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ABSTRACT

When reviewing the existing literature regarding the occupation of
Germany after World War II, one word consistently appears—denazification.
The Americans were very committed to denazifying their zone in Germany.,
Whether it was media, films, the military, economics, government or the schools,
the Americans aimed to denazify all aspects of German life. The Americans
attempted to change a‘cultur'e.

It qlso became clear that most historians felt the program was ill-conceived
and a failure. A small group believed the program should never have been
attempted and a few felt that the program was not prosecuted with sufficient
vigour.

Because re-education at the German universities had been almost entirely
ignored by historians—and German resistance to foreign occupation and
re-education even more so—I chose to study the attempt to re-educate the
Germans at the universities, taking into account the complications that

denazification created. The thesis explains how the German people reacted to this
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alteration of their institutions. What was found was that many aspects of the
occupation had received little discussion or research.

The documents collected from the U.S. National Archives provided a great
deal of information. When this fresh material was considered in conjunction with
insights from the diary of the most respected education officer, Edward
Hartshorne, and a comparison of university faculty lists after the occupation, it
became clear that denazification had failed and a ‘renazification’ had taken place.
As well, there was evidence of a growing resistance to the American occupation
and its programs.

When the entire story is considered, it was found that most historians, for
whatever reasons, had failed to take note of a large body of relevant material.
Historians had viewed ‘reorientation’ as the alteration to re-education that spelled
success for American policy in West Germany. I found quite the opposite, that
there was no re-education or denazification success. The evidence established that
‘renazification’ had occurred at the universities and that conservative,
nationalistic and Nazi trends were prevalent at such institutions, often being
supported by sinister groups. I concluded that denazification should have been
more aggressively applied. Based on such a conclusion it seems that the extra
costs and troubles to run a successful denazification program would have been

warranted, and that the resources were available. At the very least, this work
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provides a launching pad for further study. The repercussions of ‘renazification’
for West Germany is only briefly discussed in this study (or in any other).

However, if this hypothesis is accepted, the history of the Federal Republic
of West Germany may need amending. Those who have warned that West
Germany was not decentralized, nor decartelized, nor denazified (especially at the

universities) will now have a firmer foundation to stand on.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

On January 1, 1946, Dr. Edward Y. Hartshorne ended an article on the
perplexing problem of re-education in American Occupied Germany by observing
that, "One cannot simultaneously enslave and educate for freedom." '

The problem Dr., Hartshorne was addressing was that more than one
purpose had been assigned to the re-education effort in American-occupied
Germany. Re-education was burdened with the job of rebuilding and reopening
German educational institutions, and with estab]isl_ling a program that fostered
democracy, and making certain that all aspects of Naiisni were eraciicéted: that is,
to ‘denazify’ the institutions.

An analogy that hopefﬁlly assists the reader in understanding the Allied
. dilemma can be found in considering the problem that our society faces with its
own judicial system.(The same paradox of placing a criminal in prison for

punishment and then expecting him or her to exit the facility ‘rehabilitated’ was

o
the problem confronting the Allies. |Military Government (l\@was ordered to

,/
'U.S. National Archives, Section RG 260; Office of Military Government
(U.S.) for Germany, RG 260, File 23, Section 1821, Box 700, Hesse. (Hereafter
all Military Documents cited under OMGUS, with box and file no.)



punish an entire people, presumed guilty, for waging an aggressive war and

committing the other crimes of the Nationalist Socialist regime. While millions
lost their jobs and homes either as punishment, or for security purposes, they were
expected to accept American propaganda exalting the virtues of freedom and
abandoning many of the old cultural realities of militarism, conservatism, and
nationalism, which were believed to foster Nazism. There are those who might
argue that there is no analogy between the individual criminal and the collective

N guilt applied to the German people. However Professor Rdpke, in The Solution

of the German Problem, emphasizes that the Nazi regime always claimed to be
- _— ﬂ-—_‘-‘“‘-——»

acting for ‘das Volk’; therefore, guilt was not personal and consequently Nazi
P r—-—m——-——‘_”.""—J‘-— e

crimes were communal crimes.” At least that was how the Allies interpreted the

— — e,

situation, especially after witnessing the atrocities of the concentration camps.

Placing criminals in prison, and the corresponding degradation of such a
-_—“‘—h—’_‘-__‘___—"_'_‘"—--‘
e

situation, has been shown to do little to convince them tha%y wishes them to

SN

ome ‘rehabilitated’.’ Similarly, the idea of fostering an acceptance of

American democratic ideals, or restructuring an educational system while
_/,._—-"‘_'_ R e T T T e

simultaneously applying to almost all the German people a ‘guilty until proven
——-"“‘—-’-’_‘—__—"—‘.— i

e

*Wilhelm Ropke, The Solution of the German Problem (New York:
G. P. Putnam, 1947).

*Herbert Gamberg & Anthony Thompson, The Illusion of Prison Reform
(New York: Peter Lang Publishing, 1984), pp. 47-49.



‘ innocent’ label, and definitely tarring as such all members of the National
ocialist Party, left the German poﬁu]ation unconvinced, dispirited and
distrustful of their conqueror’s sincerity.
Similar to the situation in our prisons, there was no incentive for a criminal
to change. A prisoner might pretend to change in order to obtain freedom, in the
same way as many Germans said what they believed the Allies wished to hear in
order to be rid of them and regain control of their lives. In Germany, the pretense
of accepting American democratic values was the means of being successfully
denazified. In the universities the teaching of democratic values was expected to
be embraced by the denazified faculty and students. Realistically, it was expected
that many students and faculty would only offer a pretense of accepting
democratic principles and abandoning National Socialist ideology.
Once denazified, the Germans expected to take control of their lives back
from MG. Control, for many, meant having the right to embrace a right wing or
Nazi ideolog)q However, American denazification policies made the Nazi Party .
illegal and all political activities had to be authorized by the MG. To many %
Germans these restrictions by MG suggested that the rhetoric of American
democracy was blatantly hypocriticaI\.MFreedom of choice was to be available

from a select group of MG authorized political entities)



To understand the title of this thesis some explanation of denazification,
and consequently ‘renazification’, is necessary. Denazification was not just the

removal of t

eaders-of the Third Reich or the disbanding of the National

-

Socialist Parfy. Denazification‘was a purposeful plan to create a "revolution by

decree," as suggested-by former Special Branch ‘denazification’ officer and

author, William Griffith." This revolution was intended to change the thinkin
N»—.-...._... e i

and the very soul of the German people; in short it was an attempt to alter a
_‘__w P T e e g sk A s

culture. Many American politicians and military commanders believed that the
»_...-—""‘"""-——_.— T e

—r——

task of denazification could be accomplished through.re-education._What better

—

place to change the hearts and minds of a people than through a new educational
w-__ e e

system stressing the supposedly correct way to think and act.

r~——

The title therefore reflects the thesis of this paper. It is proposed that
denazification efforts failed for a variety of reasons. This failure is not fresh news.
However, this thesis proposes to establish that, not only was denazification a
failure, but that American MG and domestic political factors led to active
renazification. Renazification does not mean that National Socialism thrived as a

large, active, organized political moyvement. Many people who believed in the

“William E. Griffith, "Denazification in the U.S. Zone of Germany," Ph.D,
Thesis (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1950), p. 67. Dr. Griffith’s
denazification experience was extensive, culminating with his appointment as
head of Special Branch’s Denazification Board in Bavaria District.



fundamental precepts of National Socialism, and who therefore saw the
Americans as enemies, were involved in this renazification. These people gained
or regained positions throughout the German government, bureaucracy, police
forces and, of specific importance to this thesis, the universities, both as faculty
and as students.’

Historians have disagreed about denazification and its application through
re-education since late 1945. There are three broad schools of historiography into
which the historians and their works can be grouped.

