 1942:132).

%6 All these issues will be explored in more detail in Chapter 3.
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befreundeten und den neutralen Lindern durch Beschaffung geeigneten Schrifttums,
Herausstellung in Verzeichnissen und Auslagen sowie in der Ausleihe selbst beson-
ders zu pflegen haben” (public libraries office memorandum, September 1939, in
Andrae 1970:184). As will be seen in Chapter 2, the publication of translations in the
early war years, in particular the pattern of source languages, shows some impact of

these and similar promotion measures.

The willingness of the state and/or Party to promote certain translations seems to
have been fully exploited by publishers and translators. If a certain translation was
chosen for promotion by the regime, phenomenal sales could be expected (see Hall
1994:263ff for the case of Cronin’s Die Sterne blicken herab), a strong motivation in
a climate of constraint on previously successful translation programmes. Hall des-
cribes the case of translator Walter Kotas, a keen Party member who was so intent on
translating the Swedish supposed Nazi Vilhelm Moberg that he spent months
knocking on RSK doors insisting on the political reliability of his chosen author. He
finally succeeded in overcoming RSK reluctance and Moberg became a Zsolnay
author until he spoke out against the regime in 1938 and was promptly dropped (Hall
1994:191ff). The case of Moberg interestingly illustrates the way the terms of state
bureaucracy were integrated into commercial battles within the publishing industry:
Kotas lured the anti-Semite Moberg away from rival publisher Piper by telling him
that Piper’s translator was Jewish and would thus endanger his sales in Germany .
(ibid:192f). It seems clear that every means possible, frorh possibly disingenuous
book descriptions to lavish name-dropping, was employed in publishers’ negotiations
with the censors to achieve permission to publish translations®. Neither did the in-
dustry lack ingenuity in the presentation of texts so as to fulfil the demand for con-
gruence with Nazi norms. The description of content could be presented in a way
likely to meet with approval or the affiliation of the author cosmeticised, and skilful
marketing played its part too. Ahé’s claim of manipulation and “verfélschende
Rezeption” (1983:133) may wrongly posit the potential existence of a non-manipulat-
ive translation practice but the point he makes about the marketing of Swedish writ-

ing is probably typical. Zsolnay used brochure design, carefully chosen dustjacket

37 For the parallel case of fascist Italy, Rundle (1998) has traced in detail the very ingenious arguments
in ever different guises that the proposed publisher of an anthology of American literature put before
the censors.
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illustrations and titles to cast the slightly ambivalent Vilhelm Moberg in a more
clearly Nazi-consonant mode, for example adding to the source title Raskens. En
soldatfamiljs historia further military and peasant tags as well as an explicit source-
culture marker: Kamerad Wacker. Roman eines schwedischen Bauernsoldaten (Ahé
1983:93f; cf the correspondence on titles cited in Hall 1994:195f). Translations could
also be embedded in a context that claimed their identity with German literature, for
example the inclusion of Scandinavian tales and, more surprisingly, excerpts from
the Arabian Nights within a children’s anthology of ‘German’ folktales (Kamenetsky
1984:74). The detail of translation, too, could influence the extent to which a text
became acceptable. Examples of subtle shifts will be seen in later chapters, but
changes might be more drastic: Nora Waln’s The House of Exile, a novel recom-
mended by Rosenberg’s office about an American woman in China, once translated
boasts a whole new chapter praising the efficiency and culture of the Germans®. Hall
cites correspondence on alterations to a 1936 newspaper pre-print of a Daniele Vare
excerpt at the insistence of the newspaper’s worried editor: “Uberhaupt bedarf das
Buch unseres Erachtens noch verschiedener Streichungen bzw. Retuschen, wenn es
in Deutschland nicht berechtigte Kritik hervorrufen soll, die unter Umstéinden zu
einem Verbot fithren kann”; Zsolnay readily obliged (Hall 1994:288). Alterations to
the 1942 reprint of another Varé text were ordered directly by the RSK because it
was felt that the English and French characters were presented too positively
(ibid:297). The two latter cases exemplify the mixture of self- and external censor-
ship that presumably affected not only the selection but also the stylistic detail of
translated fiction in the period, a matter that will be more closely examined in Chap-

ters 4 and 5.

Apart from actually promoted translations, the survival of tolerated or even banned
ones seems evident from the success of the commercial lending libraries mentioned
in 1.2. These libraries depended heavily on translations, especially of popular fiction,
and continued to cater to older patterns of demand among the reading public by
providing access to disapproved translations forced out of the public library system

(Barbian 1995:620f). The survival of the officially denigrated translation, if in an

%% Translated by Josephine Ewers-Bumiller and L Giinther as Sife Frucht, bittre Frucht: China,
Berlin: Wolfgang Kriiger 1935, inserted chapter pp 265-268. Such efforts were in vain once Waln’s
anti-Nazi Reaching for the Stars was published in 1939, making her an enemy of Germany (Berglund
1980:172).
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adapted form, until right up to the outbreak of war will be discussed further in Chap-
ter 5, which shows that slight textual changes, probably self-imposed by translator
and publisher, moves these texts somewhat nearer the requirements of the regime. It
is the pervasive presence, even in non-promoted translation, of such self-censorship
measures that demonstrates how restricted translation practice really was in the
period - and yet, as will be illustrated below, this restriction by no means amounted

to complete suppression.

1.4. Translations in the indexes

It will have become clear that indexation was only one part of a whole edifice of
“Buchunterdriickung” (Aigner 1971:935). However, an investigation of a selection of
the indexes may begin to make visible the position of translations within the proc-
esses of control. The indexes dealt with below have been chosen to illustrate the
regime’s application of a combination of ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ strategies, the
diversity of organisations making recommendations and of their agendas, and the
complexity of criteria determining such recommendations. The indications in 1.3.
that the acceptability of translations depended on their authors, their publishers, their
portrayal of foreign cultures and the degree of their ‘triviality’ is also supported by

this brief examination of the lists.

‘Positive’ indexes recommended core holdings for various types of library and, as
will be seen, differ widely in scope and tenor. The short Von Kdmpfen und Aben-
teuern, published in 1935 for Rosenberg’s office, is subtitled “Hundert Biicher fiir
Urlaub, Reise und Unterhaltung” and contains war and colonial adventure stories, all
naming male authors. The list’s strongly militaristic and nationalistic tone makes
itunsurprising that no translations at all are included. Such pursuits as battles and
exploration were apparently considered particularly German by the Rosenberg office
- despite the fact that the adventure genre was, as the librarians’ and éducation jour-
nals complain, one dominated by imports or imitations of them. By excluding trans-
lations the list is taking a clear, though not explicit, stand against the translated genre,
concealing the popular adventure story’s foreign origins and attempting to foster a

home-grown version in its place. This index thus exemplifies a mixed strategy of
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censorship (absence of translations among the recommendations) and promotion

(presence of the genre’s ideologically acceptable variants).

The Grundliste - 350 Bdnde - fiir Werkbiichereien outlines an acceptable core collec-
tion for works libraries and was published by the RSK works libraries committee as a
supplement to Die Werkbiicherei in May 1937. Of 129 titles in the section
“Erzihlgut”, 21 are translations. Unlike Rosenberg’s adventure list, the range of
translations is wide, including titles which do not appear in, for example, the longer
Reichsliste fiir Dorfbiichereien (Education Ministry, 1936). Hervey Allen, R L
Stevenson, Thomas Hardy (Tef8 von d’Urbervilles. Eine reine Frau), Stendhal and
others make their appearance alongside the more familiar Scandinavian favourites of
the regime - the rationale appears to be rather pragmatic, accounting for an urban
taste for entertainment in literature that can accommodate translation with far less

purism than is demonstrated by Rosenberg’s office.

Published much later, Das Buch ein Schwert des Geistes of 1940 (Propaganda Min-
istry literature department), with its programmatic title, is directed at the commercial
libraries in their supposed capacity as spiritual arsenals and aims to be “eine Waffen-
sammlung” (Preface). An entire section of 105 entries is devoted to translations
(fiction and non-fiction), divided into the approved source language sections Ameri-
can [English], Danish, Estonian, Finnish, Flemish, Dutch, “Jugoslawisch”, Irish
[English], Italian, Norwegian and Swedish. In contrast to the works library list, the
entertainment focus has disappeared. The wartime context determines the choice and
presentation of source languages - French, for example, is no longer permissible and
English is carefully defined in terms of state rather than language. Of the American
choices, seven titles were later to fall under the blanket ban on American imports but
five survived. This list preseﬁts a complex picture in that translations are both care-
fully selected (with some source languages removed altogether) and claimed to be
themselves ‘weapons’ in the alleged literary battle rather than necessarily the enemy

to be fought.

The Propaganda Ministry’s Verzeichnis englischer und nordamerikanischer Schrift-
steller (1942) is only indirectly a positive index, since it was designed to pinpoint

which authors belonged to the category ‘enemy states’, in other words primarily
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which were British, which American and which acceptable since citizens of neutral
nations. The index also informed librarians which English-language writers were of
Jewish descent or otherwise unsuitable regardless of nationality, and which had died
long enough ago for copyright to have lapsed. The index consists in a general ban
with special exceptions, the presence of which makes the Verzeichnis partially a
‘positive’ list. Seventy-five authors are given special dispensations, in most cases for
one work only. The majority of the excepted works are not fiction but political, bio-
graphical or war books; of the fiction, books considered useful for propaganda pur-
poses are permitted, for example Jack London in den Slums, presumably held to
demonstrate the failures of American society, or Wyndham Lewis’ Der mysteriése
John Bull, which criticises the British ‘race’. Only A J Cronin with Die Sterne
blicken herab, Eric Linklater with Juan in Amerika, Esther Meynell with Die kleine
Chronik der Anna Magdalena Bach, Grey Owl’s American animal stories and P G
Wodehouse’s comic novels appear to have been successful sellers, though T E Law-
rence (Die sieben Sculen der Weisheit), Sinclair Lewis (Babbitt and Elmer Gantry)
and Robert Graves (Ich, Claudius, Kaiser und Gott and Belisar von Byzanz) are also
well-known names. In all, however, this final and most carefully screened of the
indexes is designed on the basis that translation from English, the language of the
enemy, is inherently in need of control and, in particular, that translation is a source
of economic contact that cannot be countenanced - hence the permission accorded to

out-of-copyright translated authors.

The role of the major ‘negative’ index, Liste des schddlichen und unerwiinschten
Schrifttums in editions from 1935 to 1943, has been described in 1.2. The index is
complemented by the 1949 Supplement I to the Deutsche Nationalbibliographie,
which lists the publications blocked from entering the national bibliography in 1933-
1945 and contains more translations - the Liste only includes books actually in circu-

lation, the Supplement all those published in German (see also 2.1.).

Although it cannot be ascertained here precisely why any one translation was banned
or restricted, the range of the approximately 250 translations of fiction appearing in
the Supplement indicates the following grounds. Firstly, some of the works listed are
by authors whose entire output was banned, on the same rationales as non-translated

authors. Such authors appear in the 1939 Liste with the note that the ban applies “fiir
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samtliche Schriften’’; for others the individual banned titles may well have covered
their entire translated output. Secondly, a large number of titles by the ‘enemy’
authors who fell under the wartime blanket bans are listed: published abroad® after
the bans were passed, they were submitted to the Deutsche Biicherei for archival
purposes like all German-language publications and immediately secreted (see
Aigner 1971:1012ff). Previously acceptable authors like Hugh Walpole or Agatha
Christie also belong to this category. Thirdly, in some cases it appears to be the pub-
lisher that draws down the ban, with all books published by, for example, the exiled
Bermann-Fischer of Stockholm or Malik in Prague (later London) banned. John
Steinbeck’s Die Friichte des Zornes is banned when published in 1940 by Humanitas
of Zurich, a house under a general ban, whereas in a new translation for Vorwerk of
Darmstadt it is honoured with a place on the 1942 list of special exceptions; simi-
larly, titles not otherwise affected are banned when they appear with Soviet publish-
ers (eg Chekhov or Moliére, both Deutscher Staatsverlag in Engels). Three entries in
the Supplement are not translations at all but “getarnte Emigrantenschriften”,

harmless-looking covers - Plato, Aristotle, Maupassant - disguising anti-fascist texts.

This leaves only a dozen translated titles, which must have been picked out indivi-
dually for their unsuitability by the Deutsche Biicherei staff, presumably on the
orders of the SD. Overall, it is notable that only few of the Supplement’s translations
are subjected to such individual scrutiny, the majority are automatically excluded
under the blanket-style criteria described above. Likewise, the central state index
itself includes relatively few translations. These points could be read in two ways:
either translation was felt to be less of a threat than home-produced writing, or the
preventive apparatus was successful enough in the case of translations to remove the
need for post-publication censorship - more so than in the case of non-translations.
Of these interpretations, the latter seems more likely in view of the lengthy

formalities to be observed by the publishers of translations and the strong concern

% Foreign authors of fiction under a “simtliche Schriften” ban in the 1939 index (many more are listed
for individual works) are Martin Andersen-Nex®, Pietro Aretino, Schalom Asch, Henri Barbusse,
Nikolai Bogdanov, John Dos Passos, Theodore Dreiser, Ilya Erenburg, André Gide, Louis Golding,
Maxim Gorki, Jaroslav Hasek, Karin Michaelis, Romain Rolland, René Schickele (writing in French),
Mikhail Sholochov, Ignazio Silone, Upton Sinclair, Agnes Smedley, Sergei Tretyakov, and H G
Wells. Later additions are Sigrid Undset (1940), Eve Curie and E Phillips Oppenheim (both 1941).

% There was rarely any need to index a German-produced translation on these grounds since the
wartime bans functioned pre-emptively, controlling the acquisition of translation rights and paper.
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about translation as a political force shown in the official and semi-official journals

(see Chapter 3).

Apart from the Liste and its associated exclusions from the Deutsche Nationalbiblio-
graphie, the other main negative index affecting translations was the Liste der fiir
Jugendliche und Biichereien ungeeigneten Druckschriften of 1943% (hereafter LIB).
The LJB is almost entirely dedicated to popular fiction, covering mainly detective
and adventure novels - in other words traditionally imported genres with a heavy
presence of translation. In terms of censorship practice it was secondary to the main
~ Liste and carried a weaker constraint: the titles it listed were not to be displayed
publicly or sold or lent to young people under 18. The list was also more accessible.
It was available to the book trade and particularly directed at the commercial lending
libraries, which were supposed to comb their holdings for listed items, then hand
them in, destroy them or secrete them in a locked room (Barbian 1995:618; the ruling

appears to have been widely disobeyed, as has been noted).

Of the LIB’s 946 individual entries (2552 more titles are listed as part of the bro-
chure-format or “Heftchen” series), 335 - more than one third - are translations from
English, four are translations from French and one from Italian, so that the centrality
of English as a source language is clear. Further, of the non-translations 320 have
Anglo-American proper names in the title or are written under Anglo-American
pseudonyms®. For example, Hermann Hilgendorff’s numerous detective novels make
their London setting explicit in titles such as Percy Brooks. Whitechapels bester
Mann or Der Maskenmacher von Piccadilly (both Lipsia 1938). Of the brochure-type
series, the majority have Wild West, American detective or other American themes,
along the lines of Schief3, Ranger, oder stirb! by A H Lester (pseudonym of the more
prosaic-sounding Arthur Heinz Lehmann; Kulturelle Verlagsgesellschaft 1938) or the
Tom Shark, Konig der Detektive novels by Elisabeth von Aspern writing as Pitt
Strong. Von Aspern is not the only female German author to take a male or neutral
American pseudonym: Lisa Barthel-Winkler as F L Barwin, Janna Bernitt-Dryer as

Jo Bert or Lena Escher as Ferry Rocker are other examples. In general, it appears that

8! Second, cumulative edition (first edition 1940).
62 Naturally an Anglo-American setting is not always indicated by the title. Neutral titles are likely to
hide many more such settings, almost certainly raising the figure significantly.
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the use of an Anglo-American sounding pseudonym and/or title was a clear policy in
this branch of publishing, indicating a domination of the genre by translations to the
extent that domestic production imitated translation, though naturally the prevalence
of translations and irhitative texts in this index may also be explained by the special
opprobrium attached by the authorities to such settings (these issues will be explored
further in 5.1.). Of the LJB’s translations, the bulk is accounted for by the very pro-
lific authors of the Weimar period, led by Edgar Wallace with his 152, mostly pre-
1933, entries. Although Wallace translations were dipping by the early 1930s, other
indexed translations appeared later in the period, well after the publishing climate
became difficult. Whatever mechanism was steering the translation of popular fiction
up to the end of the 1930s, it certainly did not consist in a successful elimination of
the field and nor, evidently, were the restrictions it imposed considered to have been

sufficiently strict as the period wore on.

