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III. Recent Conferences Sponsored or Co-sponsored by the Institute 

 

The Spirit of Heidelberg and the Future of Germany in 1945. 

Heidelberg, Germany, 5-8 May 1993. Conveners: Jürgen C. Hess, Detlef 

Junker, Hartmut Lehmann, Volker Sellin, Eike Wolgast. 

 

At the end of the Second World War, Heidelberg was one of the few 

German cities that had not been destroyed. The University of Heidelberg 

continued to function until March 1945, with its share of both Nazi and anti-

Nazi professors alike, for example, Karl Jaspers and Alfred Weber. 

Celebrities of times past, such as Marianne Weber, lived in Heidelberg in 

1945, as well as people like Theodor Heuss, whose time was yet to come. 

For some Germans, the end of the war meant that they lost their positions 

and had to undergo denazification; for others, it offered them an opportunity 

to work toward a regeneration of their country and the chance to gain 

influence in a new democratic Germany. New democratic parties were 

formed and elections were held on the local level less than one year after the 

unconditional surrender of the Nazi regime. For the American occupation 

forces, Heidelberg was an ideal center for the rebuilding of a democratic 

culture in the southwest of Germany. 

In the first of the five sessions of the conference, Robert Wolfe discussed 

"The Revival of Democratic Culture during the American Occupation of 

Heidelberg. " The second session dealt with aspects of "Heidelberg 

University Politics in 1945/46." Klaus von Beyme presented a paper on Karl 

Jaspers, and Eike Wolgast gave a lecture on Karl Heinrich Bauer. Hubert 

Treiber, Guenther Roth, and Heide-Marie Lauterer-Pirner analyzed the 

degree to which Heidelberg should be seen as a cultural and intellectual 

center in 1945 by looking at the "persistence of an in-group, 1919-1960"; the 

role of Marianne Weber; and the influence of Marie Baum, respectively. 

In the fourth session of the conference, Jürgen Hess investigated Theodor 

Heuss's political reflections and plans during those crucial years; Eberhard 

Demm focused on those of Alfred Weber. The fifth and final session 

covered aspects of local politics and local moral authority in Heidelberg in 

1945. Jörg Thierfelder paid tribute to Hermann Maas, 
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and Friederike Reutter presented a paper on the formation of new local 

parties. 

German and American experts were invited to comment on the papers. 

The conference's theme was introduced to a wider audience by Volker Sellin 

in a public lecture. Detlef Junker led a discussion on a number of persons 

who had studied in the town in 1945, among them the son of Carl-Friedrich 

Goerdeler, Reinhard Goerdeler. In the concluding discussion, under the 

heading "Chances and Limits of a New Beginning," the attempt was made to 

compare the events and developments at the University of Heidelberg in 

1945-1947 with those in Leipzig in 1990-1992. 

 Hartmut Lehmann 

Mutual Images and Multiple Implications: American Views of Germany 

and German Views of America from the 18th to the 20th Centuries. 

 

Kalamazoo, MI, 15-17 April 1993. Co-sponsored by the Center for Western 

European Studies, Kalamazoo College. Conveners: Elisabeth Glaser-

Schmidt and David Barclay. 

 

How have German and American individual, group, and mass perceptions of 

the other country influenced relations during the course of the last two 

hundred years? This gathering of American and German historians sought to 

map out the terrain of American history and German history in order to gain 

a better understanding of this question. The mix of historical disciplines 

provided an apt illustration of some of the problems involved: On this 

occasion, American historians of Germany came face-to-face with German 

historians of the United States and thus gained insights into how different 

national perspectives can shape historical research. Likewise, specialists in 

social and immigration history debated with political and diplomatic 

historians about how the formation and impact of images of the other 

country may have differed. Thus, this colloquium offered case studies within 

the rich history of mutual perceptions between Germany and the United 

States. 