The first and most popular interpretation was that denazification was an
immense burden put upon a small group of educational specialists and military
men. Supposedly, the program of re-education would have been better served if
tempered and if less severe denazification guidelines had existed. This first
interpretation of the evidence has been endorsed by most historians, and if a basic
‘paradigm’ exists, it is based on this foundation. Thg gecond school of thought
holds that denazification was a completely wasted effort. This theme has received
little support and has never threatened the traditional paradigm. The third

school, which claims that denazification and re-education efforts should have

*Figures from Dr. E. Hartshorne’s Personal Diary, May-November 23, 1945,
pp. 40-72 show an average of 60% of the faculty fell into the mandatory removal
category as severe offenders.



been more aggressively pursued, has received some attention and is the one that
this thesis endorses.

Marshall Knappen, a Lieutenant Colonel in the Education and Religious
Affairs Branch (E&RA), wrote an early book based upon the first viewpoint.®
Published in 1947, Knappen’s work reflects a sullen and cynical attitude regarding
American efforts. Knappen believed that Military Government had to be
pragmatic, even if this meant that Nazis regained positions, at all levels, in the
universities.” Knappen believed that reopening institutions of learning should
have been done as rapidly as possible. He saw the need for ‘vetting’ only the top
Nazi offenders and utilizing the skilled faculty and administrators who, though
Nazis, were not ‘Major Offenders’, mainly because he desired to expedite the
reopening of the schools. Because of his desire to get on with the job of rebuilding
schools, supplying texts and repairing living quarters, Knappeﬁ viewed the
Germans as posing little risk, even if they ﬁad a Nazi past. In his review of
Knappen’s book, George N. Schuster agreed that MG officers faced a task

unimagined by the MG planners, which contributed to an early frustration on

*Marshall Knappen, And Call It Peace (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago,
1947), pp. 119-135.

"Ibid., p. 136.
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Knappen’s part.’ Another explanation of Knappen’s attitude was that he viewed
the Germans not only as a beaten and non-threatening people, but as one whose
fundamental character was unlikely to be changed through re-education.
Knappen believed this fundamental character was one that would gravitate to
authoritarian government and aggressive nationalist sentiment. Consequently
Knappen remained unconvinced that the German ‘nature’ could be altered by
denazification and re-education.

Knappen was not alone in holding this psychiatric view of the German
people.” The Menasha group also saw the Germans as a distinct race with
schizophrenic problems related to inferiority and "parental issues." The so-named
Menasha group was a gathering of prominent psychiatrists, behaviorists and
intellectuals, with a mandate by the US government to explain why the Germans
apparently were so aggressive and to provide an answer as to what an occupying
force could do to reduce this German characteristic. The Menasha group believed
there was an imbalance in the German family unit. They suggested that German
fathers were overly stern and remote, while the mothers were typically docile and

offered little solace to the male child. It was believed that these parental

*George N. Schuster, Review of And Call It Peace by Marshall Knappen,
Journal of Central European Affairs, vol. 19, 1949-50, pp. 368-365.

’Knappen, Call It Peace, pp. 94-119.



insecurities led to problems such as bed-wetting by male children, and in
adulthood resulted in a withdrawn, paranoid male with aggressive tendencies.
The Menasha group believed fundamentally that in order to succeed, re-education
should involve a restructuring of the German family, accomplished. by offering
parenting courses throughout the American zone.”® Such an anthropological

view of the Germans was often expressed by British politicians and Military
Government officers in the British zone as well."

Working with the optimistic Lieutenant Colonel John Taylor, head of
E&RA, and often with the most important education officer, Dr. Edward
Hartshorne, Knappen tended to find himself at odds with the efforts of these two
men. Knappen’s morose and uninspired execution of what was admittedly a huge
job caused him to be overlooked by Taylor, Hartshorne and the Commander of

Public Health, Major General Stayer, who were busy attempting to reopen the

'*Menasha Roundtable, "Germany After The War," The American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, vol. 15 (July 1945), pp. 375-415.

" Arthur Hearnden, ed., The British In Germanty (London, England: Hamish
Hamilton Ltd., 1978), entire collection. Articles by Education Chief Birley and
local Education Field Advisors are consistent in their recommendation that the
German nature could not be changed and rendering Germany demilitarized was
of greater importance. Combat commanders in 1945 were of the opinion that the
British should denazify aggressively.
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university medical faculties in the summer of 1945 and still provide a mechanism
for satisfactory denazification."

As mentioned earlier, Knappen viewed the reopening of the universities as
a job that could have been accomplished by August 1945, with only denazification
of the worst faculty offenders needed.” Rather than Nazi influence, Knappen
was concerned with the influence of the Churches in German education. He did
not agree with many occupation officers that the ‘Confessional’ Church was a
stabilizing influence. Knappen saw elements in the Church which preached
reactionary viewpoints favouring conservatism and right-wing politics.

Harold Zink fostered this same view in his first written work on post-war
Germany, published in October 1946. In this article Zink also recognized the
need for a quick denazification of the top "bad" Nazis; but he was also ‘ghe first
historian to question the fact that American officers had an overly trusting

reliance upon the German Catholic Church.”* Historians have reasoned that the

“Dr, Edward Y. Hartshorne, Personal Diary entries for July 1945. This diary
is unpublished and was obtained through a surviving family member, Professor
Robin Hartshorne of Berkeley University.

“Knappen, Call It Peace, p. 105.

“Harold Zink, "The American Denazification Program In Germany," Journal

of Central European Affairs, vol. 6, no. 3 (London, England), October 1946,
pp. 229-235. Zink was on leave from Depaul University and worked as a

consultant to the Control Council of the occupation forces.
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officers were looking for a stable group to assist in restructuring the German
administration; many were comfortable in viewing the Church as that stable
influence.

Knappen fathered the notion that denazification put excessive demands
upon the time of Military Government officers in the field. Zink supported
Knappen’s hypothesis, and favorably reviewed Knappen’s book in the American
Historical Review. In fact, he expanded the hypothesis in order to help explain
why denazification ultimately fell short of fulfilling its mandate. Both authors

agreed that Law No. 8, the expansion of denazification investigations, was a
=

disastrous initiative. Law No. 8 was the brainchild of Military Governor, General
T ——_h\"'—w

Lucius Clay, and extended denazification from German government positions to

management levels in the economy. Both Knappen and Zink believed the
e

— ’ ‘ ..
additional burden of more denazification investigations effectively curtailed the

———

possibility of any constructive work occurring.in.occupied Germany.'>

Zink became the accepted authority on the occupation with the

publication in 1957 of The United States in Germany, 1944-1955. Zink argued -

"Harold Zink, The United States in Germany, 1944-55 (Westport CT:
Greenwood, 1957), pp. 201-211. Law No. 8 was issued September 26, 1945. In

July 1946 the German Linder Ministers were forced to issue a decree on the Laws
for the Liberation of Germany. These laws stipulated that all known National
Socialists or affiliated organizations were to be terminated from employment until
they had been vetted.



11

that education as a whole suffered dramatic setbacks as a result of Law No. 8. He
offered as evidence the fact that 80% of the teachers were dismissed in the school
system, causing overcrowding and necessitating the hiring of either old,
traditional, nationalist instructors, or young ‘suspect’ teachers, often tainted by
exposure to ‘Hitlerite’ teachings. Zink’s work was well received. In reviews by
Elmer Plischke", Helen Liddell, and Marshall Knappen", Zink’s

conclusions were generally supported. Each reviewer offered the mild criticism
that Zink could have used a wider range of documentation. Each also suggested
that Zink successfully covered a wide array of topics, including education.
Everybody acknowledged that Zink was foremost a political scientist, and that he
offered a thoughtful and detailed analysis of the evolution and implementation of
MG as a political entity. They all agreed Zink’s work lacked any insight into the
difficulties of the day-to-day operation of MG in Germany. The reviews also
pointed to the lack of any substantive discussion of re-education policies at the

university level. As far as a discussion of the universities was concerned, Zink and

"Elmer Plischke, Review of United States In Germany: 1945-55 by Harold
Zink. The American Political Science Review, vol. III, (1958), pp. 549-551.

"Helen Liddell, Review of United States In Germany: 1944-55 by Harold
Zink. International Affairs, vol. 34 no. 1 (January 1958), pp. 231-232.