To conclude this chapter, it can be said that in terms both of the promotion of ap-
proved literature and the discouragement of its competitors, the Nazi goal of
literarymanagement was only a partial success. Censorship in its many forms caused
devastating damage to the literary scene, affecting translations if anything even more
than non-translations and isolating German literature to a large extent from its
neighbours. Many translations were indeed entirely banned - but not, it appears,
simply on the grounds of being translated. As the investigation of the indexes has
shown, the position of translations within the machinery of literary control was
ambivalent. Viewed officially with suspicion and subject to careful selection, some
of them were actively (if inconsistently) promoted as congruent with the norms of
Nazi literature - and particularly, as Chapter 3 will show, with the idea of literature as
the expression of the ‘Volk soul’ of its source culture. Other translations, officially
denigrated, survived in the gaps inevitably left by the ambitious project of total
literary control, as will be demonstrated by the data collected in Chapter 2 and the
case studies in Chapter 5. Finally, between these.extremes, a practice of tolerated
translation continued that indicates the capacity of some translation publishers to
survive by balancing the demands of their market with new ideological and

institutional requirements from above.
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2. Patterns in literary importation

Falk, Herman, Madame nimmt Gift. Dick Mortons heimliche
Ehe, Berlin: Eden (Der 50-Pf-Kriminal-Roman), 127 S., -,50
Fischer, Hans, Deutschlands Morgenrot entflammt! Ein na-
tionales Drama, Bonn: Heidelmann, 24 S., 1,50

(Consecutive entries from the Deutsche Nationalbibliographie 1933, Week 42)

In Chapter 1 it was seen that a range of restrictions aimed to narrow the market for
translated literature in both quantitative and qualitative terms. At the same time, the
conclusion was drawn of Nazi cultural regulation in general that ambitious policy
statements were not always reflected in everyday practice. The ambivalence is illus-
trated by a glance at the records of publication in the period, showing such curious
juxtapositions as the one quoted above. By examining these records in some detail, I
hope in this chapter to provide a more accurate picture of the shape and extent of
Nazi control of translations. Rather than taking up the task of analysing content and
translation strategies of the texts®, this chapter will investigate their “external his-
tory” (Frank 1989). Leaving aside the official policy examined in Chapter 1, in other
words, what kind of translations did publishers actually consider viable in political,
aesthetic and commercial terms, and how perceptible is the impact of Nazi regulation
on the choices they made? While the history of newly-published translations allows
some insight into the results of permission procedures, the record of reprint figures
will also bring in the commercial aspect by providing a glimpse, if an indirect one,

into the buying and borrowing practices of the reading public.

The first section will describe the sources and parameters used to draw up the data-
base of translations; section 2.2. will analyse the database in terms of volume of
translation, source languages, trends in genre, publishers and translators; and 2.3. will

draw some preliminary conclusions.

® An investigation of all - even of a widely representative sample - of the translations published in the
period would be impossible for practical reasons, but Chapters 4 and 5 will look in detail at a small
selection of the texts behind the titles.
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2.1. The bibliographical data

Sources

In his study of English literature in Germany from 1895 to 1934, Anselm Schldsser
(1937) describes the difficulties he encountered in drawing up a detailed bibliography
of literature published in English or in German translation. Schlgsser’s work is de-
tailed, sober in tone and for the most part remarkably free of the fierce xenophobia of
the articles and reviews he published in, for example, the Grofdeutsches
Leihbiichereiblatt (eg 30 Jan 1941:31). Certainly, Schlosser’s bibliography is not
comprehensive, as Pym complains (1998:43), nor is it value-free®, but his description
of the problems of data collection prompted useful searches®. While the impressive
pedantry with which he follows up each entry could not, for practical reasons, be
replicated here, Schldsser’s decision to use the Deutsche Nationalbibliographie as

his main source proved appropriate in the present case (see below).

Gisela Berglund, in Der Kampf um den Leser im Dritten Reich (1980), refers to
translation statistics for 1935-1938 (1980:156). These are taken Charlotte Bausch-
inger’s articles in the late 1930s (Bauschinger 1936ff) and do not tally with the fig-
ures I collected. For example, Bauschinger counts 751 translations from English and
American English for 1935-1938 whereas I found 852; for French 180 where I found
234. Bauschinger’s figures are always lower than mine and do not cover a full range
of source languages. The sources and.limitations of her statistics are not made ex-
plicit by Berglund, and Bauschinger herself accords them little attention, her work
focusing primarily on translation out of German. On the other hand, Berglund’s
comments on the dominance of certain source languages and on the types of work
translated, again based on Bauschinger’s analysis, certainly accord with my findings.

Dietrich Strothmann (1963) also draws on Bauschinger’s statistics, but his analysis of

® Schlssser’s evaluations of the authors he traces clearly belong to Nazi-approved taste; however, he
still includes in his bibliography the despised popular fiction alongside canonised literature.

% For example, having originally hoped to work with the Index Translationum, which drew its data
from the Deutsche Biicherei catalogues in Leipzig, I followed Schlosser’s prompt and double-checked
its data against that of the Deutsche Nationalbibliographie (DNB). Like Schlésser I found many
discrepancies: comparing the belles lettres sections in the first quarter of 1933, the DNB contains 18
titles not listed in the Index while the Index includes several (mmostly opera libretti) not in the DNB for
reasons of categorisation. Part, but not all, of the discrepancy is accounted for by the Jndex’s policy of
including only new translations, no reissues.
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them helps little since it applies different parameters at different points with no

comment.

Various bibliographies of translations from particular source languages exist, but all
the secondary sources available at present are partial in their scope®. Because the
other primary sources proved to be either incomplete or impracticable to search®, I
have relied on the less incomplete and more user-friendly Deutsche Nationalbiblio-
graphie (hereafter “DNB”). Before 1931 the DNB was published in a briefer form as
the Wochentliches Verzeichnis der erschienenen und vorbereiteten Neuigkeiten des
deutschen Buchhandels, originally by J C Hinrichs and from 1911 by the booksellers’
association Borsenverein der Deutschen Buchhéndler, with revisions by the Deutsche
Biicherei. The post-1931 format is more complete and consists of two series: Series
A covering titles distributed by the book trade and Series B with those distributed in
other ways, for example drama scripts or book club editions. I have restricted my
search to Series A, since the unclear extent to which Series B titles reached the public
would add a new dimensivon to the main figures®. The weekly DNB editions 1933 to
1944 inclusive have been analysed: the 1945 edition reaches only Week 1/2, January
1945 (listing titles published in late 1944), then ceases publication until August 1946.

During the twelve years in question the DNB was drawn up daily on information
received from publishers, by the gleichgeschalteter Borsenverein and the Deutsche
Biicherei in Leipzig under the watchful eye of Gestapo and SD (Barbian 1995:807). It
appeared in weekly editions, each divided into sections such as philosophy, history,
technology and so on. Of these, I have investigated the section “Schéne Literatur”

only. Two other sections, “Sprach- und Literaturwissenschaft” and “Jugendschriften”

% For example Quandt (7 vols, 1987-88) and Ahé (1982) for Swedish. A bibliography covering a
wider SL range, Wolfgang Rossig’s Weltliteratur in deutscher Ubersetzung: Eine chronologische
Bibliographie (Stuttgart: Metzler 1997), was not available in London or Berlin and could
unfortunately not be consulted, but the fact that it is only 640 pages long suggests it must be severely
selective in scope. The list of translations collated in Prisma 1948 is suggestive but does not even
claim comprehensiveness, being instead an attempt to demonstrate that some German publishers
resisted the regime and brought out ‘good’ foreign works (1948, issue 17:37-41).

7 Prime among these is the Gesamtverzeichnis des deutschsprachigen Schrifttums, a collation of DNB
and earlier bibliographical data 1911-1965. This has proved reliable, but is arranged purely by author
over the entire timespan, making it impossible to search systematically.

%8 The examination of areas like book-club publications could, however, yield interesting results in a
future study. Certainly translations are reasonably well-represented in Series B (a sample two-week
issue from 1939 included seven translations of fiction), and the existence of these additional
translations should be borne in mind when considering the figures.
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often contain literary translations, but for the sake of consistency I decided to follow
the DNB’s own categorisation of ‘general literature’ rather than searching the neigh-
bouring sections. It should be noted, though, that the section allocation of translated
authors often varies. For example, Greek or Latin classics are sometimes classed as
belles lettres, sometimes as philology; thus Greek and Latin are unrepresentatively
small SL (source language) groups in my database®. Children’s literature, too, pres-
ents categorisation problems. Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Onkel Toms Hiitte (Uncle
Tom's Cabin), for example, is sometimes counted as children’s, sometimes as gen-
eral literature by the DNB - and indeed while the second edition of Hendrik Con-
science’s Der Lowe von Flandern (De Leeuw van Vlaanderen) is listed under belles

lettres, the first edition appeared under children’s literature.

Issues of classification thus blur the boundaries of the data. Another difficulty is the
DNB’s occasional failure to note whether a text is translated. In fact, generally
speaking the use of translation labels is consistent, usually phrased as “aus dem
Englischen [etc] tibertragen von...”, or sometimes “ins Deutsche iibertragen von...”/
“Deutsch von...”, the latter cases leaving the SL unclear. Because DNB data are
provided by the publishers concerned (the DNB editors occasionally add information,
such as pseudonyms, in square brackets), the quality of information varies. For
example, one publisher of popular fiction, Auffenberg, excels in providing scrappy
publication data: in contrast to the other publishers, Auffenberg titles are full of
misspellings, unnamed translators, and unacknowledged translations. There may,
though, also be real uncertainty as to what constitutes a translation. For example, the
Low German writings of Fritz Reuter appear both with and without a translation label
in different imprints, in both cases with the same titles but perhaps with different
languages in the text, perhaps simply with disagreement as to whether Low German
is a separate language from standard German. One translated author is frequently
noted without a translation label, Swedish crime novelist Frank Heller (the pseudo-
nym of Gunnar Serner, translated in the late 1930s and early 1940s). Only one text of
Heller’s consistently receives a translation label, Drei Morder treten ein (Tre mor-
dare intrdada, Deutscher Verlag 1941), which appeared in a soldiers’ edition through-
out the war. The Norwegian writer Knut Hamsun receives his translation label

throughout the bibliography except in every reprint of one pair of novellas under the

® This problem is less significant in that the main focus of my work will be translation from English.
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title Die Liebe ist hart (Benoni and Rosa, Langen-Miiller 1938). Inevitably some
titles entered without a translation label will have escaped my attention, reducing

completeness™.

There are certainly other gaps in the DNB. Quite apart from accidental omissions, the
advertising aspect of the bibliography, which was the definitive source of information
for the book trade, meant it could play an important part in literary control. The
existence of ‘undesirable’ titles could be silenced directly at the source, in Leipzig,
thus minimising their presence in book distribution without the need for elaborate
confiscation measures. Barbian (1995:808) notes that after 1941 translations from
eneiny states were not to appear in the DNB, and similar injunctions against listing
undesirable titles in general had existed since the beginning of the regime. To address
these politically imposed silences, after the war the Deutsche Biicherei published two
Supplements to the DNB (1949). Of these, Supplement I is of some interest and has
already been mentioned in Chapter 1: it lists the titles deleted from the bibliography
by the Nazi authorities”. The Introduction to the DNB Supplements explains the
need for the retrospective list in terms of the Deutsche Biicherei’s almost sacred duty
of comprehensiveness, limited only by the need to exclude pornography and works
confiscated by the police (I,1949), and the writers of the Introduction hasten to assure
us that it was only under strong protest by the Deutsche Biicherei that the elimination
of any title from the bibliography took place. The Supplements are designed to fill all
remaining gaps in the DNB; the success of this may, however, be doubted™,

particularly as regards the relatively underdocumented area of popular fiction.

The decision to exclude the Supplements’ data from my figures was taken with the
aim of improving the coherence of the database. In particular, the entries in Sup-

plement I are almost all from foreign publishers rather than being part of domestic

7 ‘Invisible’ translations form just one aspect of the question of what will be taken to count as a
translation (see Pym 1998, chapter 4). This issue will be discussed under ‘Parameters’ below.

7! Supplement II covers titles where bibliographical data and/or the texts themselves were destroyed by
chance in bombing. Few of the 7232 titles are translations - around 60 were counted, of which the
largest group was French, then English and Scandinavian SLs (no exact figures are given here because
the titles are labelled neither as fiction/non-fiction nor as translation/non-translation, so that a reliable
count was not possible). No political conclusions can be drawn from the entries in Supplement I, but
their absence from the main database should be noted.

" For example, the fascist and militaristic texts indexed by the Allies in the 1946 Liste der
auszusondernden Literatur are not included, perhaps ironically in view of the rationale expressed by
the Supplement compilers.
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production - and the fact that they did not succeed in overcoming German import
controls suggests that we should not include them as accepted or even tolerated
translations within the German/Austrian system. In this respect they might better be
categorised with those prospective translations which never had a chance to enter the
DNB in any shape, having been banned before publication. To include them in the
account of the translations that could, at least temporarily, be bought and borrowed
would, I think, skew the data. For this reason”, my bibliography includes only the

titles listed in the twelve relevant volumes of the DNB.

However, the information from the Supplements is worth bearing in mind. Of the
5485 entries in Supplement I, the translations are dominated by non-fiction, and
indeed overall the author with the second highest number of entries (translations or
not) is Stalin - only Swiss anthroposophist Rudolf Steiner appears more often. Apart
from banned fiction, the main areas covered by the Supplement are communism,
publications by the Jewish publisher Schocken, sex education and contraception. The
great majority of publishers in Supplement I are based outside German borders,
especially in Switzerland and the USSR, secondarily New York, London, Stockholm
or Amsterdam. Of the approximately 250 literary translations I found in the
Supplement, the largest SL group is English with around 100 entries, dominated by
left-wing writers and detective novels; Russian (50), French (50) and American
English (40) follow (all figures approximate). It will be seen below that apart from
the absence of Scandinavian SLs these proportions do not diverge strongly from the

make-up of the main bibliography.

The various difficulties with the DNB data must be seen as limits on the present
statistics. Additionally, I may have overlooked titles during my search, and it can
certainly be assumed that more was published than was advertised in the official
national bibliography, so that in principle all figures must be taken as revisable up-
wards. The limitations are multiple and I make no claim to comprehensiveness;
however, I believe the substantial size of my database means that general trends can

still be determined and discussed.

7 There are additional, practical problems: the Supplements do not use sections, so that distinctions
were difficult between fiction and non-fiction, and translation labelling is less consistent than in the
main DNB.
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Parameters

I have included in my bibliography translations of fiction™ from any language which
were published in German between January 1933 and December 1944 and advertised
in the DNB, Series A. The latter restrictions have already been discussed; the other

parameters now require some further comment.

The choice of the label ‘in German’ means including books published in Austria, a
division of little meaning to the book trade since even before annexation Austrian
firms, though not legally subject to Nazi regulation and thus in some respects freer
(Dahm 1993:116ff) were in practice highly dependent on Nazi sensibilities if they
wished to enter the lucrative German market (Hall 1994:249). After 1938 the division
disappeared entirely as far as Nazi regulation was concerned. The DNB also includes
titles published in Switzerland and other countries, claiming for itself the role of
collector of all German-language publications (in reality limited, of course, by the
political interference already mentioned). Almost all the Swiss publishers listed in
the DNB are either based in more than one country (such as Atlantis, based in Zurich,
Berlin and Leipzig) or have a German outlet (the note “Auslieferung: C Fr Fleischer,
Leipzig” is typical). The few purely foreign-produced titles were subject to even
stricter regulation than domestic publishers before reaching the DNB and hence the
German distribution system, via the ever closer control of book imports (see Barbian
1995:545-552); they are likely to conform particularly closely to official domestic

translating norms, so that there is no reason to exclude them from the database.

My bibliography includes both first editions and reprints, with first editions marked
as such. The division into new translations and reprints can disclose on the one hand
the breadth of what was being translated and on the other the degree of the transla-
tions’ popularity, their ‘survival’ in commercial terms (see also Schlosser 1937:24ff).
While the number and size of reprints may not be an entirely reliable indicator of

actual popularity (libraries and schools bought recommended titles under pressure™),

7 In the wider sense, including both prose and poetry.

75 Additionally, in a climate of restricted availability and the loss of previous favourites, one must
question the concept of ‘choice’ for book-buyers (see Stieg 1992:157 on library books). However,
Pym’s scathing comments on Schlésser’s equation of ‘most printed’ with ‘most read” may apply less
clearly to the present case. Where permission had to be sought for every reprint and, without the
security of old bestsellers, commercial miscalculations were more likely than usual to cause ruin, it is
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in practice it brings to light many successful texts barely mentioned in the secondary
literature and can, if nothing else, give the lie to assumptions such as that of Donald
R Richards in his The German Bestseller in the Twentieth Century, 1915-1940
(1968). This study lists books selling more than 50,000 copies but makes no refer-
ence at all to translated authors such as the Norwegian Trygve Gulbranssen, the sales
of just one of whose books neared the half-million mark during the Nazi period™.
Richards appears to be discounting translations as part of the category ‘German
bestsellers’. On what grounds he does this is not clear since he makes no comment on
translations in his introduction, but it appears that for Richards a translation simply
does not belong to the category ‘German’. If, in contrast, we view translations into
German as ‘German books’, an indication of the large sales many of them achieved
helps counter any idea that translations in the period were a small-scale, minority
interest affair”. Conversely, the number of small, one-off editions may indicate the
level of publishers’ willingness to experiment with translated titles unlikely to meet

with commercial success.

The allocation of the labels ‘first edition’ and ‘reprint’ is, however, by no means
clear-cut. The DNB entries are not consistently labelled, so that some translations I
counted as first editions may have been unlabelled reprints, thus giving a falsely high
number of first editions. Far more often, the number of reprints of a title is under-
stated by the DNB data. While the usual number of copies per edition seems to be
around 5000, especially in later years editions of 10,000 are not uncommon; also, the
entry for a later edition often shows that further reprints have been made since the
first edition without a separate entry in the DNB. Thus, overall the unreliability of
reprint figures is more liable to lead to an underestimation than to an overestimation,
just as the categorisation problem did by underrepresenting classics and children’s

literature.

fair to assume that publishers reprinted only what they knew they could sell - and if possible sell fast,
before policy changed (see Pym 1998:43).

7 The 1944 army edition brought Gulbranssen’s Und ewig singen die Wilder (Och bakom synger
skogene, Langen-Miiller 1935) up to its 565 thousandth copy, but even in 1940, the last year of
Richards’ timespan, the book is listed as being in its 470th thousand.