As the program printed below shows, the conference covered a broad 

agenda. In order to arrive at a more precise assessment of the process of 

image formation and the impact of images, the sponsors chose to examine 

the perceptions of different social groups and not merely that of elites. 
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In the first section, Frank Trommler and Konrad H. Jarausch referred to 

recent developments in American and German assessments of the history 

and politics of the old and new Federal Republic by questioning views on 

German unification that had been expressed in 1989-1990. Various topics 

were then discussed in chronological order, such as the history of and the 

transatlantic transfer of ideas, political perceptions in the nineteenth century, 

immigration history, the impact of mass immigration and politics on image 

formation after the Civil War, antimodern reactions and diplomatic 

crosscurrents of the interwar and post-war periods, and image representation 

in the arts. For the latter, Marion Deshmukh and Beverly Crawford gave 

lively presentations on representations of Germany during the Nazi era and 

after 1945 in film and the arts. 

The papers, comments, and ensuing discussions concentrated on a 

historical rather than a theoretical treatment of the evidence. Thus the results 

of the conference form a collection of historical examples of image 

formation and functions. Given the variety of themes, it is not surprising that 

the discussions did not result in a unified body of theoretical evidence about 

mutual perceptions. But the precise sketches of varying relationships 

between perceptions and reality made clear that subjective views and images 

do not necessarily differ from reality; rather, they reveal the psychological, 

social, and economic conditions under which those assessments are made. 

David Barclay and the Center for Western European Studies provided a 

hospitable and well-organized setting for the conference. 

Papers and lectures presented: 

Konrad H. Jarausch (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill), Old Fears 

and New Hopes: American and German Perceptions during Unification; A. 

G. Roeber (University of Chicago), 'In a Glass Darkly': The Changing 

German Idea of American Freedom, 1776-1806; Hermann Wellenreuther 

(Universität Göttingen), 'Germans Make Cows and Women Work': 

American Perceptions of Germans as Reported in American Travel Books; 

Hans-Jürgen Grabbe (Universität Oldenburg), Tired of Germany—Tired of 

America: Perceptions of the United States in Nineteenth-Century Europe; 

Walter Kamphoefner (Texas A&M University), 'Auch unser Deutschland 

muβ einmal frei werden': The Immigrant Civil War Experience as a Mirror 

on Political Conditions in Germany; Wolfgang Helbich (Ruhr-Universität 

Bochum), Land of Superlatives: The German Image of the United States 

between Two 
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Wars, 1871-1914; Jörg Nagler (Kennedy-Haus, Kiel), From Culture to 

Kultur: Changing American Perceptions of Imperial Germany, 1870–1914; 

Peter Krüger (Philipps-Universität Marburg), Germany and the United 

States, 1914-1933: The Mutual Perception of their Political Systems; 

Elisabeth Glaser-Schmidt (German Historical Institute), Between Hope and 

Skepticism: American Views of Germany's Foreign Policy, 1924-1931; 

Detlef Junker (Universität Heidelberg), The Continuity of Ambivalence: 

German Views of America, 1933-1945; Marion Deshmukh (George Mason 

University), Cultural Migration: Artists and Visual Representation between 

Americans and Germans during the 1930s and 1940s; Hans-Jürgen Schröder 

(Universität Gießen), Uncle Sam: Superman? German Images of the United 

States, 1945-1992; Beverly Crawford (University of California at Berkeley), 

Changing American Attitudes towards Germany in the Post-war Era. 

Comments and responses: 

Frank Trommler (University of Pennsylvania), Willi-Paul Adams (Freie 

Universität Berlin), Bruce Levine (University of Cincinnati), James 

Kloppenberg (Brandeis University), Jeffrey Herf (SAIS), Geoffrey Cocks 

(Albion College), Hermann-Josef Rupieper (Philipps-Universität Marburg). 

 

 Elisabeth Glaser-Schmidt 

German American Colloquium on German Medieval History. 

Notre Dame, IN, 7-11 May 1993. Co-sponsored by the Medieval Institute, 

University of Notre Dame, and the International Congress of Medieval 

Studies, Kalamazoo. Conveners: John Van Engen, Johannes Fried, and 

Robert Benson. 