“Marshall Knappen, Review of United States In Germany: 1944-55 by Harold
Zink. Journal of Central European Affairs, vol. 18 (July 1958), pp. 216-217.
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Knappen stated only that little attention was paid to reopening these institutions.
Both subscribed to the idea that some denazification was needed but that the job
became an obsession of Military Government. The lack of discussion of the
universities is noticeable in all the historiographical work until 1982, when James
Tent’s book Mission on the Rhine, was published.

Zink believed that under the circumstances existing in the first eighteen
months, Knappen and his fellow E&RA officers did as fine a job as possible.
Both men subscribed to the belief that the new policy of ‘reorientation’ was the
catalyst for success in changing the German ‘nature’( Reorientation was
introduced in 1948 and meant bringing instructors from abroad for brief visits
and lectures and, at the same time, sending chosen German students and faculty
abroad. Thus it was hoped the German character could be influenced by
exposure to new orientations. This program was believed to be the salvation of
the re-education and democratization effort.”” At the same time MG had
proposed ending the American involvement in denazification. They believed the
policy was causing severe retardation of German economic and scholastic

o

___recovesyT—Reorie‘fiﬁﬁm a ‘constructive’ policy that would gain the

" e,

support of the German-people, Surprisingly it was local Germans and the British

“Zink, German Occupation, 1944-55, pp. 211-225,
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military that objected to the ending of denazification at this time.” They still
elieved that the Germans, as a whole, were not ready to administer their affairs
.and that many important Nazis were still at large.

Another important work also published in 1957, was John Montgomery’s
Forced To Be Free. While Montgomery agreed with Knappen and Zink that
denazification was an ill-conceived program, he also noted that all German
political parties divorced themselves of any responsibility for the program’s
failure. Montgomery argued that German politicians realized that the public
wanted the ex-Nazis treated fairly. To this end, the elected Linder officials hired
back denazified bureaucrats. Montgomery argued that the politicians did this in
order to prevent a large, poor, disenfranchised, nationalist group from
forming.™

Eugene Davidson’s The Death and Life of Germany (1959), supported the
contentions made by Zink and Knappen, namely, that denazification had been
overly zealous and destructive(Davidson further argued that the Soviets used the
poor American denaziﬁcaﬁgn record as propaganda against the Alliesi he was

able to point to numerous cases of high-level Nazis regaining positioris in
.,--""""_-—-_ : ; __l*"’——ﬁ\'_____,_-

#James F. Tent, Mission Qn The Rhine (Chicago, IL: Chicago University
Press, 1982), pp. 82-84.

*John D. Montgomery, Forced To Be Free (Chicago, IL: Chicago University
Press, 1957), pp. 62-69.
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government and industry. The Soviets argued that the denazification program
purposefully slowed down economic and educational recovery in the British and
American zones by chasing ‘nominal’ or unimportant Nazi Party members. In
common with Zink, Davidson suggested that only when the Americans softened
their approach to denazification was any constructive work in Germany
possible.”?

By 1961 it can be argued that the paradigm had evolved, and that this was
palpable to both American and German historians. For Americans recognized
that out of a difficult four year period some constructive work was accomplished
and an ally in West Germany had been established. West Germans could feel
vindicated. The ending of denazification resolved the question of collective guilt.
American and German historians appeared to agree that the worst criminals
should have been the focus of denazification, and that the first two years had been
poorly planned and ill-advised. The leniency that ensued in 1948 legitimized the
Nazis who had evaded the Spruchkammern and had regained pog'itions of
authority throughout the German bureaucracy, in polic;e ff);rces and @iversity

faculties.

“Eugene Davidson, The Death and Life Of Germany (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1959), p. 152.
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Eugene Davidson’s book also focused attention on an additional reason
for ending denazification. His book down-played the apparent foibles of the
program and focused upon the conflict that had developed between the Soviets
and Americans. Davidson believed the Americans had, by late 1945, outlined a
deliberate strategy against the Soviets.” As John Gimbel pointed out in his
book review, Davidson lost sight of the implications of the original mandate of
the Americans, which was to denazify, demilitarize, democratize and decentralize
German society. Gimbel criticized Davidson for not fulfilling his original intent
to portray the effects of the occupation upon the common German civilian.**

Ronald F. Bunn of Texas Univérsity found similar fault with Davidson’s

book. Bunn suggested that Davidson used the issue of American/Soviet relations

W

=
as a "scape-goat" for the failure of denazification. Bunn believed that the period
T ——

in Germany from 1933 to 1955 could be seen as analogous to the French

Revolution, and he argued that Davidson unwittingly made this argument.”

The German Nazi revolution, too, comprised a necessary purging of reactionary

BDavidson, The Death And Life, pp. 82-130.

#John Gimbel, Review of The Death and Life of Germany by Eugene
Davidson. South Atlantic Quarterly, vol. 59 (1960), pp. 291-293.

*Ronald F. Bunn, Review of The Death and Life of Germany by Eugene

Davidson. The Southwestern Social Science Quarterly, vol. 40, no. 2 (September
1959), pp. 277-279.
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and autocratic forces. Bunn’s observation was welcomed by many German
historians as they wrestled to make some sense of the excesses during the Nazi
regime. For some German historians then, the Nazi regime made historical sense
and had served a purpose, and they consequently saw the denazification program
as unnecessary and overly harsh.

It would appear that Gimbel was intrigued by Davidson’s methodology,
the use of surveys, interviews with both MG officials and German bureaucrats as
well as the use of available Office of Military Government / United States
(OMGUS) files, and this led to important work by Gimbel.

In the 1960s John Gimbel added to the literature supporting Zink’s and ‘
Knappen’s main arguments, as well as developing new ideas on the effects of the
occupation. In 1961 he produced an intensive study of Marburg, entitled A
German Community Under American Occupation.” This work was highly
effective because of the anecdotal information it contained. Gimbel’s interviews
with Germans in Marburg, as well as a select group of Military Government
personnel, provided a sense of realism and specificity that earlier works lacked.

Gimbel agreed with Knappen and Zink that the first months of occupation

were devoted to the pragmatic matters of rebuilding infrastructure and forming

*John Gimbel, A German Community Under American Occupation
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1961). Gimbel was one of the early

historians to utilize records from the German city files.
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local administrations, and that scant attention was paid to denazification.

Gimbel argued that when the Americans insisted upon intensifying denazification
procedures, Germans eager to side with the Americans became disillusioned.”
The anti-Nazis felt left out of MG organizational plans. They saw nominal Nazis
being dismissed from many positions and high ranking Nazi members evading
MG efforts. To many, MG appeared much the same as the tyranny that had just
been overthrown by war.

Robert McNeill’s review pointed directly to this dilemma that American
denazification policy had created. However, McNeill questioned whether
Gimbel’s choice of Marburg was representative of Germany. As McNeill pointed
out, Marburg was a conservative city with a university dominated by nationalist
professors. McNeill’s uncertainty was shared by others who believed Gimbel’s
case study suffered from its narrow sampling. McNeill also questioned Gimbel’s
conclusions and speculated that they were too broad when obtained from such a
small sample.” J ohnl Conway said Gimbel believed American denazification
would only be successful if implemented in a similar fashion as was done in the

Soviet Zone. This would mean imposing a specific political system and denying

“Ibid., p. 35.

®Robert J. McNeill, Review of A_Gennanﬁammunnwnd@LAmmmu
Occupation by John Gimbel, Midwest Journal Of Political Science, vol. 6 (1962),
pp. 219-220.
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participation to anyone unwilling to accept the new political doctrine. This
argument did not accurately reflect Gimbel’s thesis. Gimbel had argued against
aggressive denazification and suggested that the Russian method would ultimately
fail. Conway agreed, for the same reasons as Gimbel, that denazification did not
lead to the liberalization of the German bureaucracy or educational institutions.
As with Zink, Knappen and Gimbel, Conway contended that the policy was
conceived "cavalierly."”

In 1968 Gimbel added to the literature a well documented book about
zonal problems in occupied Germany. Gimbel’s second major work, The
American Occupation of Germany, argued that the French were to blame for
obstructing many of the American and British efforts at re-cstabiishi;l ¢ German
economic, health and government autonomy.”