" The compilers of the incomplete Prisma (1948) list of translations calculate that an absolute

minimum of 3.25 million copies of translations were printed in the period. As they point out, the actual
figure must have been much higher.
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Obviously, many translations listed in the DNB in 1933-1944 are older than their first
appearance in a particular edition (this applies, for example, to the nineteenth-century
translations of Old Norse texts which appear in various different publishing guises in
the bibliography, and to much Shakespeare translation). For these pre-1933 transla-
tions it could be argued that their form is not a product of the Nazi period. However,
the fact of their being permitted for reissue means they fell under the same system of
censorship and measures of acceptability, quite apart from any updating alterations
which may well have been undertaken. In fact, as pointed out in Chapter 1, it is any-
way unwise to assume a clean break with past literature in 1933. On the contrary,
translations just as much as other literature saw the continued flourishing of pre-1933
favourites - Scandinavian classics of the late nineteenth century like Selma Lagerlof,
or 1920s English detective bestsellers such as Edgar Wallace. The success of these
authors appears to have been unbroken by the change of regime and thus the fact that
they were translated before the Nazi period should not bar them from the bibliogra-

78

phy

Texts explicitly labelled ‘adaptations’ have not been included. Jula Hartmann’s Ein
Weihnachtslegendenspiel (A Strauch 1936), for example, is noted as “Unter An-
lehnung an Selma Lagerl6fs Christuslegende” but I have followed the publisher’s
decision not to count this as a translation; likewise, the Nibelungenlied is counted
when published with a translation label, but not when advertised as a tale inspired by
the legend and lavishly illustrated with stills from the UfA film in 1935. Admittedly,
the area is a difficult one, since the boundary between ‘translation’ and ‘adaptation’
is, in principle, not just blurred but probably non-existent. Even Gideon Toury’s
advice to take as an object of study “all utterances which are presented or regarded as
such within the target culture, on no matter what grounds” (1995:32) does not help
entirely. The target readers’ assumptions about these texts are now inaccessible: it
would be hard to prove or disprove that ‘the’ target culture read, for example, the
Danish Svend Fleuron in his unlabelled guises as a German author. In fact, the ques-
tion may be more appropriate whether Fleuron was constructed as German at the

same time as being labelled Danish - the allocation of ‘foreignness’ is by no means

7 The translated authors among Vogt-Praclik’s list of Weimar bestsellers are Sigrid Undset, Knut
Hamsun, Gunnar Gunnarsson, John Galsworthy, Edgar Wallace, Jack London and Upton Sinclair
(1987:99-117). All but the last of these continued to flourish under the new conditions of 1933-1939.
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clear-cut in the period (see Chapter 3) and cannot serve as the practical basis of a
definition of translatedness. Using publishers’ labels alone would have meant exclud-
ing, for example, Knut Hamsun, Mark Twain or Plato on those occasions where they
lack a label, while other work by the same authors is labelled so that it seems
unlikely that readers would fail to notice the texts’ translated provenance. Finally,
rigid definitions leave little space for a range of different understandings of the same
work. In the case of an author like Frank Heller literary regulation made his works
translations: the book trade favoured a non-translation label for Heller until the war,
when his work began to receive consistent labelling. As the DNB hardly features
either hidden translations or pseudo-translations”, only small numbers of entries are
affected by blurred boundaries and a pragmatic approach has been taken here, includ-
ing every entry carrying a translation label®® as well as those which lack a translation
label but which can reasonably be expected to have been received as translations due
to the presence in the DNB of other works by the same author with labels (for exam-
ple Stendhal’s Italienische Novellen, published by Rothbarth in 1938, or certain
editions of the Edda).

Apart from the target-language title, my database includes SL author; publisher with
year and place of publication; any series membership; first versus subsequent edition;
SL and SL title; genre; translator; and the week of the entry. The SL author was not
difficult to establish, since hardly any entry is listed anonymously in the DNB. In the
few cases where the publisher’s information does not include an author, such as
Esther Meynell’s Die kleine Chronik der Anna Magdalena Bach (The Little Chroni-
cle of Magdalena Bach, Koehler & Amelang, 7th edition 1933), the compilers of the
DNB insert the missing information. Neither do they overlook pseudonyms. The nom
de plume of author or translator is noted with careful, even pedantic attention to

detail, and applied in the alphabetical arrangement of authors.

™ While pseudo-translations proper are extremely rare, the foreign (especially Anglo-American)
pseudonym and title - signalling an imitation rather than an actual pseudo-translation - is not. It is
found mainly in the pulp adventure and detective novel, as will be discussed in Chapter 5, butto a
lesser extent in more up-market domains as well, with one Otto Goldbach writing as ‘Gunnar
Sigarssen’ presumably in a bid to exploit the huge popularity of translated Scandinavian literature
(Nordlands rauschende Wdlder. Roman, Leipzig: Godwin 1940).

* This means the inclusion of one title almost certainly a pseudo-translation, Karl Vivian’s Waffen aus
Insulinde. Detektivroman (Girl in the Dark), Berlin: Kulturelle Verlagsgesellschaft 1935. None of
Vivian’s many other titles is listed as a translation and no record of a ST was found.
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The edition is marked as “first’ if the DNB gives no label such as “Zweite Auflage”,
“Neuauflage”, “Neuausgabe” or “37. Tsd” (the DNB does not usually label first
editions as such). This information depends on the accuracy of the DNB entry, as I
have not followed up the publishing history of each translation to double-check. As
was suggested above, the number of reprints is certainly on the low side; however,
the general trend of new translations proportional to reprints will still prove to be of

interest.

Source languages are also somewhat problematic. The DNB - or rather the publisher
submitting information to it - is usually meticulous in its naming of a translation’s
source language, but sometimes the text is labelled a translation without the SL being
specified. This applies above all to translations from the English or French, where
perhaps the assumption is that the SL title given will look English or French enough
to be identifiable, and from Scandinavian languages, where the general Scandinavian
origin of the SL title is clear and perhaps further specification deemed unnecessary
(see also Chapter 3). Less ‘obvious’ SLs are almost always noted in the entry. While
in other respects I have allowed the bibliography’s gaps to stand, in the matter of
missing SLs my focus on patterns of importation from different languages made
completeness important. I inserted SLs where none was given, making use of other
entries in the DNB and other bibliographies in order to obtain as complete a possible
a view of SL trends. Where the DNB gave a SL that seemed to clash with the SL title
I followed it up, but in the end, short of actually obtaining the source text, I decided
to take the DNB’s word in cases where the SL given may well refer to an intermedi-

ary translation (eg where Aeschylus is given as SL Latin in 1936).

The terminology of languages is not always entirely clear. Translations from Ameri-
can English are sometimes labelled as such (“aus dem Amerikanischen”), particularly
for a short period after British translations fell under a blanket ban in 1939 and before
American translations joined them in 1941. At this point publishers briefly took
special care to note non-British origin, or else omitted to note any SL - as in the case
of Somerset Maugham and Arthur Conan Doyle in 1940, presumably less in the hope
that nobody would notice they were British than as a claim for classic, supra-national
status. In general, throughout the DNB the specification ‘American’ is reserved

mainly for translated Wild West novels, very likely as a means of lending them a seal
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of American authenticity. In most cases even American classics such as Mark Twain
are simply ‘English’. I have only marked the SL as American English if the DNB
does so: if no SL is named or if the SL of a patently American author is given as “aus
dem Englischen”, I have noted ‘English’. In contrast, if no SL is named for a transla-
tion from Dutch, I have noted either Flemish or Dutch, since where a SL is named at

all the DNB does consistently differentiate between the two.

As regards English-language works, a particular case is presented by two publishers
who specialised in literature in English for the German market. Tauchnitz and The
Albatross (both Leipzig) flourished in the early 1930s and lost ground only from
1937, to collapse in late 1939. The Albatross re-emerged briefly at the end of 1940
with The Book of English Humour (edited by Warwick Deeping), while Tauchnitz
came up with a rash of classics such as Shaw, Stevenson and, last but not least, the
perennial P G Wodehouse (Wodehouse’s Money in the Bank was published by
Tauchnitz in late 1943). Earlier in the period The Albatross and Tauchnitz had got
away with the publication of many works that would almost certainly not have passed
the translation censors: Radclyffe Hall’s infamous lesbian novel The Well of Loneli-
ness appeared with The Albatross in November 1938 when reprints of the 1929
translated version® had long disappeared, and Oscar Wilde’s work continued to
appear in Tauchnitz into the 1940s, even if with the proviso “vorldufig nur fiir den
Unterrichtsgebrauch”. The publication of foreign literature in the original appears to
have been less strictly regulated than that of translations - presumably because its
accessibility was limited to a particular, educated readership rather than reaching a
mass market. Most Tauchnitz and Albatross titles, however, are not particularly
radical but either classics, harmlessly old-fashioned (1941 sees a biography of Queen
Victoria and the poems of Robert Browning), or favourites such as Galsworthy, A J
Cronin and many more who had also appeared in translation. English-language pub-
lications certainly belong to the history of the German reception of English literature

in the period; however, they have been excluded here for the sake of corpus coher-

€nce.

8! Radclyffe Hall, Quell der Einsamkeit, trans Eva Schumann, Leipzig: Paul List 1929,
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The titles listed in the DNB tend to be given such genre labels as “Liebesroman” or
“Wild-West-Roman” by the publisher, allowing me a limited inclusion of genre
labels in the database - limited in that labelling is by no means consistent, and the
large number of entries made it impracticable to research the genre of all unlabelled
titles. The genre labels I included were adventure novel (largely Wild West); animal
story; classic (covering mainly nineteenth-century ‘classics’ and the Greek and Latin
ancients); detective novel (“Kriminal-" or “Detektivroman”); ‘Germanic’ classic (in
other words, the Middle High German, Old Norse and similar texts that buttressed
Nazi constructions of a golden Germanic past); historical novel; and romance
(“Frauenroman”, “Liebesroman”). Purely formal labels, such as novella or short
story, were not noted. Despite the patchiness of genre labelling, patterns do emerge,

which will be discussed in 2.2. below.

2.2. Patterns in the publication of translations

Numbers of translations published

My database of translations taken from the DNB contains 4315 entries, which are
distributed over the twelve years as shown in Figure 1 overleaf (first editions only,
then first and subsequent editions). Figure 2 shows the proportion of translations to

non-translations within the DNB belles lettres sections.

Perhaps the most surprising aspect of these figures is their relative stability over the
twelve-year period, particularly as regards the presence of translatibns as a proportion
of belletristic titles overall (Figure 2). Trans]atilig activity is unlikely to have been
seriously disrupted as early as 1933, before the state censorship machinery had begun
to roll in earnest (in fact, the Index Translationum notes exactly the same number of
translations in the two years 1932 and 1933), so it seems fair to take 1933 as a rela-
tively ‘neutral’ or typical starting-point, from which deviation is only gradual until
1943. Apart from a sharp dip in 1934, possibly occasioned by an over-anxious reac-
tion to the onset of literary control, the number of translations actually rose for much

of the pre-war period, peaking in 1937-1939. In these boom years for fiction, Nazi-
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particular, the rise in the proportion of translations to non-translations® - contrasts
markedly with the overall tenor of regulation (see Chapter 1) and of state-sanctioned
comment on the undesirability of translations (see Chapter 3). Even after 1939, the
wide-ranging bans on works from ‘enemy states’ do not reduce the proportion of
translations to non-translations as much as might have been expected. It is only in
1944 that translations drop dramatically both in absolute terms and relative to other

fiction.

On the other hand, the wartime bans do affect the balance of source languages within
these figures. Most strikingly, English and French lose ground rapidly while transla-
tions from Scandinavian SLs increase (this will be discussed below). The combina-
tion of relatively steady overall figures with large losses for particular SLs suggests
that a market for translations per se existed which could be filled by new SLs as the

previous favourites became unavailable.

It will also be noticed (Figure 1) that the amount of translation accounted for by first
editions as opposed to reprints fluctuates quite considerably. There is a rise in reprints
in 1937 and 1938, probably feeding the high demand for books already noted. The
proportion of reprints rises again in 1940-1942, suggesting an increased caution on
the part of publishers, who perhaps favoured titles which, having so far eluded bans,
could be expected to remain saleable, thus reducing the risks of pre- and postpublica-
tion censorship procedures. Certainly, as has been said, many of the big sellers among
translations ‘date back well before the Nazi period, echoing a pattern within non-
translated literature, where the biggest commercial and ideological successes of the
era were first published decades earlier and consistently reprinted. Again, it was not
just translation which saw an increase in reprints as the Nazi period wore on: reissues
accounted for an ever greater proportion of publishing in general too (Strothmann
1963:357). But for translated literature a preponderance of reprints also implies a
weakening of cultural exchange, since less new literature is imported and more
prominence given to already established, partially ‘domesticated’ or canonised works.

The final year of the database sees the gap between first edition and reprint closing

% While Strothmann notes that the increase in publishing activity in 1937 affected all branches and
resulted from the 1936/1937 economic upturn which increased consumer demand for books
(1963:359), this only accounts for the rise in numbers of translations, not for their strength vis-a-vis
non-translations.
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again, as tightened paper rationing made all translation publication subject to equally

strict scrutiny.

Figures 1 and 2 show that the importance of permitted translations to the book trade
did not recede immediately on the outbreak of war. Indeed, the DNB entries reflect a
hunger for fiction, whether translated or not, in the war years: the number of ﬁction
titles overall increases, accounting for an ever larger share of the thinning weekly
editions, and in late 1942 most fiction entries are marked as sold out before having
even reached the catalogue. Many titles, as well, are noted as available only to the
front-line or the SS, not for the retail trade®. Reprints are speedy and large, with, for
example, Eric Linklater’s Juan in Amerika (Juan in America) seeing its eleventh to
30th thousand copies in 1942 almost immediately followed by the 31st-72nd. As one
of the authors exceptionally permitted under the wartime blanket bans, Linklater’s
work could help feed the excellent market for the limited fiction available. The more
popular of the Scandinavian writers, such as Trygve Gulbranssen, show similarly
flourishing sales in the war years. The houses owning the rights to such permitted
authors not only reprinted their cash-cows with alacrity but also unearthed memoirs or
put together ‘selections’ (for example, Barbra Ring’s Die junge Barbra. Erinnerun-
gen, Langen-Miiller in late 1939, or Das Streuvels-Buch. Zum 70. Geburtstag, Engel-
horn in 1941). In all, the unexpectedly high number of translations published after
1939 may partly reflect the commercial necessities felt by the book trade: within the
narrow bounds set by the censorship processes, anything saleable was exploited.
Apparently the German reading public’s traditional interest in translated fiction
offered the trade a welcome complement to domestic production in the struggle to

tide itself over the lean years of paper rationing and official interference.

Trends in source languages

Figure 3 summarises the four most significant SL groups in the database®. ‘English’

and ‘American English’ have been conflated for the terminological reasons explained

¥ Including several translations, for example James F Cooper’s Der Wildtoter (The Deerslayer),
Berlin: Oberkommando der Wehrmacht 1944; Mika Waltari’s Ein Fremder kam auf den Hof (Vieras
mies tuli taloon), Munich: Bruckmann 1943 and others. The only category of translation officially
promoted for frontline editions was “Ubersetzungen aus dem Nordischen” (Biihler & Kirbach
1998:255).

% Note that all the following figures are based on first plus subsequent editions, not first editions
alone.
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Table 1. Source languages in order of frequency

1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 Total

English 162 114 169 168 212 237 154 72 29 23 25 13 1378
French 23 35 37 65 71 61 52 22 15 18 26 13 438
Norwegian 17 15 22 31 47 53 43 54 43 45 32 16 418
Danish 17 10 16 11 25 23 21 21 37 27 23 13 244
Swedish 11 7 18 24 27 21 17 16 29 21 33 10 234
Russian 17 9 27 17 37 26 24 24 11 6 11 11 220
Italian 9 6 10 8 6 17 13 22 29 38 35 7 200
American 31 8 8 13 31 14 20 25 19 0 4 0 173
Flemish 9 8 11 7 12 14 13 13 16 18 24 7 152
Dutch 5 8 11 13 13 9 16 12 27 13 13 2 142
Hungarian 4 0 7 10 14 11 3 8 13 5 10 3 88
Finnish 1 1 2 4 8 8 7 7 4 12 16 14 84
Greek 0 3 2 9 2 6 9 12 10 4 8 1 66
Spanish 5 2 6 4 4 4 1 7 19 4 3 3 62
MHG 4 4 2 3 4 2 3 5 1 2 4 3 37
Latin 4 0 4 1 2 3 9 3 0 3 4 2 35
Chinese 3 2 4 3 4 3 2 4 5 1 0 1 32
Romanian 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 6 12 7 31
Old Norse 1 4 6 2 1 5 2 1 2 4 2 0 30
Czech 6 4 3 7 3 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 28
Polish 1 1 5 6 5 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 25
Japanese 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 4 5 1 20
Various 2 0 3 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 17
Bulgarian 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 2 4 2 2 15
Croatian 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 4 1 14
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fare - the very question, perhaps, to be asked of reading habits as a whole in the Nazi
period. There are other cases where a SL’s fortunes are obviously influenced by
political events. For example, Romanian moves from almost no translations early in
the period to a rush of interest after the start of the war (or more pertinently, after the
occupation of Romania). In November 1942 two volumes of Romanian novellas
were published within one week”. Finnish, Bulgarian, Croatian, Japanese and espe-
cially Italian (the latter with a stronger starting-point) present similar cases. For these
languages, the fervour of the reviewers of the new translations is disproportionate

even to their rather steep rise to prominence (see Chapter 3), although the lack of

reprints suggests that the bookbuyiﬁg public’s enthusiasm may have been less pro-

nounced. Certainly the development of these relatively minor SLs bears witness to
the attempts at state management of translation discussed in Chapter 1. In fact,
Bauschinger refers to a 1936 agreement with the Italian government specifically to
promote translation into German, partly in order to encourage general cultural ex-
change, partly to redress the existing imbalance where far more was being translated
into Italian than vice versa (Bauschinger 1937:497); for whatever reason, translations

from Italian rose from only nine in 1933 to a peak of 38 in 1942%.

Unsurprisingly, the converse situation applies for Yiddish and Hebrew, where an
existing tradition was quickly reduced to nothing®, or to Polish, hit heavily by bans
after 1939. Unlike English, Polish as a SL appears not to have had the commercial
weight to generate exceptions and rule-bending after its products were banned. No

translations from Polish are listed after 1940, in line with official decrees.