 

The purpose of the colloquium was two-fold: to highlight recent work on the 

medieval history of the German lands and to promote interaction between 

German and North American medieval scholars. Despite the enormous 

impact of refugee scholars fifty years ago, a factor for both Robert Benson 

and John Van Engen, the influence of that generation is rapidly waning, and 

medieval studies in North America since the Second World War have 

focused overwhelmingly on British and French history, more recently on 

Italian and Spanish. The result is that neither the history nor the historians of 

German lands, particularly those 
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presently at work, are well known in North America at a time when, in the 

larger public, German history is once again receiving more attention. 

The colloquium, which proceeded in two phases, brought twelve active 

scholars from Germany to interact with comparable North American 

scholars. This was surely the largest number of German professors of 

medieval history that ever came together to represent themselves and their 

work in North America. The first part of the colloquium began at the 

International Congress in Kalamazoo, where five sessions were devoted to 

German medieval history. 

At the University of Notre Dame, the colloquium entered its second 

stage. On a series of topics ranging from economy and society to thought 

and religion, one scholar was assigned to present an "argument" drawn from 

recent scholarship and another scholar to present a "response," followed by a 

general discussion. In each case, a German was to respond to a North 

American, or vice versa. Both the format and the discussions were lively and 

revealing. At times the differences in interests and approaches were slight, 

no greater than the difference between any two individual scholars. At other 

times, genuine differences in cultural approach became manifest. Germans 

were more deeply immersed in the sources of a particular region, sometimes 

coming out of the tradition of Landesgeschichte, and were generally more 

self-conscious of this history as having formed the history of their own land. 

Americans tended to ask broader questions, with less concern for the details 

of regional difference or, alternatively, for how regional difference might 

still fit into some larger "national" whole. 

Nearly all scholars present agreed that the interaction had been positive 

and that this should represent only the first of many exchanges. Both sides 

agreed as well that, in the future, the subject should be more specific and 

less global, so as to focus attention more sharply on particular social, 

political, or cultural issues. But already, to judge from a variety of reports, 

the exchange of offprints, research questions, and research interests has far 

surpassed what had generally been true for the last generation. The future of 

German-American cooperation in the study of medieval German history 

seems brighter as a result of this colloquium. 

 John Van Engen 

 University of Notre Dame 



 22 

 

 

Allied Technology Transfer from Germany after 1945 or "Intellectual 

Reparations"? 

Washington, DC, 16-18 September 1993. Co-sponsored by the Fritz Thyssen 

Foundation. Conveners: Burghard Ciesla and Matthias Judt. 

 

The conference brought together a group of scholars at the Institute to deal 

with the term "intellectual reparations," which was introduced into the 

discussion of postwar Germany's situation three years ago by the late John 

Gimbel. The opening lecture was given by Volker Berghahn of Providence, 

RI, who spoke first about Gimbel's work and then described and evaluated 

the impact of introducing American methods of organization of work into 

German industry during the interwar period. He explained why terms like 

"plunder" and "exploitation," used by Gimbel to describe the postwar 

behavior of Allied forces in Germany, are to be rejected. This argument gave 

reason to reject the term "intellectual reparations" in general. 

In the first session, Jörg Fisch of Zürich argued that the term "intellectual 

reparations" did not exist in international law, noting that even material 

reparations were not used before the end of World War I. Matthias Judt of 

Washington, DC, pointed out that the changes in Allied policies toward 

Germany after 1945 were motivated by the Allies' interest in gaining 

economic advantages over Germany. Johannes Bähr of Berlin remarked that 

German scientists expected and wished to migrate after 1945. Carl Glatt of 

Florence, Italy, argued that security was the major aim of Britain's policy 

toward Germany. 

The second session dealt with the problem of denazification. Mark 

Walker of Schenectady, NY, spoke about the case of German physicists. He 

pointed out that, as an outgrowth of their prewar rivalry, many physicists 

directed denazification toward the members of the Deutsche Physik. 

Mitchell Ash of Berlin maintained that it was more important to the Allies to 

denazify educational institutions rather than research institutions. Geoffrey 

Giles of Gainesville, FL, commented that the major quest of the Allies was 

to investigate the Nazi past of certain people rather than to determine the 

meaning of denazification. 