(_17 Gimbel also took the case against denazification a step further. At one

point he suggested that an Education Officer who was a "sociologist from

Harvard had supported the idea that a rapid annihilation of the Nazis by German
{

#John S. Conway, Review of A German Community Under American
Occupation by John Gimbel. International Journal, vol. 17, no. 1 (Winter
1961-62), pp. 74-75. '

*John Gimbel, The American Occupation of Germany (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1968), pp. 54-78.
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opponents would diminish opposition to reconstruction.”” Gimbel could have
been referring to Dr. Edward Hartshorne, who was a historian as well as a
sociologist from Harvard, and was working on re-opening Marburg University.
However, it is probable that he was ;eferring to James Warburg, a Harvard
professor who had written a book in 1947 suggesting that many Germans were
prepared for a ‘revolution’.”? Gimbel dismissed the whole idea as overly
optimistic since the best MG estimates suggested that only 1% of the population
were active anti-Nazis. As it was, Hartshorne was working to reopen the
university and develop an applicable mechanism to denazify the faculty at the
same time, Of all the American E&RA officers, he was known to have the
deepest understanding of German culture and the educational system.”
Unfortunately, Gimbel makes no comment about the work of Dr. Hartshorne.
The first-hand information Gimbel did have was severely biased and came either

from people consumed with an anthropological view of the Germans as a breed

bid., p. 54.

“James P. Warburg, Germany: Bridge or Battleground (New York: Harcourt,
Brace, 1946), p. 266.

“Edward Y. Hartshorne, German Universities and National Socialism
(London, England: George Allen and Unwin, 1937). Dr. Hartshorne gained some
of his expertise as a Ph.D. student in Germany studying the effects of National
Socialism on the German educational system.
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who could never change, or from Germans who regarded the Americans as the
enemy, attempting to indoctrinate German youth with American values through
the schools. All this resulted from Gimbel’s excessive exposure to the German
Communists in local government positions in Marburg, or the influence of
popular British opinion about the ‘unchangeable’ and militant nature of the
German.

Such biases permeated Gimbel’s work. Gimbel took a position similar to
Zink; namely, that denazification was a job the Americans were ill-prepared to
do, and further, that it resulted in many nominal Nazis being summarily thrown
out of work. The ironic result of this was that they prospered more than the anti-
Nazi Germans, as they had the entire day free to manipulate the black market.*
Writing at the height of the cold war, Gimbel suggested that the local
governments were dominated by vengeful Communists.

Many of the sources in The American Occupation of Germany, were
previously used by Knappen and Zink. By this time, the nature of the historical
research had begun to mature; Gimbel had read Clay’s work on the occupation
and had gained access to some State Department documents. With this
information at hand, Gimbel, in agreement with Knappen and Zink, laid the

blame for the escalation of denazification at General Clay’s feet. Gimbel

*Gimbel, American Qccupation, p. 150.
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portrayed Clay as a man who could not admit that the policy of denazification

was failing and was detracting from the efforts of MG in other areas.”

The work that is undoubtedly considered the best historical account of
denazification and re-education is James Tent’s Mission On The Rhine, published
in 1982. The difference in Tent’s approach was a complete devotion to the topic
of denazification and its effects upon re-education efforts in the American zone.
Tent has gained substantial recognition for this work and he is about to publish a
new book, devoted entirely to the re-opening of the German universities and the
people involved in that effort.*

Mission On The Rhine falls within the same school of thought as the first
group of historical perspectives. While Tent’s book has over eighty pages devoted
to a discussion of the reopening of the universities and the problems of
denazification that arose, there is a familiar resonance throughout his discussion.

Tent’s perspective ‘was an improved version of work that Zink or Gimbel

could have written, had they had Tent’s access to newly declassified OMGUS

documents. Tent made use of such files to illustrate similar points to those made

by Zink and Gimbel. He discussed a denazification program that was initially

¥Ibid., pp. 54-78.

*James Tent, Personal Correspondence, Dec. 18, 1994, Professor, Tent

provided me with a vivid account of Dr. Hartshorne’s early life and career in the
military.
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small but was thought to be effective by contemporaries such as Taylor,

Hartshorne and other E&RA officers. Tent stated, similar to Zink but speaking

o ——
German acceptance of the principles behind the re-education effort.” German
acceptance of denazification diminished because they perceived, correctly, that

——

nominal Nazis were being unjustly prosecuted while Major Offenders had their

ripm——

with greater clarity and conviction, that intensified denazification worked against %

.... "'"""""‘-‘Mu S it et
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trials delayed, or intimidated fﬁe Wo their advantage. Tent

believed that German students and faculty rejected democracy because of

o i

irregularities and the apparent injustice of denazification, To the disappointment

L Ty

of many anti-Nazis, Major Offenders were rehired or kept in current positions at

i T T

many of the universities in the American zone during 1945 and early 1946. As

— e = aem

these occurrences gccumu]ated, they detracted from MG’s credibility. .

i

Despite the apparent comprehensiveness of Tent’s work it failed to support
his hypothesis. He dismissed the fact that many faculty and students were
charged in 1946 because of findings that they were pro-National Socialist. Tent
argued that the newspapers, in particular the New York Times, created a political

stir that caused MG to overreact.”

.

@m Mission On The Rhine, pp. 50-70.
381h1¢ p. 28.
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At no point did Tent deal with the inconsistencies in his argument. He
overlooked the fact that the man he heralded as the most incisive and fierce
workhorse of the E&RA, Dr. Edward Hartshorne, was the very man assigned to
denazify the universities in 1946. If denazification was not a pressing issue, why
was the top US expert assigned to coordinate the program? Hartshorne had
commented upon the excessive number of Nazis still in teaching positions at
Erlangen, Wiirzburg and Munich universities.” Tent did not acknowledge that
MG was already aware of ‘discrepancies’ at several university campuses, at least
according to records in the OMGUS files, even before the newspaper articles were
printed. Such an admission would have unraveled his theory that denazification
was excessive.

In a review of Mission On The Rhine, Edward Peterson was impressed by
the amount of Tent’s research, but was critical of the limitation of his overall
analysis. Peterson believed Tent had fogused on the tensions and operations of

the MG apparatus, but had neglected to comment upon the German reaction to

MG machinations.”

¥Tom Bower, The Pledge Betrayed (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1982), p.
165. '

“Edward. N. Peterson, Review of Mission On The Rhing by James Tent. The
American Historical Review, vol. 89, no. 1 (February 1984), pp. 154-155.
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For Tent to maintain that the attempted breadth of denazification was the
culprit behind the failure of re-education, he had to overlook evidence not
available to Knappen, Zink or Gimbel. Though Tent had access to new evidence
in OMGUS files declassified in 1975, which discussed growing German
opposition to the American occupation, he failed to use it.

A second school of historiographical thought suggested that a
denazification program enforced by the occupying powers was never a good idea.
It recognized that re-education and the promulgation of democratization could
not succeed until the program was ended, and would have succeeded earlier if the
program had never begun.

Historians thinking along such lines suggested that denazification was
really a political matter, best handled by the Germans themselves. The first
proponent of this idea was James Warburg, whose Germany: Bridge or
Battleground, suggested that General Clay was in an impossible position.
Warburg agreed with other historians in noting that Clay had an undermanned,
untrained and mediocre group to command. He echoed the idea that the
planning for the occupation was poorly orchestrated. Considering the inability

to carry out the original American mandate, Warburg suggested that Clay had

“Warburg, Bridge or Battleground, pp. 215-220.
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used his resources to encourage the Germans in rebuilding their own institutions.
He felt that MG could act best in an advisory capacity.

Louis Snyder, in his review, agreed with Warburg that denazification was
not the instrument to foment a cultural revolution in Germany. Further, Snyder
pointed out Warburg’s suggestion that any plan to impose the American style of
democracy amounted to political arrogance. Warburg argued that Germany
would have to be a country with a unique government, formed from its own
traditions and institutions. Only then could Germany be a bridge between the
Russians and Americans, not a future battleground.”