In general, the presence of a wide range of less frequent SLs throughout the period
suggests a strong market for translation inasmuch as reader interest does not appear
to have been limited to a few familiar SLs - publishers must have found it worth their

while to cater to a taste for the more unusual or ‘exotic’ source language. Thus

% Ewiger Acker. Rumdnische Novellen, ed Emst Wallner, Leipzig: Harrassowitz 1942; Bliitenlese
rumdnischer Novellen, ed Prof Max Richter, Jena: Gronau 1942,

% In contrast, any efforts which may have been made to promote translation from Spanish did not
perceptibly pay off. The numbers remain low throughout the period, with the only steep rise accounted
for by a matching set of twelve dramas by Lope de Vega brought out by Widukind in 1941.

% The few translations from Yiddish and Hebrew between 1933 and 1937 all appear with the
‘ghettoised’ houses allowed by the regime to publish exclusively Jewish authors for exclusively Jewish
purchase (see Dahm 1993). Most of the translations are published by Schocken, one each by Brandus
and Hechaluz.
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Chinese and Turkish retain their presence throughout the period, and the Baltic and

Balkan languages contribute small but persistent numbers of translations.

Turning to the larger SLs, Russian takes the sixth place in the table. It should be
noted, though, that 70 of the entries for Russian (first and subsequent editions) are
accounted for by just one author, Alexandra Rachmanowa. Her diary-based novels
set in and after the Russian Revolution, especially the trilogy Symphonie des Lebens
published by Pustet (later by Otto Miiller), had been reissued 30 times by Autumn
1939. Rachmanowa’s titles are normally listed ‘““translated from the Russian manu-
script”, suggesting that she was writing for a translation market. Her anti-Bolshevik
stance will have made her acceptable after 1933 (Symphonie des Lebens was first
translated into German in 1931). Apart from Rachmanowa, historical novels with
polemical titles like P N Krasnow’s Der Zarenmarder (1938) or Iwan Solenewitsch’s
Die Verlorenen. Chronik namenlosen Leidens (1938) show healthy sales in the late
1930s. Russian classics also figure strongly, especially later in the period. Transla-
tions of Pushkin, Tolstoy, Turgenev, Dostoyevsky grow in importance until in the
lean years of the war they come to predominate among Russian translations. Interest-
ingly, the same Russian-SL titles appear as banned works in Supplement I (especially
in 1934 and 1938), but published in the USSR: either a significantly different trans-
lation made the difference between acceptability and unacceptability, or the ban on
the USSR-produced versions was a matter of foreign exchange more than of transla-
tion norms. The series of memoranda on translations from Russian in 1940/1941
shows considerable confusion in the official line (see Chapter 1) and this is reflected
in the bumpy progress of the SL over the period, where the perceived harmlessness,
even value, of the translated classic vies with fluctuating attitudes to the Soviet

Union within the literary bureaucracy.

The SL group Flemish and Dutch makes steady headway through the period: Flem-
ish, at least, was an officially favoured, because ‘kindred’, source language®. It is
accordingly dominated by the reviewers’ rural and peasant favourites, especially

Felix Timmermans (with nearly a quarter of the Flemish entries) and Stijn Streuvels

* Once again, the argument of ‘kinship’ was made on political, not linguistic grounds, thus allowing
separate ‘kinship’ judgements to be made on Flemish and the Dutch of the Netherlands.
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(with one seventh). Both of these are regularly reprinted, often in special, illustrated
editions, throughout the period, although never in spectacular numbers. Unlike
Flemish, translations from Dutch specialise in light fiction (Jo van Ammers-Kiiller’s
family histories”, Ben van Eysselsteijn’s travel adventures) with little in the way of

overt politics, and are rarely mentioned in reviews (see Chapter 3).

French is a SL with a strong pre-1933 tradition™, and this survives until the war with
a similar pattern to that of English, though on a much smaller scale. The titles listed
are very varied, showing perhaps a more ‘normal’ range and less moulding by official
policy than the case of Flemish. Classics do not feature strongly apart from Dumas
(pére and fils), reappearing at regular intervals even after the wartime bans, and
Balzac with a whole series, some works abridged and newly translated, published by
Rowohlt in 1936. This may have been a safety-first measure by the politically suspect
Rowohlt, who found himself at this point in a delicate position with his most impor-
tant authors banned (see Mayer 1967). Stendhal and Voltaire make rare appearances
in the bibliography. The majority of the French entries belong to contemporary
‘acceptable’ fiction like the rural-set, if not Blut und Boden novels of Jean Giono
(later to be banned) or the Napoleonic historical romances of Octave Aubry, as well
as popular fiction (Marcel Allain and Pierre Souvestre’s Fantomas series in 1933, for
example, along with a Georges Simenon series in 1935 and various other detective
and romantic novels). The political acceptability of some francophone Belgian
authors is intensified by their publishers’ highlighting their proximity to Flemish
culture: tags are added as in Marie Gevers’ Frau Orpha. Ein flidmischer Roman
(Madame Orpha, ou la sérénade de mai. Roman, Hamburg: Goverts 1935), and
Charles de Coster, with his Flemish-sounding titles, is one of the most regularly
published of the French-SL authors throughout the period (Charlotte Bauschinger
counts him as Flemish-SL; Bauschinger 1936:485)>.

* Van Ammers-Kiiller was, unusually for a Netherlands author, feted by the Nazi authorities (see
Barbian 1995:85).

%2 This despite the strand of public resistance to translation from French after Versailles: in the 1920s
the publisher Paul Zsolnay, in particular, was attacked for his focus on translated French literature
(Hall 1994:64; 249).

% The title of the de Coster story most often translated into German contains a Flemish-provenance tag
in the SL: La Légende et les aventures héroiques, joyeuses et glorieuses d'Ulenspiegel et de lamme
Goedzak au pays de Flandres et ailleurs. Among the various translations circulating throughout the
Nazi period, more or less literal versions of this title coexist with a de-flemicising one from Insel
(Uilenspiegel und Lamme Goedzak. Ein frohliches Buch trotz Tod und Trinen) and one from
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The politicisation of source languages seen in these cases is equally important for the
Scandinavian languages. The grouping of Finnish within the ‘Scandinavian’ SLs in
Figure 3, noted above, indicates the official reception of the literatures of the region
in a geopolitical, racialised framework which will be further explored in Chapter 3.
In fact, the extraordinary success of translations from Scandinavian languages, and
particularly from Norwegian, must be the most striking area where Nazi literary
promotion actually coincided with popular taste in translation. In contrast to the other
SL considered ‘kindred’, Flemish, Scandinavian languages in the DNB do not merely
receive official acceptance: they make up the biggest translated sellers of the period,
with the possible exception of Edgar Wallace™. There is no doubt that translations
from Scandinavian languages were a public ‘craze’ (see Berglund 1980:158), and
indeed the literary journal Biicherkunde bemoans this at length. While praising the
truly valuable Scandinavian writers such as Knut Hamsun or Barbra Ring, Biicher-
kunde attacks publishers for jumping on the bandwagon and translating large
numbers of inferior works by lesser authors (June 1940:159-162). Of course, the
laments of the Nazi literary journals cannot be taken at face value, but the biblio-
graphy does indeed show a hard core of extremely successful, and well-reviewed,
works being joined more and more by large numbers of lesser-known authors, many
of whom were later suppressed after making anti-Nazi remarks. It would be
interesting to investigate further the detail of these translations to see whether they
were smuggling in a less officially acceptable, more commercially acceptable face of
Scandinavian literature - this, certainly, appears to be a feature of the SL English/
American English with its high proportion of non-canonical genres. However, the
Scandinavian novels do show a clear trend towards rural, family and neoromantic

themes, with ample recourse to myth and legend, that can fit snugly to Nazi-approved

Diederichs that makes the reference explicitly political (Tyll Ulenspiegel und Lamm Goedzak. Ein
Kampf um Flanderns Freiheit). This may be seen as an example of political respectability being drawn
directly from official views of the translation’s source nation.

* In particular, Norwegian Trygve Gulbranssen with two translations, Und ewig singen die Walder
(Och bakom synger skogene), first published 1935, and its sequel Das Erbe von Bjérndal (Det blaser
Jfra Dauingfjell), first published 1936. The nearly half-million copies of each of these books make
them the highest-selling titles in the database, though Edgar Wallace, with his numerous titles, may
have been more successful as a whole even after his late 1920s peak had passed. Wallace entries do
not name reprint figures, but Schlosser estimates that by 1934 four million copies of his novels had
been sold in German (Schlosser 1937:89) and the frequency of reprints in the pre-war years of the
database suggest this success remained more or less unbroken.
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literature of the Blut und Boden type”. The most frequently reprinted authors are
Trygve Gulbranssen, Knut Hamsun, Selma Lagerlof, Sigrid Undset, Svend Fleuron
and Gunnar Gunnarsson, but they are accompanied by a host of other, less successful

names.

If Scandinavian SLs profited from a combination of political and popular acceptabil-
ity, the SL group English/American English led a more clearly commercial existence.
The group is far and away the largest source of translations in the period examined.
Its numbers remain steady and even rise until 1938 and the earlier part of 1939, be-
fore the tightening of regulation in May, then the outright bans in the autumn, took
effect. After that, English concedes its position to the Scandinavian SLs. Among the
translations from English, it is above all popular fiction - detective and adventure
novels - that produce the high numbers, accounting for nearly half the entries. As will
be discussed in 5.1., these translations are supplemented by large numbers of Anglo-
American-set non-translations which increase their visibility on the market even
further. However, alongside formula fiction a wide spectrum of other texts is repre-
sented, showing, as I have argued for French, a translation practice that retained some
of its own momentum despite attempts at literary management. For example, the
‘middlebrow’ novels of A J Cronin, Hugh Walpole or Charles Morgan feature
throughout the period, as do light classics like John Galsworthy, whose works are
repeatedly reprinted, including a special edition of his collected works by Zsolnay in
1933 on the occasion of his receiving the Nobel Prize. Less commercial American
authors such as Theodore Dreiser, Stephen Crane or Ernest Hemingway are repre-
sented in small numbers early in the period, showing that the Nazis’ removal of
potentially undesirable highbrow foreign literature was not a thorough - at least not a
swift - affair. These authors do, however, disappear in later years and the database
does not support Schifer’s (1981:12) and Frei’s (1987:113) rather rosy assumptions
that modern American literature was unaffected by official policy. Likewise, Joseph
Conrad, D H Lawrence, evenVOscar Wilde, survive at first but disappear around the

outbreak of war®. As for the classics of English-language Weltliteratur, only Shake-

% Novels like Gunnar Gunnarsson’s Die Eidbriider (Edbroedere, Langen-Milller 1935) go further,
their mythic treatment of violently colonising Norse heroes amply fulfilling official domestic literary
requirements for the edification of the ‘Nordic’ German Volk.

% The last entry for Conrad is Spiegel der See (The Mirror of the Sea), Berlin: S Fischer 1939; for D
H Lawrence Das verlorene Mddchen (The Lost Girl), Vienna: Ibach 1939; for Wilde the late, one-off
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~ speare is represented to any degree, apart from reissues of Twain translations later in

the period.

Placing my conclusions in the context of Schlésser’s (1937) for the period 1895-
1934, the overall orientation of translations from English - on entertaining narrative
fiction with a strong interest in detective novels - seems to have remained largely
continuous with the past. Schlésser’s most-translated author, Oscar Wilde, is quickly
reduced and almost entirely lost by 1939; his fourth, fifth and sixth - Shaw, Steven-
son and Kipling - are demoted to rare appearances in the bibliography, but his second
and third most frequently translated authors, Conan Doyle and Wallace, remain
strong®. I would suggest that this indicates a narrowing of the field and the intensifi-
cation of an existing focus on the lighter end of the market. In other words, the effect
of official management of translations from English appears to have been to stimu-
late further the central ‘specialities’ of the SL, while filing away more canonised

texts from the edges®.

Trends in genre

German-language publishers today attach genre labels to the titles of fiction, and the
entries in the DNB show the same practice, with an explicit allocation of genre as
novel or, more specifically, as detective novel, romance or adventure story. Addi-
tionally, the DNB abounds in series, which often position their constituent titles in a
generic context for readers. As a marketing strategy, the usefulness of series is dem-
onstrated by certain peculiarities later in the period: the series Biicher der Spannung
(Dietsch) concentrates on Wild West pulp but during the war, when permissible
translations were at their low point, uses the label to draw in out-of-copyright war-
horse Edgar Allan Poe’s Narrative of Gordon Pym to its adventure novel niche. Also
in 1940, R L Stevenson’s Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde is rejuvenated as a “Krimi” in the
bargain paperback series Der Dreiffig-Pfennig-Roman (Aufwirts), redeploying the

appearance of Das Bildnis von Dorian Gray (The Picture of Dorian Gray), Zurich: Terra 1943 (most
Wilde translations had long since ceased).

%7 Schldsser’s twenty most-translated modern British and Irish authors (he excludes American authors)
are, in this order: Wilde, Wallace, Conan Doyle, Shaw, Stevenson, Kipling, Galsworthy, Oppenheim,
HG Wells, Fletcher, WC Russell, Conrad, Alcock, Croker, Jerome, Chesterton, Stretton, Appleton,
Bennett and DH Lawrence (1937:173).

% The Appendices give the database results for two sample years, 1937 and 1942, allowing some
comparison of the earlier and later trends.
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‘classic’ as popular fiction by a sleight of genre. This suggests that genre allocation is
flexible, and that labels reflect publishers’ needs more consistently than they do any
intrinsic features of the texts. In a climate of political and commercial uncertainty,

careful use of genre labelling might be a profitable decision.

Because genre marking is inconsistent in the database, only general statements can be
made, but some patterns do emerge strongly and will be dealt with now. By far the
largest, and probably the most reliably, labelled genre group” in the database is the
detective novel, accounting for around 600, or 14%, of the total number of entries.
Translations from English and American English form the heartland of the genre,
with only French (Pierre Boileau, Stanislas Steeman, Georges Simenon) even ap-
proaching them in significance. Individual Scandinavian detective writers appear
(Frank Heller translated from Swedish, Sven Elvestad and Jens Anker from Norwe-
gian) as do some Italians (Ezio d’Errico, Augusto de Angelis) especially later in the
period. These SLs cannot, though, compare with English/American English -
detective stories made up between a quarter and a half of annual translation from
these languages until 1940, when the translated genre finally met with more or less
complete suppression. Edgar Wallace, the mainstay of the 1920s boom in detective
fiction, remains the most-reprinted of the authors, and other pre-1933 writers recur as
well (such as E Phillips Oppenheim or Arthur Conan Doyle), but a very wide range
of contemporary writers is represented, including newcomer Agatha Christie, just
beginning her career in German translation in 1933. The detective novel genre and
the place of translations within it will be explored in more detail in'Chapter 5; for
now, it is worth noticing the huge contribution this genre makes to the dominance of

English as a translated language in the period.

The adventure or Wild West novel is another bastion of translation. The home-
produced series Tropenglut und Leidenschaft of 1935 may have reckoned correctly to
cash in on a dual market of explorers and romantics, but it includes no translated
titles. Where translations do flourish is in the adventure, mostly on a Wild West

theme and almost exclusively from English/American English, with around 250, or

? The middlebrow novel of manners or of rural life would probably make up the largest group but is
not labelled specifically, only as ‘Roman’.



2.2. Patterns in the publication of translations 76

6%, of the entries in the database. These are concentrated in the years up to 1937, and
early 1938 sees a sudden collapse, a whole year before regulation began to attack
translated detective fiction in earnest. Possibly adventure novels were easier to
replace with domestic production; at any rate large numbers of non-translated travel
and adventure stories begin to appear in the late 1930s, such as Friedrich
Gerstidcker’s 1920s tales of tropical adventure, reprinted and retold in numerous
versions. Among the most prolific translated adventure authors are Max Brand
(published by Knaur), George Baxter (Goldmann), Gregory Jackson (G Schulz) and
Bret Harte (Aufwirts). In general, the success of the translated adventure stories
wanes as the period progresses and ever more negative official attention is paid them
- they feature strongly in the Liste der fiir Jugendliche und Biichereien ungeeigneten
Druckschriften of 1940/1943.

In contrast to the adventure genre, the abundant romances, or “Frauenromane”, listed
in the DNB are practically all home-produced, with minimal imports. It seems that
the domestic genre was rather self-sufficient, well fed by prolific authors such as
Hedwig Courths-Mahler'®. On the other hand, historical and biographical novels are
often romantic in theme and the category line is probably blurred - as in the case of
Octave Aubry’s story of Napoleon’s mistress, Marie Walewska (Franckh 1937), a
topic so enticing it could support another treatment in the same year, Lucile Decaux’
Madame Walewska (Goldmann). The database shows around 150 explicitly historical
or biographical translated novels, concentrated on the boom years 1937 and 1938.
However, this figure is based only on publishers’ labels, which are not consistent for
the genre. Additionally, much of the Scandinavian literature so prominent in the
database is both generally historical and generally romantic in character. A novel
such as the high-selling Die Eidbriider. Roman der ersten Islandsiedler (Edbroedere,
Langen-Miiller 1934) by Gunnar Gunnarsson, for example, or Trygve Gulbranssen’s
Und ewig singen die Wilder (Och bakom synger skogene, Langen-Miiller 1935),
depend on their more or less vague historical setting and their strong love interest.
This echoes the popularity of the domestic rural romance as well as more explicitly

historical novels (see Vallery 1983); the Scandinavian semi-monopoly on the

1% The authorities’ difficulties in removing Courths-Mahler’s ‘trashy’ novels from circulation are
mentioned by Stieg (1992:81).
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translated branch of the genre may have been supported by popular images of
Scandinavian life as a communion with nature far removed from urban modernity.
This, at least, is the argument of Ahé in his study of the reception of Swedish litera-
ture in Nazi Germany. He claims that its main German market, already firmly estab-
lished in the Wilhelmine period, was the middle—class, volkisch-oriented seeker of
escapist idylls (Ahé 1982:75). These novels’ success may thus be attributed either to
their foreign setting’s exoticism or to its very conformity with domestic precepts and

familiarity within a stereotyped tradition (related questions will arise in Chapter 3).