The third session discussed Germany's chemical industry and the 

importance of German aeronautical research for the U.S. Air Force. The 

first topic was analyzed by Raymond Stokes of Troy, NY, who remarked 

that the opening of East German archives would make possible comparisons 

between the development of the chemical industries in 
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each German state, including their integration into different political and 

economic systems. The case of Germany's chemical industry shows that the 

United States was mostly interested in gaining scientists and the USSR 

mainly in obtaining technical equipment, while the object of France and 

Britain lay somewhere in-between. Burghard Ciesla of Potsdam presented a 

thorough analysis of the case of high-speed wind tunnels, stating that the 

work of German scientists had a tremendous impact in the United States. 

Paul Erker of Berlin commented that such a unique case should not be used 

to gauge the impact of German scientists in general. He proposed to 

reinvestigate the Cold War period not as a topic of political history but of 

social and economic history. 

The repercussions of the technology transfer for Germany were 

considered in the final session. Werner Abelshauser of Bielefeld noted that, 

in general, the technology transfer from Germany after 1945 was only a 

minor burden on West Germany's recovery and success, such as in the 

armament and nuclear power industries. Andr6 Steiner of Mannheim spoke 

about the reintegration of East German scientists who had been moved to the 

Soviet Union during the postwar years. In her comment, Kristie Macrakis of 

Princeton, NJ, called for further investigation into the careers of scientists 

from Allied countries in Germany. 

The sessions and the ensuing discussion showed that the problem of the 

partly forced postwar transfer of technology from Germany demands further 

analysis, including the advantages that both sides gained in this process. 

The Institute is working on arrangements to publish the papers of the 

conference in English. 

 Matthias Judt 

 

Facing America. 

 

Washington, DC, 20-21 October 1993. Co-sponsored by the Goethe-Institut 

Washington, DC. 

 

In cooperation with the Center for German and European Studies, 

Georgetown University; the Goethe-Institut Chicago; the American Institute 

for Contemporary German Studies (AICGS); and the German Historical 

Museum in Berlin, the Washington-based Goethe-Institut and German 

Historical Institute organized a workshop on the perceptions of the United 

States in East and West Germany during the Cold War period. The program 

began with the opening of the exhibition "The 
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Communist Image of America during the Cold War: Anti-Americanism in 

the German Democratic Republic from 1947 to 1955," a selection of posters 

from the East German anti-American propaganda campaign. Hermann 

Glaser (Technical University of Berlin) gave the keynote address, entitled 

"Westernization—Americanization: Chances—Problems—Perspectives," 

for the workshop. Focusing on the "old" Federal Republic of Germany, he 

discussed the American influence on the development of West German 

democracy and society. 

The workshop continued the next day with a session moderated by Dieta 

Sixt of the Goethe-Institut Washington, DC, and Samuel M. Barnes of the 

Center of German and European Studies. Jeffrey M. Peck (Center of German 

and European Studies) presented parts of a study on German Jews who 

returned to East Germany in the 1950s after living in the United States. He 

pointed out that the decision to leave that country for the communist GDR 

was based on, above all, political and ideological reasons. 

Ulrike Skorsetz and Matthias Judt (GHI) dealt with the image of the 

United States in the former East Germany. Skorsetz presented the results of 

a survey of upper-class high school students carried out in 1990 and 1991. 

Judt introduced the main sources of information about the United States 

within East Germany, from political news to entertainment programs 

broadcast by both East German and West German media. He explained the 

"non-American" perception of "typical" American products and of American 

idioms used in the German language. Both speakers emphasized the 

influence of entertainment-related media in the shaping of East Germans' 

image of the United States. 

Hartmut Keil (GHI) concentrated his talk on West Germans' perceptions 

of the United States, while also describing the various phases that mutual 

American and German perceptions underwent during the time period 

considered. 

Lily Gardner-Feldman (AICGS) questioned what kind of influence the 

East Germans would have in the future with regard to the development of 

German-American relations, keeping in mind that that course is also 

determined by Germany's changing role in Europe and in the world since 

unification. 

The presentations and lively debate afterwards showed that further 

investigation into the influence of propaganda is worth pursuing. 

 Matthias Judt 