Not until 1978 was there another addition to this second school of

B T
historiography. In 1978 Peterson published his work The \—,/;;; ;;;;;;Eh

W attack on many aspects of American policy

and in parlicalar on denazification. Not since Warburg had denazification come
under such criticism.

Not only did Peterson hold firm the views of Zink and Tent, i.e. that
denazification was a project pushed by General Clay, that Law No. 8 wasa
disaster, and that reorientation was the path to success, but he also believed that

the entire program began with advice from people wearing "blinkers." By this he

“Louis L. Snyder, Review of Germany-Bridge Or Battleground by James
Warburg. Political Science Quarterly, vol. 63 (1948), pp. 295-297.
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meant politicians who saw Nazis everywhere; men such as Secretary of the
Treasury Henry Morgenthau.”

Peterson believed that the Occupation was distorted by fighting amongst

the upper echelon of command, particularly between Washington and the

military. These men presumed that re-education addressed a people antagonistic

to, and unfamiliar with, democracy. Peterson maintained that OMGUS
Py

misunderstood the German people’s desires and their culture.” He remarked

b |

that a German democracy would retain the authoritarian flavour of past regimes,

and that only the restoration of nineteenth-century humanistic values would

restore the education system. The Pfsjerson school of historiography suggfied
that when German wishes coincided with those of MG, there would be success.
There are problems with this school of historiography. While it may be
true that co-operation from the German participants would have sped up the
work, Peterson does not show that leftist reformers actually had any more of a
popular following than the radical right, which would gladly have welcomed
policies of nonintervention by the occupying powers. To allow National Socialist

or older streams of nationalist, militarist teaching at the universities may have

“Edward N. Peterson, The American Qccupation of Germany: Retreat To
Victory (Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press, 1978), p. 140.

“Ibid., pp. 160-165.
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been the wish of the people: however, this did not méke the proposition a correct
judgement for MG. The object of re-education was to change the de§ires of the
German people, and to cleanse the campuses 6f Nazi or nationalistic 'fervour. The

_re-education program was not supposed to accept the path of least resistance,
even if this was the ‘wish’ of many German people at that time.

Another proponent of the idea that denazification was a failed, mistaken
policy was Lother Kotterracker, a Professor from Frankfurt. In "The Planning of
Re-education During The Second World War," Kotterracker suggested that a
"demilitarized Germany was best left to administer re-education."”

Kotterracker suggested that the German people did not regard a return to
Hitlerism as desirable, and were also aware that militarism and misplaced
nationalism were the real menace to future peace. Therefore, the efforts of
OMGUS and the British Education Branch were ill-advised from the beginning,
particularly in their focus on routing out Nazis, while not concerning themselves
more with the curricula of the universities. The Nazis were gone, according to

Kotterracker, and the problem lay in non-party faculty being permitted to foster

and teach old ideas of German nationalism and militarism.” Therefore the role

“Lother Kotterracker, " The Planning of Re-education During The Second

World War," The Political Re-education Of Germany And Her Allies, Nicholas
Pronay and Kieth Wilson, eds. (Kent, UK: Croom Helm Ltd., 1985), p. 71.

“Ibid., p. 72.
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of American officers should 'have been to watch and advise on curriculum. This
argument represents much of the modern German opinion on the American
denazification and re-education programs.

A professor from Kiel took a similar view. Kurt Jurgensen, in his article
"The Concept & Practice of Re-education in Germany," reflected on his work as
advisor to the head of the British Re-education Branch.” Working closely with
Education Advisor James Birley, Jurgensen saw a policy that attempted to
remove top Nazis from positions of authority, for example rectors of universities,
and thereafter left it to the German faculty to rebuild the institutions. The British
believed, as did the Americans, that re-education would aim to democratize the
German people. To this end, Jurgensen argued that the British and Americans
should have remained in an advisory capacity until the German nation had joined
the community of western democracies.®

Boyd L. Dastrup, in his 1985 work Crusade in Nuremberg, took the same

approach. Dastrup believed that denazification prevented any re-education from

“Kurt Jurgensen, "The Concept & Practice of Re-education in Germany," The

Political Re-education Of Germany And Her Allies, Nicholas Pronay and Kieth
Wilson, eds. (Kent, UK: Croom Helm Ltd., 1985), pp. 84-86.

“Ibid., pp. 84-86. Jurgensen is included in this discussion to show the similar
aims of the British and Americans.
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taking place until late 1946, and that the need to utilize National Socialists was
indispensable to a successful reconstruction of the universities.”

A review by Akira Iriye offered a careful commentary on Dastrup’s book.
Similar to earlier criticisms of Gimbel’s work, Iriye admonished Dastrup for
extrapolating a broad picture of the occupation from one city’s experience.
Dastrup saw denazification as an unnecessary burden in Nuremberg. Iriye
believed that Dastrup had an idealized vision of the German desire to be rid of
Nazism. He acknowledged that Dastrup was correct in assuming that most
Germans were glad to be rid of Hitler and the military but, as Iriye points out,
Dastrup did not understand the suppott that still existed for National Socialism
as a political doctrine.”

Peterson, Dastrup and Jurgensen have each contributed to an
understanding of the emotional sentiment in the occupation Zones run by the
United States and Britain. However, none of these authors took advantage of the
evidence available to them, both in American and German archives. Like Tent,

Bower and Gimbel, these authors could have availed themselves of the OMGUS

“Boyd L. Dastrup, Crusade in Nuremberg (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press,
1985), pp. 15-74.

®Akira Iriye, "The United States As An Occupier,” Review of Crusade In

.N_unemhurgby Boyd L. Dastrup. Reviews In American History, vol. 16, no. 1
(March 1988), pp. 65-70.
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records, State Department documents and available files in West Germany. They
all ignored press stories that were available. If they had made full use of such
material, they might have tempered their condemnation of the denazification
programs. A review of the evidence shows that denazification was imperfect, yet
necessary.

Historians in a third school of thought came to conclusions opposite to
those of the second school. This group argued that the denazification program
should have been extensive from the beginning of the occupation period. They
also blamed denaziﬁc_ation for adding to the failure of re-education, not because
denazification involved a prohibitive degree of effort, but because it was an
incomplete and poorly executed plan. In other words, too little was done ra}ther
than too much.

The first proponent of this view was Irving Wolfson. In May 1946
Wolfson published an article,"The AMG Mess In Germany," in which he
speculated that the denazification effort was turning into a renazification.”

While not a historian, Wolfson worked in MG from the end of the war until early
1946. During his tenure in occupied Germany, he recorded the errors as he saw

them. He recounted numerous instances of German Church officials arguing on

*Trving Wolfson, "The AMG Mess In Germany," The New Republic, vol. 14,
no. 9 (May 1946), p. 310.
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behalf of documented Nazis, in many cases convincing the occupiers with their
pleas for leniency. In Wolfson’s opinion, the Catholic hierarchy only opposed
Hitler in so far as he discriminated against them.”* Wolfson v'vas also amongst

the first to point out that MG received information that the police forces,
bureaucracies, universities and other public institutions were either retaining Nazi
Party members, or were rehiring Nazis and Wehrmacht officers.”® Wolfson
agreed with Zink, Knappen and Tent that the MG staff was ill-prepared and
insufficiently manned to handle the problem; however, in contrast to most
historians, he believed that the problem was solvable and he supported the more
aggressive vetting that began in June 1946.

Another former MG officer who wanted a tougher program was William
Griffith. Griffith had spent his time in Germany as a Special Branch officer and
he eventually headed denazification efforts in the US Zone. While Griffith
supported the idea of denazification, he did not believe it was a task for the
military to administer, and neither did he believe that it was prudent to engage

Germans to adjudicate the procedures. Rather, he supported the notion of a large

“Ibid., p. 311. Wolfson was referring to Cardinal Faulhaber, Father Panzelt
and other clergy who found themselves having to defend themselves for their
actions during the Nazi regime.