The category of “classic” is not labelled by publishers except by dint of series labels
(such as A Juncker’s Beriihmte Romane der Weltliteratur), but has been used here to
cover canonised authors like Shakespeare, Tolstoy or Homer. These ‘classics’, con-
servatively estimated, make up around 10% of the translated titles over the period
and are concentrated in the SLs French, Spanish, Russian, English, Latin and Greek.
Regarding the ancient texts, the caveats regarding categorisation should be borne in
mind; figures are certainly lower than the actual output because the DNB lists many

such translations in its philology section rather than as part of belles lettres.

We may speculate that translated classics were seen by publishers as a relatively safe
bet in a difficult climate, and indeed the historical account of one publisher, Insel,
names “hdufiges Ausweichen auf die Klassik™ as one of the major strategies it took to
escape the strictures of regulation (Kistner 1987:x). Thus, Insel published Dante’s
Neues Leben (Vita nuova) in 1942; Fischer-Suhrkamp, a publisher under constant
political pressure, brought out Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey in 1940 and Rowohlt his
1936 edition of Balzac’s works™'. In ideological terms, such classic texts could
presumably offer the illusion of harmlessness. They were long-established and par-
tially domesticated texts, likely to be restricted to an educated readership and appar-
ently far away from the hurly-burly of contemporary politics; at the same time they

could be considered as Weltliteratur rather than specifically foreign products'®. In

1% 1n fact, Rowohlt’s colleague and biographer claims that the first version of the collection, brought

out in 1923 and naturally free of copyright expense, had already rescued the publisher once - from
bankruptcy in the Great Inflation (Mayer 1967:76).

192 The discussion of an essay by Nazi commentator Bernhard Payr in 3.1. will show that for many
Nazi thinkers, the literature of ancient Greece, for example, was anyway the product of an early
German spirit.
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practical terms, translations from out-of-copyright authors avoided the foreign ex-
change restrictions associated with royalty and copyright payments abroad. The
blanket bans of 1939 specifically allowed publication of authors now out of copy-
right, but in fact the surge in classic translations occurred as early as 1936'®, suggest-
ing a nervous reaction to the 1935 onset of translation regulation with its financial
and ideological components. Because the translated classics listed in the period very
often appeared in pre-1933 translations, the costs of translation were avoided at the
same time as political ructions. Thus, when Reclam reissued a clutch of Tieck-
Schlegel Shakespeare translations in 1941, it was saving money on copyright fees

and translation costs as well as sidestepping ideological or regulatory obstacles.

In analysing the database, I counted separately those classic or ancient texts which,
like the Edda or the Nibelungenlied, were deployed by Nazi literary studies and
policymakers as proof of the existence of a glorious Germanic past. These ‘Germa-
nic’ classics are translated from Middle High German, New High German, Old
Saxon (Der Heliand), Old Norse (most Old Norse entries being translations of the
Edda) and Old Icelandic (especially Laxdoela-saga, Gunnlaugs-saga)'®. The group
forms a small but steady presence in the records, with an average of nine entries per
year and no single pattern of change throughout the period. These core texts of
nationalist mythology tend to be reissues of respected existing translations, such as
Felix Genzmer’s Edda, which were reworked repeatedly as well as being reissued in
their original form, with strong sales'®. The publisher Eugen Diederichs of Jena
specialised in these ‘Germanic’ texts, as will be detailed below, but other publishers
also exploited the genre, creating series like Reclam’s Deutsches fiir Deutsche'®.
This is the translated genre most closely associated with a political agenda supporting
the regime. The ancient text was held to demonstrate the continuity and beauty of the
Germanic soul: “Das Hildebrandslied, der Heliand, die Edda, sie sind zeitlich und

rdumlich etwas fiir sich, aber es durchwaltet jede die gleiche naturgegebene Kraft,

193 1934: 17 entries; 1935: 26 entries; 1936: 46 entries, then remaining high and stable until 1940. Of
course, these figures can only be very approximate, but they do indicate a general trend.

1% The terminology of SLs follows the DNB’s.

19 Genzmer’s translation of the Edda reached 127 thousand copies by 1944 (Diederichs) while other
versions were on the market as well. :

1 The fact that the translations in this patriotically-named series (Tacitus and Walther von der
Vogelweide) had previously been sold within Reclam’s less tendentious Universalbibliothek suggests
a degree of opportunism on the part of the publisher.
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das gleiche germanische Grundgefiihl in seiner geschichtlichen Weiterentwicklung”
(Ludwig Biittner 1938, cited in Gilman 1971:61'”). In stark contrast to the success of
genres like the adventure novel, the presence of the ‘ancient German’ translation may
be at least partially explained by the efforts of a strong reviewing and educational -
lobby; in view of such powerful support, perhaps more interesting than its steady
presence is actually its failure to sky-rocket. Apparently the genre’s ideological
worthiness did not suffice to gain it the same prominence as established translated

genres like the nineteenth-century classic.

Of the other categories counted only the animal stofy shows any notable presence,
with around 2.5% of the entries, mainly translations from Scandinavian languages.
Animal stories often reached high reprint figures, like the 137 thousand copies that
Fleuron’s story of a dachshund, Schnipp Fidelius Adelzahn (Ib Fidelius Adeltand,
Diederichs), reached by 1944. The perhaps unexpectedly strong presence of the
animal story in the database once again suggests that genres approximating official
requirements, such as the rural family novel, were accompanied on the market by the
most harmless-looking of escapist genres'®. The market for texts directly propagating
the ruling ideology, in contrast, appears to have been catered for mainly by domestic
production. After all, no translation could compete in ideological purity with titles
like Adolf Hitler, von Gott gesandt. Gedichte (Friedel Schlitzberger, Buresch 1933)
or the similar ones that populate the DNB. Judging by the database, translations
tended to fill other niches of approval and toleration, and these niches were exploited

differently by different publishers.

The major publishers of translations

Within the database, over 500 publishers are represented, the vast majority of them
with very few or even only one translated title. Here, translations are peripheral to the

publishing programme, but there are houses which recur frequently, usually specialis-

197 The issue of the ‘Germanness’ of some translations, the foreignness of others and the role of
certain translations in national identity-building will be further explored in Chapter 3.

1% Naturally, the term ‘harmless’ is debatable. Not only are stories of nature and animal heroism
perfectly consonant with more explicitly fascist literary norms, but escapism itself in such a political
context may certainly be considered system-stabilising (see especially Schifer 1981). See also the
debate on detective novels, Chapter 5.
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ing in particular SL groups or genres to create a clear-cut market profile. Table 2

shows the twenty most frequently represented of these publishers.

Table 2. Publishers of translations

No of translation entries
. in belles lettres section of
Publisher DNB (first and subse-
quent editions)
1 Albert Langen & Georg Miiller (Munich) | 397
2 Goldmann (Leipzig) 235
3 Insel (Leipzig) 185
4 Franckh (Stuttgart) 149
5 Zsolnay (later Karl H Bischoff) (Vienna) 137
6 Aufwirts (Berlin) 128
7 Eugen Diederichs (Jena) 115
8 S Fischer (later Suhrkamp) (Berlin) 74
9 Holle & Co (Berlin) 64
10 | Pustet (Salzburg & Leipzig) | 64
11 Knaur (Berlin) 58
12 A Miiller (Zurich & Leipzig) 53
13 Rowohlt (Berlin) 53
14 | Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt (Stuttgart) 51
15 Kulturelle Verlagsgesellschaft (Berlin) 51
16 | Paul List (Leipzig) 50
17 Universitas (Berlin) 49
18 Schiinemann (Bremen) 48
19 | Reclam (Leipzig) 46
20 | Payne (Leipzig) 43

These twenty houses do not account for the bulk of translated fiction published, only
around half. It will be seen from the table that there is a group of publishers carrying
similar, rather low numbers of translations, and indeed many others fall within the
same order of magnitude, with 20 to 40 translations published. However, the top
seven publishers do stand out clearly. Of them two (Langen-Miiller and Diederichs)
were neoconservative houses, two (Goldmann and Aufwirts) published mainly

popular fiction and one (Franckh) kept to the uncontroversial. Insel and Zsolnay were
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publishers with a solid pre-1933 reputation as respected middle-class houses. These

larger publishers of translations are dealt with below.

As for the remaining publishers on the list, Reclam and Paul List both had a heavy-
weight reputation (Reclam’s famous, and still extant, Universalbibliothek labelled its
translations universally valuable simply by virtue of belonging to the series), and S
Fischer was one of the leading publishers of new highbrow translations, managing to
retain this role in a restricted form even after being ‘Aryanised’ in 1936 (Barbian
1995:574ff). The Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt had been a troublesome liberal house and
was taken over by the Party publisher Franz Eher in the late 1930s (ibid:515; 696);
Emst Rowohlt’s famous programme of translating American modernism'® was
stopped almost in its tracks and the publisher eventually also swallowed up by the
Eher empire (ibid:515). Pustet’s prominence in the database is due mainly to the
popularity of one author, Alexandra Rachmanowa. Knaur and the Kulturelle Ver-
lagsgesellschaft, especially the latter, published popular fiction almost exclusively
from English.

The most prolific publisher of translations listed in the database is Albert Langen &
Georg Miiller, an important member of the pre-1933 neoconservative milieu which
encompassed a wide range of volkisch and nationalist ideals. Langen-Miiller was
made up of two bankrupt firms taken over in 1928 and 1931 by another of the pub-
lishers loosely attached to this milieu, the huge Hanseatische Verlagsanstalt (Stark
1981:28). The new Langen-Miiller was one of the most important of the HVA’s
many subsidiaries in the 1930s - a commercially successful, nationalist “counter-
weight” in Munich to the big, Jewish-owned liberal houses of Berlin like Ullstein and
Fischer (ibid:29). Because the HVA itself came under the control of the Party’s Deut-
sche Arbeitsfront from 1933 (Barbian 1995:334), it is possible to consider Langen-
Miiller the most closely associated with the regime of the publishers discussed here,

and its translation programme in many ways confirms this view.

19 According to Mayer, “die besten amerikanischen Autoren der zwanziger Jahre waren Autoren des
Rowohlt Verlages: Sinclair Lewis, Emest Hemingway und William Faulkner [...] auch Thomas Wolfe”
(Mayer 1967:102).
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Langen-Miiller specialised in belles lettres, leaving political and other non-fiction
titles to the parent company HVA (Stark 1981:29), and its sales were fuelled by a few
state-approved bestsellers (in particular Hans Grimm and Erwin Guido Kolbenheyer).
The importance of translations for the house seems to have lain as much as anything
in the extraordinary success of a selection of Scandinavian works which were re-
printed regularly - reprints appear in the DNB sometimes as often as once a week.
The bulk of Langen-Miiller translation is accounted for by just four authors, Trygve
Gulbranssen, Gunnar Gunnarsson, Knut Hamsun and Selma Lagerl6f. Further Scan-
dinavian and Finnish authors are joined by a very few other SLs, mainly one-off
approved titles from Romanian, Bulgarian and English (Neil Gunn) with a somewhat
more durable presence of Flemish (especially Stijn Streuvels). Langen-Miiller’s
reliance on Scandinavian SLs in its translation programme was thus almost complete.
Such translations were, as will be seen in Chapter 3, the object of strong and dissent-
ing opinion in the official press, but they still carried a relative political acceptability
which, combined with their high sales, evidently provided Langen-Miiller with safe

and lasting income in an uncertain publishing climate.

Like Langen-Miiller but on a very different basis, Wilhelm Goldmann made a com-
mercial success of translation. Its unprecedented marketing of Edgar Wallace, the big
name in imported detective fiction since the 1920s, also made a translated author the
heart of book-marketing innovation, using American advertising techniques, stan-
dardised book covers, publicity competitions and film tie-ins (Goldmann 1962:19ff).
Goldmann was established in 1922 and targeted the popular market right from the
start, beginning with adventure novels just when they were becoming the object of
anxious attention from pedagogues (ibid:15) and pioneering the cheap dust-jacketed
paperback in 1924 (ibid:14). Real success began with the discovery of Wallace’s
early colonial novels; when they ran out, Goldmann bought the sole translation rights
to the detective novels, starting with Die Bande des Schreckens (The Terrible People)
of 1927. The publisher flourished until Nazi pressure finally came to bear - Gold-
mann dates this as 1933 (ibid:28), though the bibliography shows numerous Gold-
mann reprints of Wallace and similar authors throughout the early 1930s, making up,

in fact, nearly a fifth of the year’s translations in 1933. Goldmann’s translation activ-
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ity weakened from 1936 and collapsed in 1939 once the company had submitted to

Ministry pressure to abandon its entertainment focus (see Barbian 1995:568f).

Alongside Edgar Wallace, Goldmann published many translated authors, nearly all
detective and adventure or Wild West novelists but with a scattering of historical
romances in 1937, inéluding Barbara Cartland’s early Der Zauberer vom Sikkim-Paf3
(Desperate Defiance) and an edition of Margaret Mitchell’s Vom Winde verweht
(Gone with the Wind)"°. Practically all these translations are from English/American
English, with a few from French and individual appearances of other SLs. In Gold-
mann’s prolific period most of its translations are marketed within series that allow
easy categorisation by the buyer or borrower: the /-Mark Goldmann-Buch, Gold-
manns Kriminal-Romane, Goldmanns Detektiv-Romane, Goldmanns Abenteuer-

Romane, Goldmanns Roman-Bibliothek, Die neuen blauen Goldmann-Biicher. A

reader choosing from any of these series formats could rely on their content including .~ .. ...

a high proportion of translations from English and Anglo-American-set non-
translations. The series device is used by all the publishers of translated popular
fiction in the database, for example Buchwarte’s Der Buchwarte-Abenteuer-Roman

or the Kulturelle Verlagsgesellschaft’s Iris-Kriminal-Roman.

There is no doubt that the Wallace stories and other translated detective fiction pro-
vided the commercial bedrock for Goldmann’s other ventures, as well as a financial
buffer which must have contributed to its survival right through the war as one of the
approximately 200 publishers left working by 1945 (Goldmann 1962:35). Gold-
mann’s niche happened to be the most English of a genre anyway dominated by
translation; its prominence in the database of translations exemplifies translated

fiction’s profitability and its durability in the face of officially-voiced denigration.

With the long-running Inselbiicherei series of small, artistically bound volumes,
Insel’s profile in the bibliography is very much as a champion of low-selling, special-
interest translations'"'. Losing ground after 1938, Insel draws on the widest range of

SLs of any of the publishers dealt with here. For example, it is the main source of

19 yom Winde verweht was primarily published by Goverts of Hamburg.
!! The other Insel series featuring translations are Zeitgenossische Erzihler and Die Bibliothek der
Romane.
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translations from Chinese and to a lesser extent Japanese and Arabic, with Spanish,
French, Italian, Old Saxon and many others represented. Out of English mainly
highbrow and classic works appear (D H Lawrence in 1934-1937, Swift in 1937,
Emily Bronté in 1938, Dickens in 1939), very few of them achieving high reprint
figures. Of Insel’s few commercial successes, Sally Salminen’s Katrina is still on
Insel’s lists and in its 101st thousand in 1943, well after the author had made herself
undesirable to the regime by her antifascist comments (see Die Werkbiicherei, Dec
1938). This suggests that Insel’s translations managed in certain cases to defy the

voices of official literary opinion.

The Franckh house shows high reprint figures of light fiction, specialising in animal
and adventure novels with such authors as Ernest Thompson Seton or Ben van
Eysselsteijn. The majority of translations are from English, fewer from French, in-
cluding the goldmine Octave Aubry (the historical romance Marie Walewska is re-
printed eight times in 1937 alone). Franckh’s other main money-spinner was Arthur
Conan Doyle, with large reprints especially in early 1939 and an entire series, Sher-
lock-Homes-Romane, making the most of the character’s popularity. From 1940
onwards Franckh also published the successful, because officially promoted, transla-

tions Selbstbildnis eines Gentleman (Autobiography of a Cad) by A G Macdonell and

Eric Linklater’s Juan in Amerika. To judge by the bibliography, Franckh’s translation

programme carefully targeted particular, ideologically innocuous niches, relying

especially on the sales potential of selected old favourites.

Equally undemanding is the translation output of Aufwirts, represented in the data-
base mainly by its bargain popular fiction series Der Dreifig-Pfennig-Roman, with a
set format of around 95 pages, as well as the full-length novels of Der Aufwdrts
Kriminal-Roman and Aufwdrts-Abenteuer-Romane, series which all feature numer-
ous translations. Together with Goldmann Aufwirts accounts for the lion’s share of
the translated detective novels listed in the DNB, and westerns make up its remaining
titles, except for the uncharacteristic appearance in 1942 of Sinclair Lewis’ Babbitt -
an unusually highbrow author for the detective-based house but not a risky one, since
Babbitt (originally published by Klieber, Berlin) is among the titles listed in the index

of exceptional permissions to publish books from enemy nations (see 1.4.).
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While sharing a market with Goldmann, Aufwirts differs from the pioneer of mass
fiction: it émerges relatively late in the database''? and publishes many titles labelled
as having appeared originally in other imprints. Aufwirts’ thirty-pfennig series,
particularly, abounds in these bought-in, presumably significantly abridged versions
of existing translations. Furthermore, even for its own translations Aufwirts employs
translators the bulk of whose work appears with Goldmann, especially Karl Déhring
in all his guises (see below). In all, Aufwirts seems to have been a minor imitator, if
not parasite of its liberal competitor, and its opportunist star rises as Goldmann be-

comes increasingly restricted by official persecution.