®Ibid., pp. 312-314.
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American civil authority mandated and funded by Congress, a civilian corps he
thought would do a thorough job of denazification.™

Griffith discussed these ideas at length in his dissertation "Denazification
in the U.S. Zone of Germaily." He agreed with Wolfson that the denazification
crackdown of 1946-47 was necessary, and further he believed that MG failed to
complete the job and that insufficient officers, of dubious quality, "caved in to
German demands for more autonomy."”

It must be noted that Griffith, like most Special Branch officers, wanted
denazification to focus on those in positions of power or in posts that could
influence the future affairs of Germany. Griffith believed that the crackdown
focused on small Party members and allowed many important Nazis and
supporters to regain positions at universities throughout Germany.*

While Wolfson and Griffith were soon forgotten, Tent’s Mission On The

Rhine renewed interest by historians in the American occupation. Elmer

Plischke, in a 1984 article, "Denazification In Germany," argued that Clay

“William E. Griffith, "Denazification in the U.S. Zone of Germany," Ph.D.
Thesis (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1950), p. 68.

*Ibid., p. 72.
*Ibid., p. 73.
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ignored the pleas of E&XRA for more men with better skills.” Only when re-
orientation became a popular and a high profile aspect of re-education, in late
1947, did Clay offer his full support to the Education Branch of MG. Other
historians began to qt‘xestion the traditional historiography of the first school.
There was an awareness that specific questions had not been answered—in
particular, what happened to the Nazis and what effect had they had on post-war
Germany?

In 1989 Ralph Willett continued the questioning as to why denazification
had ended and whether it had succeeded. He discussed the problems of
denazification of the German universities in The Americanization Of Germany,
1945-49, and he developed some themes in the Wolfson-Griffiths tradition.
Willett suggested that the universities were resistant to American influence and
denazification. He discovered reports, dating as late as 1948, which stated "that
scandalous conditions exist in Germany’s nationalistic universities." Willett
suggested that denazification had been incomplete due to a need to convert

Germany into an ally by 1948.*® With this renewal of interest, the paradigm

“Elmer Plischke, "Denazification In Germany," Americans As Pro-Consuls,
Robert Wolfe, ed. (Chicago, IL: Southern Hlinois University Press, 1984), p. 198.

*Ralph Willett, The Americanization of Germany, 1945-49 (London, England:
Routledge, 1989), pp. 24-29.



34

established by Zink, Knappen, Davidson, Gimbel and Tent, and accepted for so
many years, began to show signs of wearing thin.

The most dramatic support for this third historical school came from Tom
Bower, a BBC reporter and author of The Pledge Betrayed. Bower’s book was a
detailed study of the Allies’ failure to denazify Germany in any substantive way.
From the training of over-aged men for positions in MG in 1942, none of whom
saw any service in Germany, to the question of Clay’s suitability for his job,
Bower detailed a story of failure.” He described an inability to fulfill the
mandate that came with victory after World War Two; a failure to do justice.
Bower offered the names of Americans and Germans who had allowed ardent
National Socialists to regain positions of authority. In particular, he pointed out
that denazification was, at best, inadequate at the universities, and that it usually
never occurred.”

Bower has had his critics. James Rowe applauded Bower’s exhaustive
research, but simply believed Bower underestimated the challenges that faced the

Americans and British.*' J. P. Stern accused Bower of being sensationalistic. He

®Tom Bower, The Pledge Betrayed (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1982).
“Ibid., p. 165.

% James Rowe, "Postwar Justice," Review of The Pledge Betrayed by Tom
Bower. New York Times, 1982.
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believed that Bower attempted to prove theories and conspiracies with little
evidence.”

In considering the historiography discussed above, it is apparent that
although historians have used many of the same sources, they héve‘ arrived at very
different conclusions. This thesis is another voice in the debate, addipg to the
historical literature by revisiting some familiar sources, and ;].{SO by covering new
material.

Utilizing several secondary and primary sources, particularly the detailed
private diary of Edward Hartshorne, OMGUS archival records, State
Department correspondence, media reports and university faculty lists (matched
against MG lists of dismissed faculty), we propose that American Military
Government, often unwittingly, often in frustration, and sometimes deliberately
looking the other way, oversaw a renazification of American occupied Germany.
In particular, we shall focus upon the situation at universities in the US Zone.

If this hypothesis is accepted, our understanding of the history of the
Federal Republic of Germany must be amended. Historians who suggest that the
Western zones were not democratized, nor decartelized, nor denazified (especially

at the universities) will now have a firmer foundation to stand on.

5. P. Stern, "How To Punish A Crime Beyond Belief," Review of The Pledge
Betrayed by Tom Bower. New Statesman, vol. 102 (October 9, 1982), pp. 18-22.
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The next four chapters will discuss, in detail, how renazification occurred.
In chapter two the focus will be upon the evolution of re-education and
denazification, as separate policies, and also on how re-education changed when
officers running the program were charged with denazifying the universities. We
will also discuss the differing opinions on how American occupation policy was
constructed and by whom.

Chapter three will establish that American denazification, or vetting (a
British word for examining German citizens and purging those with Nazi
histories), was neither as comprehensive nor as thorough as the often maligned
British efforts. In chapter three there is also a discussion of the growing problems

. On universities, as documented by the press and MG. Also, claims are
substantiated that MG officers were under tremendous burdens in fulfilling
numerous command decisions, that their time was consumed in executing these
diverse tasks, and that many duties were undertaken prematurely, such as the
reopening of universities, which occurred in 1945. The history of these reopenings
needs further investigation. Also scrutinized are the methods involved\ in
reopening the universities and the adequacy (or inadequacy) of denazification
procedures. We question the conventional wisdom which suggested that the
denazification of 1945 was a heroic effort. In this and following chapters, the

resistance of the Germans to American plans, and to the occupation itself, will be
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documented. The importance of this resistance has rarely been discussed by

historians.,

hN 1.

In chapter four there is a discussion of the allegedly intense denazification
that occurred from mid-1946 through 1947. Specifically there is an examination
of the claims of many historians that MG ordered the increased vetting in
response to hysterical, inaccurate, newspaper reports. To the contrary, it is
proposed here that MG was aware of inadequate denazification, but perhaps not
the depth of the problem, and that the newspapers were accurate in voicing
concern.

The second thrust in this chapteér will be to question standard historical
accounts of German-controiled Tribunals, the Spruchkammern. The entire
question of a hands-off policy by MG in denazification after June 1946 will be re-
examined. This decision was a key to opening the doors to renazification at the
universities.

In chapter five, the thesis challenges the long-held view that the shift to
reorientation was a signal of re-education success. Here it is proposed that 1948
was the year of defeat for American policies in Germany. It is also suggested (as
others have) that denazification did not end because it culminated in success, but
rather that it was consciously abandoned as the consequence of a perception that

Soviet Russia now posed a greater threat. Germany changed from an enemy into
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an ally. Furthermore, it will be shown that German resistance by.s.tudents,
faculty and the German Ministries became organized, and did not diminish in
intensity.

The full effects of renazification on contemporary Germany is the work of
another study, although this thesis speculates on what renazification meant to the
new West German Republic of the 1950s. The eventual problems that
reunification created, and the nature of Germany’s recent and present role in
Europe are topics that are more properly the work of journalists and political

scientists, and not historians—at least not yet.
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CHAPTER 2

™DE’ PROGRAM"'

Franz Neumann once noted, "It is difficult to educate, it is more difficult
to re-educate, and it is downright impossible to re-educate a whole foreign
nation."” The occupation of Germany would test Neumann’s contention.

The first year of American occupation has been described as a period of
direct control. The time from surrender in May 1945 to the handing of
denazification to German administered Tribunals on June 1, 1946, was a crucial
and confusing time for American MG in Germany. Historians have written little
on this period and even less about re-education during its turbulent first year.

In order to provide an understanding of why such confusion existed for
those initial twelve months, we examine the American planning for occupation as

the war raged on. Also, we will attempt to identify the source of the directives

'Plischke, "Denazification In Germany," Proconsuls, p. 199. Dr. Plischke
coined the term ‘de program’, to describe the American efforts as Military
Governors. This was Plischke’s way of summarizing, humorously, demilitarizing,
decentralizing, denazifying, etc.

’Carl G. Anton, "Re-education for Democracy,” Americans As Progonsuls,
Robert Wolfe, ed. (Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, 1984),
p. 262.
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MG labored under. We will review the first year of MG denazification policies to
show their impact upon re-education. Finally, we will examine how historians to
date have described the evolution of MG policy, and then we will suggest what
and who actually developed education policy.

MG was supposed to serve two masters, which it did with great
discomfort. It was answerable to fhe military commé,nd. and t;) the shifting
opinions of politicians in Washington. Firstly, MG was to provide forces to
relieve tactical troops for combat and redeployment after the cessation of
hostilities. Secondly, MG was to implement a national policy, defined vaguely as
maintaining stability and encouraging ‘appropriate change’.’ Along with
numerous military jobs, MG was expected to assist in punishing the Germans,
who most Americans believed were collectively guilty. At the same time MG was
expected to spread an appreciation for American democracy and assist the
Germans in re-establishing an orderly government, judicial system, and some sort
of industrial structure while wiping out all vestiges of militarism.

Historians have criticized the American and British governments for not
preparing an adequate occupation plan, and not providing a force to implement

such a plan before the war’s end. In the immediate postwar period, historian

*Earl Ziemke, "Improvising Stability and Change in Postwar Germany,”

Americans As Proconsuls, Robert Wolfe, ed. (Chicago, IL: Southern Illinois
Press, 1984), p. 52.
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Frederick Cramer attacked American MG for arriving in Germany ill-prepared.
Journalist Irving Wolfson issued a similar complaint, believing MG was "set up to
aid the military."*

The problems that arose for MG regarding policy development can be
traced back to President Roosevelt. Historians have speculated about the reasons
for Roosevelt’s decisions and the role that Treasury, State and the War
Departments played in making occupation plans. The first High Commissioner in
Germany, John McCloy, believed that Roosevelt had fond memories of a
youthful time spent in Germany and looked back kindly on his tenure as
Assigstaht Secretary of the,Na,vy' duriI;g World War One, which led to an
attachment for the German people. McCloy argued that Roosevelt, in 1942, had
an enligi#éned approa'ch régarding the future treatment of Germany. McCloy
also believed that Roosevelt was pre-disposed to treating Germany fairly after the
conclusion of the war.” James Tent has arguéd the opposite viewpoint. Tent

suggested that Roosevelt disliked his youth in Germany and found the people

militaristic and high-handed. Further, Tent argued that during a meeting with

“Frederick H. Cramer, "Re-education Of Germany,” Forum, vol. 104 (October
1945), p. 114 and Irving Wolfson, "The AMG Mess in Germany,” New Republic
(1946), p. 312.

3. McCloy, "From Military Government to Self-Government,” Americans As
Proconsuls, Robert Wolfe, ed. (Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University
Press, 1984), p. 114.
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Churchill, in 1941, Roosevelt labelled the Germans as the "destroyer of peace";
and again in 1943, at Casablanca, he demanded an unconditional surrender,
meaning that some form of occupation was inevitable.’ Compelling as Tent’s
argument is, there is a possibility that the British Prime Minister, Winston
Churchill, was the guiding force behind these proclamations. Churchill was
preoccupied with satisfying Stalin that the British and Americans were committed
to a victory over Germany. Churchill attempted to alleviate Stalin’s fear that the
western Allies wanted German and Russian forces to destroy each other. Edward
Peterson supported Tent’s argument. Peterson found documentary evidence that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff héd asked Roosevelt to relent on demanding an
unconditional surrender. Roosevelt replied,"Please note that I am not willing at
this time to say that we do not intend to destroy the German nation." However,
Peterson noted that Roosevelt had a "whimsical" attitude about affairs after the
cessation of hostilities. Roosevelt suggested that each major power would have its
sphere of influence. Russia vlvould ﬁave continental Europe, Western Europe and
Africa were for Britain, China was to get the Far East, and the United States the

Pacific area.” Francis Spellman mentioned to Peterson that Roosevelt believed

“Tent, Mission, p. 62.
"Peterson, Retreat To Victory, p. 21.
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Russia could have all of Europe if it so desired, as Britain and the United States
would not fight Russia.

In the end Roosevelt appears to have stood in the way of professionals
who were equipped to develop an occupation policy. At best he blundered into an
obscure hard-line position. The evidence suggests that from 1941 through 1943,
he paid little attention to prospective post-war problems.

As to the role of re-education and the idea that democracy could be taught,
these had been ideas introduced by educational philosopher John Dewey. Dewey
had written volumes on what he believed were the potentials of education. In
Democracy and Education, Dewey argued that for a democratic society to grow
into a modern, industrialized state, access to all levels of education had to be
equal. Impeding class stratification was an important aspect of education, if the
process was to serve as a guide towards democracy. The population as a whole,
said Dewey, must feel a common bond of mutual dependence and yet also believe
that society is allowing individuals to remain independent. Only in this way could
a gr01'1pT of individuéls form a society without fear and coercion.®

Secretary of the War Department Henry Stimson, had read and believed

Dewey'’s ideas on the potential of education. Stimson thought that the Nazi

*John Dewey, Democracy and Education (London, England: Collier-
Macmillan, 1916), pp. 61-94.
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regime functioned by coercion and fear.” This being the case, if the victorious
Allies were to remove oppressive elements in Germany and provide democratic,
co-operative alternatives, mainly through the media and appropriate educational
institutions, democracy would then have a chance to take hold and grow in a new
Germany.

Along with Stimson, Cordell Hull was the Secretary of State, and Henry
Morgenthau was the Secretary of Treasury. These three made up the occupation
planning board that advised Roosevelt and later Truman. A clue to Stimsons’
view of the Germans can be garmered from the story that around his waist he
wore a belt from the first German soldiet that he had killed in World War One.
Stimson had learned from his father to "Mistrust the Prussian, admire the
French." Asnoted above, Stimson intended to institute reforms that would end
the cycle of adventuristic militarism he believed existed in Germany. By 1940 he
had brought in John McCloy, Robert Lovett and Harvey Bundy in order to
restructure a lackluster War Department. The State Department had the best

‘qualiﬁcations to draw up occupation policy but lacked a dynamic voice in Hull,

who was unable to command attention. The Civil Affairs Division of the War

*Peterson, Retreat To Victory, pp. 28, 29.
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Department was supposed to make up a policy for implementation, but did no
more than open a school for MG training."

Military Government planning was undertaken by the Office of Provost
Marshall General of the War Department. Officers were recruited, some of fine
stature, although many were looking for a posting that promised "wine, women
and song." Misfits were to be expected since tactical units had priority as long as
the war lasted.!" However, this early failure to secure sufficient men with
qua}itips for the job was to prove a large hurdle to overcome.

In 1942, the University of Virginia’s‘ MG training school was established.
In England, at :i‘;hrivenham, a Civil Affairs Centre was formed. Here the
Americans and British worked together in developing guidelines for the future
occupation. While Earl Ziemke does not believe that the majority of trainees were
misfits, the press and the President felt the military were inappropriate people to
conduct the occupation. Considering this fact, these schools found little support
from the higher echelons of either the State or War Departments."”

Many historians have considered the fact that in 1943 and 1944, major

political and military leaders were so pre-occupied with the war that planning was

“Ibid., pp. 24-28.

''Zink, The United States in Germany, p. 8.
“Ziemke, "Improvising Stability,” Proconsuls, p. 53.
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left to relatively low-level men, however capable they were. Ziemke points to the
success of the Army Specialist Training Program in Shrivenham. Here, officers
received 9 months of language training and a background in German culture.
Under Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF), which was
organized in 1944, the German Country Unit developed a handbook outlining the
fundamental policies of what they believed would constitute an effective and
efficient MG for occupied territory.” The British and Americans worked
together, developing constructive occupation guidelines. Denazification did not
pre-occupy this program. The hallmark of the Shrivenham Handbook was an
approach stressing reconstruction of the infrastructure and the placement of anti-
Nazis as administrative heads. At Shrivenham an effort was made to attempt to
understand the German university under National Socialism and before. Many
of these lower-level occupation planners questioned the supposition that only
during the Nazi era had the universities in Germany become bastions of
nationalism and militarism. There was historical evidence available then, and

now, to support a healthy degree of skepticism.