The Paul Zsolnay Verlag of Vienna presents a very different picture. From its estab-
lishment in 1923 it specialised in translation, leading to accusations of “Ausldnderei”
(Hall 1994:43)'". Zsolnay was not only a prolific publisher of translations but also
made some risky choices, so that Strothmann’s table of the publishers of translated
authors marked ‘undesirable’ places the heavyweight, Jewish-owned house second',
with 17 titles over the period including, for example, Theodore Dreiser (Strothmann
1963:374)'. Certainly, Zsolnay’s continued survival and the breadth of its transla-
tion activity was due in part to its base in Vienna, initially outside the legal reach of
the Nazis although severely affected in commercial terms by the new restrictions on
the German-language market. After annexation, Zsolnay became even more
vulnerable. Paul Zsolnay himself was driven into exile and in 1941 the company was
taken over by the RSK censor Karl H Bischoff as an ‘Aryanisation’ measure (Barbian
1995:217). Zsolnay’s presence in the translation database throughout the period
shows a noticeably wider range of titles and fewer reprints than most of the other
publishers discussed. John Galsworthy, Pearl S Buck and A J Cronin are high-selling
authors (see Hall 1994:87;254), but they are accompanied by a steady stream of

lesser-known translated authors such as Storm Jameson, Alice Lyttkens, Eduard

"2 The Aufwirts entries do not begin in earnest until 1936; all the other major publishers were well
established in translation before the Nazi takeover.

113 According to Hall, up to the outbreak of war Zsolnay garnered 45% of its turnover from
translations from English and French (Hall 1994:248). Schlosser counts Zsolnay as the fourth most
prolific publisher of translations in his period, the first three being Goldmann, Engethorn and S Fischer
(1937:139).

' First on Strothmann’s list, based on the Liste 1 index, is Fischer-Suhrkamp (Strothmann 1963:374).
!5 This is not to say that Zsolnay was a clearly liberal house; in fact, it consciously fostered nationalist
and vélkisch authors and voluntarily sacked Jewish employees early in the period (Hall 1994:195).
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Estaunié or Hungarians Josef Nyir6 and Lajos Zilahy. Particularly later in the period,
when restrictions on French and English begin to bite, Zsolnay/Bischoff shows a
specialisation in minor SLs, in 1943 covering Croatian, Turkish, Hungarian and

Romanian as well as its surviving pre-war titles.

Finally, Eugen Diederichs was a publisher with a very specific agenda for translation.
It had been an influential neoconservative house since the turn of the century, pub-
lishing political essays and monographs associated with its founder’s many crazes
(Stark 1981:17). Eugen Diederichs himself was dead before the Nazis came to power,
but the trace of his antimodern and vilkisch concerns, and particularly those relating
to Nordic folklore, remains visible in the DNB entries. Diederichs had, programmati-
cally, published a new 24-volume translation of the Icelandic sagas in 1911-1930 in
the hope of founding a new, vigorous literature and, according to Stark, thus practi-
cally single-handedly established the upsurge of interest in ‘Nordic’ mythology dur-
ing the Weimar period (ibid:237).

The groundwork laid by its founder is evident in Diederichs’ later selection of trans-
lated authors, where Scandinavian SLs predominate. Stark reports a complaint by a
representative of Langen-Miiller in 1932 that Diederichs was unfairly monopolising
the lucrative market for Scandinavian authors (ibid:191), but Table 2 shows this fear
was unfounded in the long term, once Langen-Miiller struck gold with its Swedes
and, especially, Norwegians. Where Diederichs does appear to have retained a semi-
monopoly is on the translated ‘Germanic classic’: the Edda and most of the other Old
Norse entries are published by Diederichs, often drawn together by the series Thule.
Diederichs’ Deutsche Reihe subsumes some translations under the rubric of German
classics - while these are mainly translations from Middle High German, the ancient
Scandinavian languages are counted as ‘German’ too. Even the Danish writer of
animal stories Svend Fleuron can be brought into the German fold, appearing as he
does without a translation label in the Deutsche Reihe in 1937. Other Diederichs
series, too, politicise their constituent works by placing them within particular per-

spectives, whether national-historical (Die epischen Dichtungen des deutschen Mitte-
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lalters), religious (Religidse Stimmen der Volker) or anthropological (Fldmische
Schriften)"s.

Apart from Scandinavian languages and the ‘Germanic classic’, Diederichs’ produc-
tion also includes a range of traditional classics (Homer, Hesiod, Sophocles in 1938;
Shakespeare and Virgil in 1943) and spiritual themes (Bhagavadgita in 1937). The
only other SL with any steady presence is Flemish, represented by Walschap and De
Pillecijn. In all, Diederichs specialises not in a particular SL but in a theme: transla-

tions that can be read to support an ideology of Indo-Germanic roots.

A note on the translators

No attempt will be made here to investigate the lives, working conditions and indi-
vidual aesthetics of the translators listed in the database. Such information is hard to
come by, and the context of self- and external censorship by publishers means that
translators can only have been one part of a complex of creative and pragmatic deci-
sion-making, of which only the results, not the processes themselves, are available to
us today. However, the information from the database does raise certain interesting

points.

The DNB tends to name translators, and on average under 10% of entries are anony-
mous'"”. Of the large number of translators named, most made only the occasional or
even only one translation. Schldsser finds a similar pattern in his earlier period, relat-
ing this to the high proportion of female translators (40%)'*®*. He says he finds this
proportion unsurprising since “das Ubersetzen eine vorwiegend reproduktive Titig-
keit ist, die zudem keine berufliche Bindung fordert” (Schlosser 1937:146). Leaving
aside Schlosser’s evaluation of the female writer’s meagre capacity for originality,

the point about professionalisation is backed up by the predominance of translators

118 A similarly anthropological approach, asking for works to be read in their capacity as Flemish, not
as literature alone, is taken by many other series in the database, such as Bruckmann’s [talienische
Meisterromane or Kriiger’s Estnische Reihe (the latter includes both translations from Estonian and
German books about Estonia).

''7 The proportion of anonymous translators rises over the period, doubling between 1933 and 1944. It
would be possible to speculate that this reflects an attempt to sidestep the regulatory pressures on the
writing professions.

"% In the period 1933-1944 the presence of women seems to have been lower, at an average 33% of
those translators where gender is clear from the DNB entries (rising steeply over the period from 20%
to 50%).
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who surely could not have made a living from the small number of texts they trans-
late. These amateur translators pose an interesting case in that as part-timers they
would not have been obliged to join the Reichsschrifttumskammer (see Barbian
1995:194), thus being freer from political regulation than the full-time translators.
Conversely, professional status may have given the full-timers more say with their
publishers in the complex process of preparing applications, alterations and finally
publication. One thing is certain: whether professional or amateurs, many of the
translators in the database were persecuted or murdered, not because of their translat-

ing activity but because of their Jewishness'”.

Not all the translators listed in the bibliography were working on a small scale. Cer-
tain names appear regularly in the DNB, whether as the translator of one high-selling
author (for example Ellen de Boor, translating Trygve Gulbranssen), the leading
translator for one SL (Rita Ohquist for translations from Finnish), or the main or only
translator employed by a certain publisher in the period (almost all translations from
English for Zsolnay are made by Richard Hoffmann). The translation of novels from
Norwegian and Swedish is dominated by Pauline Klaiber Gottschau and Julius
Sandmeier, the latter often in collaboration with Sophie Angermann; Diederichs’
animal stories are all translated by Thyra Dohrenburg. Such specialisms appear
clearly through the database, though there are some translators who seem to be gen-

eralists, such as Herbert Herlitschka translating from English.

Judging by the number of different one-off translators named in the database, the
detective and adventure story attracted a large number of amateurs. Yet even within
that segment there are some big names. The specialists are Fritz von Bothmer
(ad?enture stories for Goldmann and Buchwarte), Dr van Bebber (detective novels,
exclusively for Goldmann), Fritz Piitsch (Goldmann - Piitsch was the company’s
chief editor; see Goldmann 1962:22), Elise von Kraatz (almost all for the Aufwiirts
series Der Dreiffig-Pfennig-Roman, for which she also wrote her own novels), Dr
Franz Eckstein, Dr Otto Frommer and, most strikingly, the fantastically prolific Karl
Siegfried Dohring. Dohring’s success was well-established by 1933, aided by his

" Just one example is Leon Schalit, translator of Galsworthy for Zsolnay, who was forced to emigrate
to London in 1939 (Hall 1994:90). Other translators must have profited from the gaps in the market
opened by such losses.
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near-monopoly on the translation of Edgar Wallace, and Schlsser counts him the
most prolific translator of the period 1895-1934, adding scathing comments on
Dohring’s skills (Schlésser 1937:147). Whatever his literary prowess, Dohring’s
practical acumen is suggested by the way he manipulates his pseudonyms: he is Ravi
Ravendro for Edgar Wallace and the other better-known detective novels early in the
period, gradually building up the persona Hans Herdegen in 1934 to 1935'°; for the
Aufwirts series Der Dreiflig-Pfennig-Roman in 1936 to 1939 he writes as Hans
Barbeck and from 1939 until his virtual disappearance from the list in 1940 his real
name (albeit with varying spellings) seems to give a less frivolous impression -
particularly when the title ‘Professor’ is added. The number of translations attributed
to Karl Dohring falls from around 30-40 per year in 1933-35 to an average of little
more than 20 per year in 1936-1939. Later in his career Déhring put the expertise
gained by translating detective novels to use in producing his own work, such as 34,
Bruton Street. Detektivroman (as Hans Herdegen; Kulturelle Verlagsgesellschaft
1936), Tanzpalast Granada (as Karl S Dohring; Oestergaard 1937) and many others.

Karl Dohring was not the only translator to publish non-translated work, and there
are translators in the list who were well-known and permitted by the regime as
authors in their own right. Among these are Mirko Jelusisch translating Martha Os-
tenso (for Speidl, 1940), successful historical novelist Else von Hollander-Lossow as
a translator from Scandinavian languages for Piper, poet Lulu von Straufl und Torney
translating for Diederichs, or Hans Reisiger translating from English for Rowohlt and
Bermann-Fischer. The appearance of the revered vélkisch author Erwin Guido Kol-
benheyer as the translator of Johannes von Saaz (1943) demonstrates the possibility
of translation as a high-status activity in some circumstances; when promoted author
Paul Alverdes translates Cooper’s The Deerslayer for the Soldatenbiicherei series
published by the army (1944) he may be lending the political respectability of his
name to neutralise the inclusion of a foreign book in the inner sanctum of German
writing, books suitable for front-line soldiers. Martin Beheim-Schwarzbach, a re-
spected author in his own right, leads a perhaps less highbrow life as the translator of

Margaret Mitchell’s Gone with the Wind, hugely successful and banned only at the

120 This pseudonym was not known to the DNB but is listed as one of Déhring’s pseudonyms in the
Liste der fiir Jugendliche und Biichereien ungeeigneten Druckschrifien (1943).
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onset of war. Even Hans Fallada, of dubious Nazi credentials and sometimes counted
as part of the ‘inner emigration’'”!, earns a safer penny as the translator of Clarence
Day’s Life with Mother (Rowohlt 1938).

In these cases the appearance of a translation requires no shyness on the part of a
writer. However, at least one author decided that a pseudonym might be wiser for
translation and for the writing of popular fiction: permitted author Hans Luckenwald
appears under the name Deez Anders as an adventure story translator and a contribu-
tor to the romance series Roman-Perlen (such as Verzeih’ mir, Doris!, Neues Ver-
lagshaus fiir Volksliteratur 1938). Translations - frequently labelled “frei bearbeitet” -
of Alexandre Dumas, Herman Melville and Charles de Coster, among others (all for
Antdus, 1936-1941), belong to more respected genres and appear under Luck-

enwald’s own name.

Interestingly, the title ‘Dr’ is popular among the translators, especially for classics,
where a philological seal of approval is no doubt demanded, but even in less high-
status fiction (the doctors abound among the professional translators of detective and
adventure fiction). Aristocratic titles, too, are scrupulously named, and the translator
of a marine adventure novel by Commander R D Graham (1937) is credited in full as |
“Kap Lt E v Beulwitz”. Here the translator is anything but an anonymous or even
shadowy figure: his expertise is expressly put on an equal footing with that of the SL
author. Of course, the emphasis on the military standing of the translator of a naval
adventure may be serving to relativise a potential enemy writer in the readers’ eyes.
Either way, publishers’ decisions on the form of translators’ names appear overall to
position the translator as an active mediator rather than a transparent or invisible
medium, an impression confirmed by the relatively consistent naming of translators

and the generally scrupulous approach to translation labelling.

12 For example, though with reservations, by Thoenelt 1987.
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2.3. Conclusions

The analysis of the database of translations published between 1933 and 1944 dem-
onstrates that, as suggested in Chapter 1, publishing practice in the period was by no
means wholly consistent with the policy statements of the Nazi literary bureaucracy.
Whether due to the authorities’ failure or their unspoken plan, readers had access (at
least temporarily) to translations across a wide spectrum, from the promoted to the

disapproved with a large body of tolerated texts in between.

In terms of volume, the records show a steady increase in the number of translations
published, apart from the dip in 1934, until well into the period. In other words, the
cumbersome permission procedures were not preventing publishers from retaining
translation as part of their overall fiction programme. More than that, though, the
years 1937-1939 saw a rise in the proportion of fiction made up by translations.
While the proportion still remains unspectacular, the tendency contradicts the thrust
of Nazi policy more strongly than absolute numbers alone, since it means translations
were increasing their market share at the expense of domestic production - hardly a
boost for state-éponsored Nazi literature or, indeed, for the financial situation of RSK
members. The popularity of translations in these years may have been the result of a
hunger for entertainment not satisfied by domestic production'??; the journalists who
will be discussed in the next chapter fear that it must be explained by the Germans’
lust for the alien, their “unseliger Hang nach dem Fremden” (Biicherkunde June

1940:162).

However it is explained, the viability of publishing translations even in a financially
and politically risky context is shown by the slowness of translation’s demise even
after the wartime bans cut back the traditionally high-selling source languages. Once
English and French are virtually excised, other SLs step in to take their place, and it
is only in the last year of the war, paper rationing at its height, that translation actu-

ally collapses. This suggests that a generalised market for translation existed which

122 The make-up of the translations - the bulk of them formula or light fiction - supports this
explanation.
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could survive the loss of individual SLs. The shift in SLs does, though, bear witness
to the real impact of state intervention on translation. It means that behind the rela-
tively stable overall figures, the actual shape of translated fiction changed dramati-
cally at the end of 1939, as the most commercially successful SL of the previous
decades was increasingly replaced by state-tolerated or actively sponsored language

groups.

Shifts in genre over the period are also telling. Once again, the data seem to show
that it was the outbreak of war, not 1933, which formed the real caesura in translation
practice. In the pre-war period large segments of the translation market were ac-
counted for by genres (and their associated SLs) not favoured - indeed barely toler-
ated - by the regime. In the middle of the spectrum social comedies, historical ro-
mances, animal stories, classics and rural idylls also held their ground from previous
decades. Between 1933 and the end of 1939, thus, on the one hand state-promoted
translations certainly made their presence felt and individual bans limited the hori-
zons of imported fiction. On the other, the continued existence of a commercially-
driven translation market created an illusion of literary normality and the publishing
industry, in its stunted form as more and more houses were destroyed by Nazi perse-
cution, found ways to feed it. The range of strategies represented by the big transla-
tion publishers shows that various positions could be taken up within the new regime,
from Langen-Miiller’s exploitation of official preferences to Goldmann’s exploita-
tion of popular ones. Aufwiérts profited from the persecution of its larger, politically
undesirable rival Goldmann; Insel and Zsolnay contributed intellectual respectability
to the period’s translation activity, and Franckh found a middle way with its safe

themes and steady though unspectacular sales.

The outward shape of translation publishing, then, appears to have remained barely
affected in terms of numbers, SLs or genre until the start of the war. Even then, exist-
ing bestsellers and their satellites (associated memoirs, imitations) continued to
flourish wherever strict regulation left an opening. Despite all official rhetoric, the
reading population’s interest in foreign literature continued unabated and provided
income for a beleaguered publishing industry. Behind the figures, however, and

especially later in the period, shifts are apparent as the impact of state promotion
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made itself felt, SL profiles changed and the sharp edge of imported literature -
American modernism, for example - was blunted. Translation was not simply sup-

pressed, but it was certainly restricted.

Against the background of these patterns of translation practice, I will in the next
chapter return to the question of policy, this time looking in more detail at the ra-
tionales for accepting, promoting or rejecting translation that circulated within vari-

ous branches of the literary bureaucracy.

3. Discourse on translation

“Wir haben gelernt, dal Worte und Ideen fiir ein Volk ebenso
totlich [sic] sein konnen wie Kokain und Morphium und daf}
man darum die Einfuhr solcher Wortgifte ebenso verhindern
muf.”

(Die Neue Literatur, May 1939:265)

It is unusual for the Nazi literary journals to make so explicitly negative an evalua-
tion of imported literature as that quoted above, from an anti-Semitic literary monthly
- but neither do they treat translation as a neutral or peripheral matter. In contrast to
the literary regulators themselves, the journalists have much to say on the topic. This
chapter will trace the terms in which they articulate a complex understanding of
translation’s risks and benefits. Those terms, it will be shown, are closely bound up
with Nazi theories of literature as an expression of the national soul, thus inextricable

from the discourse of Volk and its attendant anti-Semitism'?.

The journals rarely discuss how texts should be translated, focusing instead on what
and more generally whether to translate. But even their rare, and usually implicit,
recommendations about the textual level cannot be taken as identical with actual

practices of translating, any more than their favoured selection criteria were the only

2% Chapter 1 dealt in more general terms with Nazi literary theory.
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ones followed by publishers in the period. As Toury warns, formulations of norms
reflect “a desire to control behaviour” rather than simply articulating the norms ac-
tually applied by translators and publishers (1995:55), and indeed the journals’ at-
tempts to instrumentalise translation for the purposes of the regime were certainly
only partially successful. However, as Chapters 4 and 5 will show, if the practices of
selecting and translating texts for import were not entirely determined by the climate
of opinion presented in the journals, neither were they entirely divorced from it. The
analysis of the journals provides a basis for examining the interaction of theory
(evaluation) and practice, at the same time helping illuminate some of the issues
raised in the Introduction: what understandings of translation, its uses and dangers,
circulated within the various institutions of the Nazi literary bureaucracy, and how

did they participate in the xenophobia so central to Nazi ideology?

3.1. Reading the journals

The five journals dealt with in this chapter are as follows. Die Werkbiicherei and the
Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt were organs of the Propaganda Ministry sections
regulating works libraries'* and commercial lending libraries respectively. Neither
makes extensive comment on translation except to decry its bad influence, particu-
larly as a major source of ‘trivial’ fiction. Biicherkunde belonged to Alfred Rosen-
berg’s office for the promotion of German literature; it voices a range of complex and
contradictory attitudes to translation that will here serve to introduce the more de-
tailed treatment of translation in Die Weltliteratur, controlled by the SS. Finally, the
semi-private Die Neue Literatur, with close connections to the Deutsche Akademie
der Dichtung, is the only one of the five consistently to employ an explicitly anti-

Semitic line in its arguments on translation policy.

The large number of literary journals published in the period'” means that such a
small selection can hardly be representative. Publications like Die Biicherei (the
Ministry-controlled public librarians’ journal) were undoubtedly as least as influen-

tial, but here considerations of space meant not all spheres of policy could be cov-

'* The works libraries were situated within companies to supply employees with both technical
literature and fiction. See also 3.2.

12 Hopster & Josting’s 1993 selection alone includes over 80 titles.
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ered. Others, such as Buch und Volk or Zeitschrift fir Deutschkunde, would have
widened further the range of different approaches but contain little direct comment
on translation. Thus a selection was made which, while admittedly narrow, does
attempt to illustrate the diversity of controlling bodies, each with its own agenda in
terms of power politics*, as well as a range of emphases within the comment they
make on translation. At the same time it will be seen that the journals investigated
draw on a shared language of metaphor to discuss translation and circle about a set of

similar issues.

Of course, the comments of literary journalists must be viewed in the context in
which they were written - they are not policy documents comparable with RSK
memoranda but most likely the product of a combination of wishful thinking and
attempts to gain political capital within the various organisations by demonstrating a
‘correct’ grasp of Nazi literary thihking. The relationship of journalists’ comments to
book distribution praxis certainly varies. The journals of Ministry offices regulating
particular professional groups occupied, as Hopster and Josting remark, “eine quasi-
amtliche Stellung” within the sector concerned (1993:27). This would apply, for
example, to the Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt, which publishes details of relevant
decrees and names librarians who have been fined or otherwise penalised for infring-
ing them. The ‘suggestions’ made by this type of journal are thus binding for their
readers and the type of compliance demanded is rather a practical than an intellectual
or ideological one. In this respect, they can be counted as an integral part of the

state’s articulation and enforcement of translation policy.

A journal like Biicherkunde, in contrast, attached to Party not state, has no simple.
channel of command to enforce its recommendations, and attempts instead to fulfil
what Hopster and Josting call an “Ideologisierungsfunktion” (ibid). Its comments are
indeed extremely directional, but still remain within the sphere of outlining a desir-
able reception, a desirable way of thinking about books as opposed to a set of dictates
with attached justification. This should not be taken to mean there is no element of

force involved, since the desirable reception does not, as in an ‘open’ system (see

26 The journals not only differ in tone but - despite the severity of press censorship - occasionally
make more or less veiled attacks on each other (Die Neue Literatur criticises Rosenberg’s
Biicherkunde; the Biicherkunde implicitly reproaches the Propaganda Ministry with laxity, etcetera).
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Lefevere 1992), remain subject to only indirect and relatively intangible controls: in
this context political acceptability can have the immediate correlate of continued
employment within the book distribution system (in practice, via the giving and
withdrawing of membership of RSK bodies). For low-level decision-makers, with
access neither to the actual sources of state power nor to a clearly laid-out, explicit
policy, the literary journals undoubtedly offered guidelines on making the decisions
apparently of ‘instinctive taste’ that the regime required. Book reviews were one
among the many, often contradictory, sources of information available to librarians,
publishers and the book trade in their task of deciding on the political and commer-
cial viability of texts - translators and their publishers, like all the other levels of
book production and distribution, were in need of guidance to pick their way through
the complexities of the regime’s somewhat unpredictable responses to translation. To
this extent even the non-Ministry journals’ attitudes to the selection of translations,
while by no means actually imposing a translation practice, must be seen as a signifi-

cant part of the web of management of translation in the Nazi regime.

Given the multiple and often contradictory images of translation constructed by the
texts under investigation, it is not easy to know how to set about interpreting the
attitudes they indicate. Because I am interested in their relationship to attitudes to the
‘alien’, I will in the following make use of the framework outlined by Clem Robyns
(1992, see also 1994; 1995). Assuming that attitudes to translation are part of the
continuing work of a discourse as it “(re)produces its own borderlines and thus de-
fines its own specificity with respect to other discourses” (1994:405), Robyns pro-

poses four ways of “meeting the alien:

“An attitude in which otherness is denied and transformed may be called im-
perialist, while one in which otherness is acknowledged but still transformed
may be called defensive. A trans-discursive discourse neither radically op-
poses itself to other discourses nor refuses their intrusion, while a defective
discourse stimulates the intrusion of alien elements that are explicitly
acknowledged as such” (ibid:408f).

These attitudes are not mutually exclusive but, on the contrary, can overlap and

coexist within a particular cultural situation.
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Robyns’ categories are, to be sure, based closely upon specific corpora. His
“imperialist” stance is elaborated for French policies on francophony, the “defensive”
stance for the cases of French in Quebec and, most convincingly, of the debate on
‘Franglais’. The “defective” stance is exemplified by the entry of the American de-
tective novel genre to the post-war French literary system. The case of progressive
linguistic policy in the Low Countries is explained by the “trans-discursive” stance,
though in a (rightly) more hesitant form. These latter two stances, and especially the
last, are argued with less enthusiasm than the former pair and appear pale in compari-
son, which should perhaps raise doubts about the comprehensiveness of the frame -
what becomes of elements that cannot be fitted in elsewhere? The differentiation
between an imperialist stance and defensive attempts to recuperate it holds up well
for the specific cases Robyns cites, but once transferred to another apparently impe-
rialist context, Nazi Germany, the division falters - the French imperialist stance
“takes the integrity and superiority of its own identity for granted” (1995:181),
whereas blustering Nazi rhetoric in fact does everything but that. On the contrary, it
appears to be plagued by a feeling of a /ack of the national literature in the pure sense
that it itself demands, constantly struggling to assert itself and to account for its own

failures'”’

. The existence of a long and crucial tradition of literary importation cannot
be denied by the official discourse and must somehow be integrated into the project
of identity formation. In this sense, the emphasis of Robyns’ assumption that “for any
target discourse, translation, as a confrontation with the nonidentical, is a potential
threat to its own identity” (1994:405) could obscure the undoubted way that in Nazi
discourse, the confrontation with the nonidentical is also positively deployed to help

form a new national/literary identity (see, especially, section 3.4. below).

However, Robyns does not claim to offer a universal scheme: the framework should
be seen as “neither a taxonomy nor even a methodological scheme”, he notes
(1994:409). Its application has indeed proved fruitful as a set of “points of orientation

for research” (1995:181) if only because its focus, translation and national identity, is

127 Beil (1996) argues that this ‘inferiority complex’ in German cultural thought, centuries older than
Nazism, can be explained by the late and difficult self-constitution of Germany as a nation-state. In
fact, I would suggest that the ‘imperialist’ stance described by Robyns is perhaps more specifically a
‘colonialist’ one, fitting better the French or British than the German context.
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the constant refrain of the journals, articulated in a variety of obscure and metaphori-

cal terms.

In fact, this heavy use of metaphor is one of the most striking aspects of the com-
ments on translation made by the five journals. Before turning to the texts themselves
I would like to introduce briefly the complexity - perhaps confusion - of ideas that
their metaphorical language implies by investigating the metaphors of translation in a
1939 Nazi essay on literary exchange, Dichtung als Briicke zwischen den Volkern
Europas by Bernhard Payr. The subsequent sections on individual journals will show
not only that metaphor is the central method used to discuss translation policy but
also that certain images, found also in the surrounding Nazi ideology, recur consis-

tently throughout the corpus.

Payr’s essay starts from the premise that a ‘European’ culture does exist and that now
(shortly after the Munich Agreement) is the time to look at the connections between
European nations - although this will always, Payr stresses, mean focusing first of all
on each one’s valkisch specificity. A brisk summary of pre-Romantic European
literature highlights the influence of ancient Greece (which exemplified the Nordic or
Germanic character, as did its Renaissance descendants like Dante; the claim is that
the best of literature is ultimately German, not foreign at all). Romanticism is pre-
sented as the pinnacle of European art, freeing Europe from rigid French dominion,
exemplifying cross-national creative impulses, and inspired and driven by Germany.
From this high point, the tone of the essay changes: Heine is accused of having
single-handedly destroyed Romanticism and the bridges it had built between Ger-
many and France, ushering in a period of literary weakness in Germany that culmi-
nated in the First World War. The beginning of Nazi rule is described as a return to
Volk-specific values, which has now allowed a renewed, though admirably selective,
turn to foreign literature; the final pages of the essay are devoted to the
“Verstdndigungsroman”, which deals with the relationship between Germany and
Britain or France, particularly in a First World War context. Again Payr applies
nationalist criteria in his judgements: does the novel express correctly the racial
differences between the Volker portrayed? The racialised, conflict-based

“Verstindigungsroman” is for Payr the ultimate form of the ‘bridge’ between nations.
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In the course of his deposition, Payr makes use of a variety of metaphors to describe
translation and literary exchange in general. Overall the positively coloured meta-
phors predominate, led by the image of the bridge between the Volker, found of
course in the title and subsequently on most pages of the essay. The bridge image
allows the retention of two distinct entities, separated by a highly visible line across
which a mediating link, translation, allows limited travel. A less clean-cut, and pef-
haps less comfortable, metaphor used by Payr is that of cross-fertilisation, including a
‘fertilising flood’ that entirely contradicts the bridge notion (1939:88) and a set of
agricultural or physical metaphors in the highlighted position of the closing para-
graph: literary exchange between the Western nations is a “geistige Geben und
Nehmen, Siden und Ernten, Befruchten und Gebédren” (ibid:101). Such reference to
fertility (also seen in “erhellende Strahlen [...] iiber die Saatfelder”, 87, and the refer-
ences to “Befruchtung” on 86, 87 and 89) is not, however, taken up by the journals
investigated in the following sections, which tend to use bodily metaphors for trans-

lation in an extremely negative way.

Payr’s lengthy discussion of Shakespeare gives rise to images of translation awaken-
ing culture to life (“erwecken”, 90) and translated literature as a gift (“Geschenk”,
92). More aggressive touches are the discovery by Germany (“Entdeckung”, 93) of
Shakespeare and the victory of his writing (“Siegeszug”, 93) borne along by Ger-
many. It should be noted that the references to translation’s positive contributions to
European culture are for the most part attributed to German efforts: Germany is the

fertilising force.

For an essay so positively entitled, however, there are plenty of negatively weighted
metaphors of translation. Early on the suggestion is made that national languages
represent “natiirliche Mauern” (87), a separating image which perhaps relates most
closely to the central ‘bridge’ metaphor mentioned above. The idea of translation’s
victimisation of the target culture is articulated in the metaphor of domination,
“Fremdherrschaft” (91) or “Zwingherrschaft” (90), where the unrightful rule is exer-
cised by French classicism (a similar idea is also presented more prosaically as a
“schwere Bedrohung”, 97). In a figure that recurs in the journals, the tempting, even

hypnotising power of translated literature is evoked: German literature gazes
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“gebannt” (96) at foreign literature and succumbs to its “verfiihrerischen Glanze”
(90). The phrase “den iiberméchtig anschwellenden Chor ausldndischer Autoren”
(95) uses a metaphor of the (deafening or cacophonous) chorus which was employed
earlier in the piece to exactly opposite effect - European literature as a (harmonious)
“Chore” of “volltonende Stimmen” (86). Lastly, the essay, having drawn on the
notion of a fertilising flood and a river to be bridged, also refers to a flow that is
anything but beneficial: “der Strom der Dichtung, der aus dem {ibrigen Europa zu uns
hereinflieBt, ist betrachtlich getriibt durch eine Reihe von hochst fragwiirdigen Er-
scheinungen” (96). Here we are presented with a contaminated stream, a more threat-
ening use of the notion of flood or swamping that will appear with great regularity in
the journals. There, the image of ‘flood’ is used always with a negative charge. It
denotes a quantitative excess but also, in a figure familiar from so many racisms,

evokes a fear of drowning or fatal contamination'?®

. Returning to Payr’s essay, the
same segment employs a related image of translation, as an “unheilvolle Uberfrem-
dung” which causes the “Zersetzung” (96) of the host literature. These terms are
drawn from the bank of metaphors used in Nazi racism to interpret Jewish influence

on German culture'”, and again will recur in the journals studied.

Payr’s essay illustrates the heavy use of metaphor characteristic of the journals’
comments on translation. While appearing to ‘explain’, it allows him to evade ex-
plicit theorisation - important within a self-declaredly anti-intellectual theory of
literature that, according to Klaus Vondung, must be seen less as a coherent whole
than as a “heterogenes Konglomerat” of ideological elements (1973:13). His meta-
phors, additionally, work by association, thus rapidly plugging discourse on transla-
tion into other, stronger currents present in the ideological environment. As a means
of approaching the rather disparate texts investigated in the following sections, an

examination of the journals’ use of metaphor brings to the surface underlying atti-

'8 Theweleit (1977) argues that the ‘flood’ image frequently found in 1920s Freikorps writing
expresses a fear of dissolution associated with sex. This association will be found in the coexistence of
sexualised images and references to flooding in the journals discussed.

129 See Poliakov (1985) and Katz (1980) for comprehensive studies of the structures of German anti-
Semitism; Klemperer (1947) gives examples of their articulation in everyday life.



3.2. Die Werkbiicherei and Grofdeutsches Leihbiichereiblatt 101

tudes and provides some degree of unity in a complex and confusing corpus. Particu-
lar recurrent images, like the metaphor of flood/swamping in its various guises,
willallow parallels to be drawn to terms from other discourses, notably that of ‘race’,

and help position attitudes to translation within a wider Nazi ideological frame.

3.2. Die Werkbiicherei and
Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt

These two journals both belonged to the RSK, under the control of the Propaganda
Ministry and ultimately of Goebbels. Die Werkbiicherei (hereafter “WB”’) appeared
bi-monthly from 1936 to 1942 inclusive. In 1943 it was merged with the commercial
librarians’ Grofdeutsches Leihbiichereiblatt (hereafter “GdL”) to form the Grofideut-
sches Biichereiblatt. Only the volumes before the merger were available and will be
examined here. In its capacity as the “Mitteilungsblatt™ of the works libraries’ sec-
tion, the WB was a Ministry tool and compulsory reading for the works librarians,
who fell under the jurisdiction of the RSK (see Barbian 1995:818). The RSK saw its
task as bringing the existing works libraries into line, expanding them and opening
new ones. By 1938 5000 works libraries were in operation, lending to 8 million
readers (ibid:821). However, according to Barbian, Robert Ley’s Deutsche Arbeits-
front struggled with the RSK for cultural policy control of the factories to such an
extent that the complete streamlining of works libraries remained unsuccessful

throughout the period (ibid:823f).

The works libraries were to be, in the words of a 1938 Borsenblatt article, an
“Instrument geistiger und d.h. immer auch politischer Wirkung” (cited in Barbian
1995:822). This clearly political role is reflected in the WB, which stresses that the
works library’s selection should focus on employees’ moral, political and technical
edification. The selection process - closely monitored by the RSK - involved not
merely removing officially banned books from library stock but also more severe
sifting by means of a special, restricted works libraries list (ibid:820). Within this
process the WB’s practical' role would be hard to quantify, but it evidently contrib-
uted to the justification of the limited canon laid down by the authorities. The RSK’s

view of the works library as a sanctum of highly approved texts informs the WB’s
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commentaries on all books, including translations. Because the libraries’ aim was to
offer a broad enough range of books to attract and educate more than just the existing
party faithful, the WB had, if grudgingly, to concern itself with light fiction, and in
this capacity with translations, though to a far lesser extent than its sister paper the

Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt.

Each WB issue begins with several pages of general news and explanations of de-
crees, including official answers to librarians’ practical and ideological questions,
followed by a list of suggested books for acquisition. These lists are furnished with
brief commentaries on the plot and sometimes style of the text, and marked with the
code “m”, “w” or “j” to indicate suitability for male, female or young readers respec-
tively. Alongside the mere fact of inclusion in the list, this information is apparently
considered sufficient to guide librarians’ choices. More specific lists are often car-
ried, for example an initial list of which English and American books could still be
lent in January 1940 or a list of recommended translations from Italian in Febru-
ary/March 1942. The later issues are longer and contain more detailed reviews"™, but
the overall tone remains brisk and practical, making less use than the other journals
of Payr’s allusive style of language. As in all the journals investigated, little or no

comment is made on the style of translation adopted - it is the selection of texts to be

translated (often enough, the reduction in their number) which is of interest.

A programmatic statement in a WB leader article may serve to introduce the question
of translation within the journal. The WB reader is reminded of the significance of

the works library as follows:

“Das deutsche Buch ist nicht nur ein Mittel der Unterhaltung und Entspan-
nung fiir den einzelnen, sondern auch ein Faktor der politischen Wil-
lensbildung. In ihm ist unser revolutionires Zeitgeschehen lebendig, in ihm
ruhen die schonsten Werte der deutschen Seele, und in ihm ist die Geschichte
unseres Volkes festgehalten” (May 1938"),

In this definition of the usefulness of books, only the truly ‘German’ book can fea-

1% Only from 1940 is any review or article signed. Here and in the following sections, I have not
named the authors of commentaries (except in the rare cases where particular commentators recur and
take a characteristic line): many are anonymous and all the journals show such a strict editorial line
that the individual journalists normally appear more or less interchangeable.

! The citation refers to issue and year; before 1941 the WB has no page numbers.