“Marshall Knappen, And Call It Peace, p. 54, and Earl Ziemke, "Improvising
Stability," Proconsuls, pp. 54-55. These are but two of many historians who
believe that up until 1944 the approach of MG would be best if developed along
"soft" lines, i.e., limited denazification and a constructive occupation, not a
punitive one.
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Recent research has asserted that the professors of Imperial and Weimar
Germany were either ‘unpolitical’ or supported the formation of a new Reich
under a new Bismarck. Alice Gallin, in Midwives to Nazism suggests an
analogy between the German professorate of the 1920s and midwifery. While the
midwife is not responsible for the conception of a child, just as the professors were
not responsible for the creation of National Socialism, both facilitated and
assisted the birth of the entity at a critical time."” Gallin argues convincingly *
that the professors made it easy for Nazism to gain control of the university elites
by putting up no political resistance. As well, she contended convincingly that the
professors actively urged the students to seek a path that would lead to a new
glorious German nationalism. Finally, Gallin suggested that during Weimar the
professors failed to take advantage of the opportunity to change the curriculum
and ;ﬂter the elitist attitude at the universities.”® Of course it was to be
discovered that the professorate itself, was anxious to continue the elitist model at
the universities. Jeremy Noakes penned an article "The ivory tower under

Siege"(1993), which agrees with Gallin’s overall assessment of the German

“Alice Gallin, Midwives to Nazism (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press,
1986), p. 7.

“Ibid., p. 6. .
“Ibid., pp. 8, 9.
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Ordinarien (full professors) as non-supportive of the Weimar government, and as
a group vocally advocating a desire for a new Bismarck and a German Reich with
an appropriate level of prestige in world affairs. Another problem was racism.
Evidence supported contentions that the universities were anti-semitic long before
the Nazi seizure of power."

If the Allied officers at Shrivenham had developed an understanding of the
deep cultural roots to German nationalism, militarism and anti-semitism at the
universities, occupation and re-education plans may have been extremely different
from what actually was implemented in 1945.

There are those who have arguéd that the Nazis had little influence on the
professorate. Noakes claimed that the Qrdinarien were not as affected by the
Nazi regime as many have believed. He acknowledged that there was a purge of
756 professors between 1933 and 1934, but he maintains that the professorate was
unlikely to join the National Socialist Party or other affiliated organizations.
Noakes argues that the Nazi regime needed the professorate’s expertise, especially
in the sciences, to assist in the war effort."® As well, he suggested that hiring or

promotion did not depend on political allegiance as much as on academic

""Jeremy Noakes, "The ivory tower under siege: German Universities and the

Third Reich," Journal of European Studies, vol. XXIII, 1993,
*Ibid., p. 389.
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credentials. If such was the case then the denazification of the professors at the
universities was not needed.”

However, there were indisputable changes at the universities. It has been
proposed that the Privatdozenten (non-professorial lecturer) underwent the most
dramatic change under the Nazis. The Nazi Education Ministry had these
lecturers paid a salary and took direct control of their selection process. This
process no ionger stressed acaciemics but eugenics, physical fitness and the value
of hard labour. However, the new Dozentur exam, administered by the
Education Ministry, appeared to scare away more applicants than had the test
under the old regime controlled by the professors.”

Noakes also questioned the number of students who were National
Socialist supporters. It was his contention that only a "tiny" number of students
were voluntary Party members. According to Noakes, the vast majority of
students were politically apathetic and never became ‘the new breed’ of student
that the leaders of the Third Reich had hoped for.” While actual Party

membership may have fallen short of Nazi leaders’ desires, this study will

Ibid., p. 389.
*Ibid., pp. 390, 392.
“Ibid., p. 392.
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establish that there was an overwhelming support for the ideas and aspirations of
National Socialism.

If the officers at Shrivenham had held Noakes’ view—that the professors
were apolitical and lackluster Nazis—then denazification of these institutions
would have appeared pointless. On the other hand, as Gallin and Hartshorne
have pointed out, the professors, whether Party members or not, gave rhetorical
and tangible support to the National Socialists. Noakes also agrees that the
professors longed for a new Reich. The question then that is raised by this thesis
is whether denazifying the universities was a sufﬁqient process, or whether the
Americéms, perhaps unwittingly, were éttempﬁng to alter a cultural phenomenon
that had been developing for over a century, and presumably could not be
reversed in one fell swoop.

There was evidence that the Nazi regime did attempt to alter the university
structure and influence the political thinking of the students and faculties. | The
Nazis utilized the universities as training grounds for new generations of
politically indoctrinated Aryans. On April 7, 1933, the Career Public Service Act
was passed. This legislation demanded the allegiance of the faculty and

condemned those who criticized new policies.” The professorate was caught

ZGallin, Midwives, p. 91.
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between National Socialist students and a new Nazi regime. A final problem was
space. Since 1840 the population had doubled in Germany, but student
enrollment had increased by ten-fold. Nationalist, elitist professors blamed the
democratic Weimar governments for allowing undesirables and unqualified
students to enroll in the 1920s.”

Hartshorne’s study established how many of the faculty were dismissed,
and how many retained their positions after pledging loyalty to the Nazi regime.
In 1933, 6.5% of the professors were dismissed; by 1935, 12.9% had been removed.
The two dominant reasons for dismissal were ethnic, affecting faculty with "non-
Aryan" roots or those who were definitely Jewish.** A third large group simply
disappeared. It is quite possible they had emigrated or were early prisoners of the
concentration camps, such a‘s the one outside Dachau.

These were th-e problems, then, with which American wartime planners
had to contend. While the Nazi regime had influenced those who would be
allowed to teach and what the curriculum would contain, it appears that the
professorate did not change dramatically. The fact seems to be that the Nazi

regime found the bulk of the professorate supportive and sympathetic to many of

“Edward Y. Hartshorne, The German Universities and National Socjalism
(London, England: George Allen and Unwin, 1937), pp. 45-52, 77.

*Ibid., pp. 88, 89.
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the regime’s aspirations. If this was true then any preparation for denazification
would need to consider the fact that German expansionist nationalism and racism
was a deeply rooted cultural problem. However, we believe that, given support
from their superiors and sufficient resources it was probable that a strategy could
have been formulated which considered the scope of the task. Unfortunately the
implementation of MG’s re-education and denazification procedures does not
appear to have considered the cultural roots of National Socialism. Those who
finally decided on the direction of the occupation appear not to have consulted
with informed experts on the German people and their institutions.

The first opportunity for the Civil Affairs Division to undertake measures
similar to the Shrivenham plans had been in North Africa. In the Mediterranean
theatre the Civil Affairs Division functioned with the aim of handing
administration back to occupied peoples as rapidly as possible. The very fact that
the civilians welcomed the American forces made turning over control to the
defeated plausible. Very few people thought that either the French in North
Africa or Italians posed any further threat. From these early experiences it was
expected that future occupations would be of a short duration.

Captain John Taylor was a veteran of the Charlottesville school and had
experience in the North African occupation. Taylor’s training and experience

suggested that he would possess a soft attitude towards denazification. The



53

experience Taylor had gained in North Africa made him the most likely candidate
to head the German Country Unit of MG. He was assigned in 1944 and upon the
dissolution of the Ger:man Country Unit he and Marshall Knappen became heads
of the E&RA, a sub-branch of Civil Affairs. The occupation of Germany was to
prove quite different from that of North Africa. The German population was at
least éoteﬁtially hostile éﬁd a;ly chance of successful educational rebuilding would
take a long period of time'. Tﬁe State and'Wz.lr Departments had developed no
long-range plans for education during the North African/Italian occupations, and
since they had this experience as a precedent, there were no cohesive long-range
plans for occupied Germany either. The reality appears to have been that by VE
day in May 1945, the United States Group Control Council (USGCC) counted a
total of 10 education officers for 13,000,000 people.”
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