3.2. Die Werkbiicherei and Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt 103

ture, and translations can hardly fulfil the roles assigned importance. A delicate
manoeuvre would be needed to include translations under the category ‘German’
book - this is attempted by other journals, in particular Die Weltliteratur (see 3.4.),
but not by the WB. For the latter, translations exist mainly as a necessary evil or one

to be warded off, exemplifying, in other words, Robyns’ “defensive” stance.

The defensive standpoint informs all the WB’s sparse references to translation.
Translations sometimes appear among other texts in the “Vorschlagsliste” and gen-
eral reviews, but in far smaller numbers than in any of the other journals investigated.
Reviews of translation from English and French are relatively frequent, always within
a highly politicised context focusing on the promoted, because self-defamatory, text
(see below). Other SLs reviewed are Scandinavian languages and to a lesser extent
Flemish, with some very brief references to south-eastern European languages and
Italian. In the general articles, translations mainly feature in the context of a fear of
Americanising influences, particularly in the case of the domestic detective novel’s
imitation of its Anglo-American cousin. A 1941 article typically complains of the
consistently Anglo-American settings and pseudonyms to be found within the Ger-
man genre, which have led to a glorification of England and especially of the British
police: “Wir wissen, da3 kein anderer Roman Scotland-Yard populdrer machte im
Reich als diese Kriminalromane und Spannungsbiicher” (Aug 1941:115). As for the
settings, “je weiter sie von Deutschland entfernt waren, desto lieber wurden sie ver-
wandt” (ibid), so that the influence of the translated genre has been to lure readers
away from loyalty to their homeland. Similar sentiments had appeared in 1940, where
the British-set detective novel, translated or not, is decried as “ein Reklamearsenal
fir Scotland Yard und seine ‘Inspektoren’, eine Propagandamaschinerie fiir England
schlechthin, wie es sich GrofBbritannien nicht besser wiinschen kann” (Jan 1940:1). -
For the WB, the foreign-set detective novel is a case where translation - interpreted
as propaganda for the SL nafcion - has succeeded in contaminating the domestic litera-

ture, thus justifying drastic defensive measures by the state™

The WB insists on the separation of translation from domestic literature. For exam-

132 More will be said in Chapter 5 about the journals’ treatment of the translated and anglicising
detective novel.
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ple, librarians are requested to shelve literature “der fremden Volker” separately from
German literature for reasons of “Einheit und Ordnung” (Mar 1939). If extensive
enough, foreign literature may then be further sub-divided into “das nordische, das
romanische, das slawische, das asiatische, das angelsédchsische, das angloameri-
kanische und das lateinamerikanische Schrifttum” (ibid). Some terms here are lin-
guistic, but others are clearly based on nation/race considerations, hence the differen-
tiation between Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-American'®. The note continues that Flem-
ish and Dutch, because they do not fit well into any of the categories listed, should be
classified as German - again evidently a political choice. Possible objections to the
system of separation are then addressed in a way that places it very much in a context
of defensiveness. One potential concern, says the WB, is the alleged kinship of
“Nordic’ literature with German literature, a claim dismissed by the journal*, which
cites the lack of volkisch fellow feeling shown by many Scandinavian authors. The
other 6bj ection is said to be that separating off foreign writing might deter the reader
from choosing such books - however, if true this would be all to the good: “soll der
Leser nicht zufillig zu den Biichern, die er liest, ver-fiihrt [sic] werden, sondern von
ihnen eine klare Vorstellung erhalten”. Although it is right to get to know foreign
worlds, this must be done with special care, particularly by young people. “Es ist also
im Sinne der Endziele der Werkbucharbeit besser, der Leser meidet das Fremde, oder
er geht heran in der klaren Einsicht, dal hier besondere Anforderungen und neue
Mabstibe von ihm erarbeitet werden miissen” (ibid; the librarian is also reminded
that foreign books should never be actually suggested to readers). The overall ap-
proach is one of suspicion, the reader needing careful preparation for a potentially
harmful encounter with the foreign text - forewarned is forearmed, runs the argu-
ment. Specifically, the notion of seduction highlighted by the syllable separation

“ver-fithrt” sexualises the issue within the frame of young people’s moral wellbeing.

The WB’s few recommendations of translations are mainly oriented on the political

status of the translated authors, as friends or foes of the TL nation. Sven Hedin and

133 A similar mixture of linguistic and geopolitical categories was found in the index Das Buch ein
Schwert des Geistes (1.4.). There can be no doubt that in the Nazi context, ‘source language’ is an
elastic term.

1% Ministry organs like the WB could be expected to take a sceptical stand on the question of ‘Nordic’
identity, in line with their ultimate authority Goebbels; the pro-‘Nordic’ line was defended above all by
Rosenberg and the SS against Goebbels” more suspicious view.
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Vemer von Heidenstam are recommended as friends of Germany (Feb and Aug 1940
respectively). Obviously, our enemy’s enemies are our friends, and the anti-British
translation is honoured, whether it is actively polemical literature such as Maud
Gonne Macbride’s Irish perspective on British colonialism (Im Dienste einer
Konigin/A Servant of the Queen, reviewed Nov 1939) and A J Macdonell’s satirical
Selbstbildnis eines Gentleman (Autobiography of a Cad, reviewed Jun 1941:103) or
works which half-unwillingly indict the corruption of the SL society. Of the latter,
Eric Linklater’s Juan in Amerika (Nov-Dec 1942) exemplifies the defamatory trans-
lation which, coming straight from the SL itself, is held to be both “lehrreich” and
“unvoreingenommen” in its critique of a SL nation. In a 1940 issue, three translated
. books'’ about England are reviewed under the title “Dreimal England ohne Maske”
(Oct 1940:13f), again suggesting the value of translation in exposing the hidden
facets of its SL culture. At the same time there is an implicit reference to translation’s
potential deceitfulness - the “Maske” otherwise present - which is not unique. For
example, popular but anti-fascist Scandinavian authors Sally Salminen and Frans
Sillanpédé are criticised in terms similar to the ‘mask’, as the apparently harmless
turns out to be an enemy disguised in our midst. These authors were invited in with
open arms, the WB complains, only to reveal themselves as enemies to their hosts

(Dec 1938 and Jun 1939 respectively).

Translation is sometimes covered in the WB as a balance of trade issue. Even before
the wartime bans based on foreign currency considerations (see Chapter 1), a lengthy
note in Summer 1939 cites the publication statistics for translation into and out of
German as a reason to demand “daB auslindisches Schrifttum in deutscher Uber-
setzung nur in dem Verhéltnis einzusetzen ist, wie deutsches Schrifttum fremder
Ubersetzung im Auslande aufgenommen und gewiirdigt wird” (Jun 1939). Not only
does translation figure here militaristically as something to be deployed - “eingesetzt”
- abroad, but it is the representative of the German nation and must thus be accorded
‘dignity’. These are ideological issues but the matter of payments to foreign publish-
ers, the balance of trade in material terms, is present between the lines. There follows

a long breakdown based on Charlotte Bauschinger’s statistics of how much is trans-

135 They are, at least, presented as translations; one may well be a pseudotranslation (Der achte
Kreuzzug. Unverhiillte Enthiillungen eines britischen Stabsoffiziers, anon, Berlin: Internationaler
Verlag 1940).
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lated from German in different countries, bewailing, especially, the fact that Jewish
and emigrant (that is, ‘not-German’) authors continue to dominate translation abroad.
The conclusion is that official initiatives and librarians’ own judgement should join
to reduce the works libraries’ stock of translated literature, “die - allgemein erkannt -
in den letzten Jahren zu hohe Einschitzung erfuhr” (ibid). Once again the importation
of foreign writing is viewed in terms of threat, this time both ideological and finan-
cial, and the assumption made that the translated stock of the libraries is self-

evidently too much, in need of reduction.

The WB’s defensive stance emerges most clearly in the leader article of January
1940, “Klare Haltung!”, by RSK functionary Sebastian Losch'®. This article, written
a propos of the wartime ban on British literature, frames its attack on translated and
anglicising fiction in terms of a TL nation in danger of being even physically de-
stroyed. It begins with a call to draw ever tighter boundaries and exercise “grofiter
Wachsamkeit und Entschlossenheit gegeniiber den heimlichen Gegnern, die hier und
da versuchen mogen, durch die geschlossenen Luken in unser Inneres einzudringen
und dort zu wirken” (Jan 1940:209). The “heimliche Gegner” image along with the
metaphor of the body invaded by sickness form a connection to currents of Nazi anti-
Semitism and position the translated text as an intruder carrying dangerous material
into the TL organism. The rest of the article depends upon this sense of threat. Losch
employs a theme that recurs in all the journals investigated: the weakness of the
German culture and its dangerous susceptibility to foreign influence. His claim is
“daB} gerade wir Deutschen damals [before the First World War, when English cul-
ture dominated Europe] allzu empfinglich fiir englisches Wesen und englische
Lebensart waren” (ibid); for him, this receptivity is reason enough to insist on the
necessity of battening down the hatches. Here, German librarians and readers at
home are assigned a role as guards against the enemy’s evil intent: the military arena
is complemented by the ideological, and “hier wird jeder einzelne in der Heimat zum
Wachtposten, Beobachter und Schiitzen” (ibid). Like the previously mentioned image
of the treacherous guest, Losch’s location of the danger to Germany as hidden “in der

Heimat” again recalls the rhetoric of Nazi racism with its notion of the disguised

13 The same article was published shortly beforehand in the Grofdeutsches Leihbiichereiblatt (Nov
1939:209f), demonstrating the shared Ministry attention received by works librarians and commercial
librarians.
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antagonist - in short, the ‘alien within’.

Later in the article more material considerations come to the fore: “Jede ausgeliehene
und verkaufte Ubersetzung bedeutet Honorar fiir den englischen Autor und den eng-
lischen Verleger, bedeutet Steuern fiir das Empire, bedeutet Waffen und Munition
gegen Deutschland!” (ibid:210). Here the perspective has shifted once again from an
ideological to a clearly practical, financial and military one that reflects most closely
the Propaganda Ministry’s approach to the management of translation. However, it is
given specifically emotional impact by a reference earlier in the piece to the way that
“deutsche Seeleute vor der Heimtiicke englischer U-Boot-Fallen auf Wacht liegen”,
thus creating a link between copyright fees and the real danger to German lives. The

article concludes on another note of endangerment and defence:

“Wir hoffen auf eine Zeit, in der die europdischen Volker wieder in einen ge-
sunden und fruchtbaren Kulturaustausch untereinander treten konnen. So-
lange wir jedoch im Kriege sind, lassen wir das Fallgatter herunter und
verschlielen unser Festungstor gegen jeden feindlichen EinfluB. Durch die
Mauern kommt ohnehin keiner durch!” (ibid).
Even outside the wartime context the WB has never supported a “Kulturaustausch”,
so that this comment seems little more than an empty phrase. More striking is the
conclusion that at present a siege is called for with regard to cultural importation. Of
course, this must certainly be read as an elaboration on the Propaganda Ministry’s
decree banning translations from enemy nations; it is a public justification addressed
to a fairly central cultural institution, the works library. But the strength of the tone,
the repetition of images of defensive structures (“Fallgatter”, “Festungstor”,
“Mauern”), the anxiety shimmering through the contradictory claim that Germany is
“ohnehin” impregnable and yet needs better defence - all of these make this text not

simply an official posting but a commentary that channels the fear of the ‘enemy in

our midst’ into the reception of translated texts.

I shall turn now to the Grofideutsches Leihbiichereiblatt (“GdL”), the organ of the
RSK’s commercial libraries section. It is subtitled “Mitteilungsblatt der Reichs-
schrifttumskammer fiir den Deutschen Leihbuchhandel” and appeared from 1939 to
1942, at first monthly, then from 1941 fortnightly, before being merged with the WB
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at the start of 1943. The commercial lending libraries were taken under the RSK
wing early on and finally closed down in the wake of wartime paper rationing (Stieg
1992:171). However, commercial librarians were inherently difficult to control be-

cause of their non-professional status"’

and a dependence on public demand which
made them reluctant to countenance the extensive purges of popular titles more or
less willingly undergone by the public libraries. Marginal to the ideological debates
among the traditionally national-conservative public librarians (see Stieg 1992), the
commercial librarians were allocated to the book trade section of the RSK rather than
the libraries section. Their different situation becomes evident in the GdL, which
despite its generally strict RSK line takes a more flexible view of literature-as-
entertainment than does the pedagogically-oriented WB or indeed any of the other
journals examined. Because of the strong position that translation occupied in thé

field of light and popular fiction, many of the GdL’s comments thus refer either

directly to translation or to the anglicising texts that mimicked it.

Again and again the GdL debates ‘good’ versus ‘bad’ entertainment fiction, with the
premise stressed that the working man needs entertainment and that light fiction is
thus valuable in itself (Aug 1939:157-160, et passim). Rather than simply decrying
popular fiction, then, the GdL attempts to regulate it by encouraging a more discern-
ing and professional approach on the part of the librarian. In line with its relatively
commercial orientation, the GdL carries as a supplement not the general, political list
of banned books but the translation-dominated index of popular fiction Liste der fiir
Jugendliche und Biichereien ungeeigneten Druckschriften discussed in 1.4., along
with regular updates, practical details and lists of librarians who have been fined for
flouting the index. Such explicit reminders of state power to enforce policy differen-
tiate the Ministry journals from the other journals’ fiction of ‘taste’. They also indi-
cate the state’s understanding of the commercial libraries as a potentially unruly
force, outside the tight political control of the works and public libraries. The fre-
quent complaints in the GdL about commercial librarians’ disobedience come to a

head in late 1942, when a long leader article attacks the bulk of commercial libraries

17 Commercial libraries were often run as a sideline, and often by women. This lack of professional
integration was decried by the GdL, which finds a regrettable lack of moral fervour for the book
exemplified by an advertisement it cites: “Suche Existenz! Ubernehme Buchverleih, Brotniederlage,
Stehbierhalle oder dhnliches” (Apr 1940:52).
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for failing to purge their stock fully: even at this late stage ‘dozens’ of libraries in just
one city were still carrying books long banned by the Liste, and even blanket-banned
translations from English and American English were still being lent out (“Von der
inneren und duferen Sauberkeit unseres Standes”, 15 Nov 1942:301-304). The need
expressed in this and other articles for the Propaganda Ministry to issue such open
threats supports Barbian’s claim that the commercial libraries represented to some
extent an enclave of relative freedom from state control (Barbian 1995:621) and
suggests that they were an important source of translations for the reading public in

the period.

Despite the threatening tone of the occasional Ministry articles, often the GdL is
rather pragmatic in its treatment of literature, and this extends to translations too. It
carries reviews of a wide range of translations, with an emphasis on fiction and in
particular on ‘quality’ light fiction - the “guter Unterhaltungsroman” that is the
GdL’s refrain. Translations are often, but not always, reviewed in separate sections,
entitled “...und einige Ubersetzungen” (Apr 1939:35) or similar; translation labels are
consistently applied. In the review itself an introductory sentence almost always
marks the provenance of the text: “der dénische Dichter” (ibid) or “gesungen
zwischen Norwegens Bergen und Fjorden” (reviews supplement Sep 1940:xxiv),
both in opening sentences, for example. However, in many cases this is the extent of
the reference, with few reviews dwelling on the fact of translatedness. Instead, trans-
lations are treated rather like other books simply available as part of the TL literature
and to be welcomed as far as they fulfil the general criteria for an acceptable and
entertaining text. In this respect the GdL comes closer than any of the other journals

to an unworried stance that might be classified “trans-discursive” in Robyns’ terms.

However, one of the GdL’s most striking features is the inconsistency of its editorial
stance, with an unpredictable mixture of commercially reasoned judgement, some-
what unconvincing stabs at ideological correctness and straightforward Ministry
diktats. This is reflected in the comments on translation. While for most reviews the
issue of translatedness remains peripheral, there are several other types of response,
to which I will now turn. The first of these is a tendency to evaluate translations in

terms of their contribution to the reader’s understanding of the SL landscape and
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nation, always within the parameters of Nazi geography. This is an attitude explored
in more detail below for the case of Die Weltliteratur, which takes a more extreme
version of the same standpoint. The GdL’s tone is usually rather mild in comparison,
referring often to a picture (“Bild”, “Gemailde”) of the foreign culture as opposed to
the more active insight into and coming to know (“Einsicht”, “Erkenntnis™) typical of
Die Weltliteratur (though see the GdL’s reference to “Erfassung” below). For the
GdL, the praise for a translation’s educational benefits belongs more to the frame-
work of the text’s interest (ie saleability) for the reader than to a clearly political
agenda; still, the underlying assumption is that translations are read in order to find
out about the foreign culture, not as honorary German texts. This attitude manages to
remain within the commercial tradition of interest in translations without disturbing

official lines on foreign literature.

It is on the question of detective fiction that more strident comments about transla-
tion appear. Popular fiction’s domination of the commercial libraries makes it a
natural focus for the GdL and at the same time a repository for comment on the
tfanslations that fed it. In this context, translation is frequently referred to as a form
of propaganda for the SL nation (for example the glorification of the British police in
detective translations and imitations, criticised in Apr 1940:41). Translation can
propagandise for Germany too: the approved translation out of German is credited
with being “einer der bedeutendsten Mittler im zwischenvélkischen Geistesaus-
tausch” (15 Oct 1942:284f). Translation as an “Instrument” is particularly important
“fiir die richtige Einschitzung, Erfassung und Bewertung eines Volkes”, hence the
role of translation in spreading (Nazi) German culture through Europe, as well as the
need to filter it successfully in order to avoid the “verzerrtes, unwahres Bild” (ibid)
presently given by anti-Nazi literature abroad. However, the GdL has relatively little
to say about translation out of German and spends more time worrying about the
effects of translation into German, particularly via the detective and adventure gen-

I€S.

This concern is expressed in a programmatic article in the GdL’s first issue, “Der
Ubersetzungsroman in der Leihbiicherei” (Apr 1940:13-16). The article allows that

translation in itself is an acceptable, even valuable practice. However, its opening
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