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on it, as was the case, for example, with Marlene Dietrich and Thomas Mann. 

In the final comment of the session, Frank Trommler (University of Pennsylvania) 

questioned Ringer's use of the term "modernist" to describe German academics at a time 

when they were reluctant to embrace Western democracy. The mandarins only eventually 

compromised with the capitalistic, consumption-oriented system that entered their 

society. This approach, Trommler stated, although it might "reflect certain American 

concepts of modernity," was really "quite reductionist." He suggested that architects, 

designers, and scientists had also contributed substantially to the changing general 

Haltung toward life in early twentieth-century Germany. Furthermore, Trommler 

indicated that younger, postwar writers like Heinrich Böll, Siegfried Lenz, and Günter 

Grass struggled to "articulate their very own experience of Nazism and war" and "insisted 

on a point zero of their literary practice." In contrast, Mann's critique of his homeland, he 

argued, served as the closing of one era rather than as the starting point for a new one. 

The papers and comments will be published as the eighth issue in the Institute's 

Occasional Papers series. 

 Janine Micunek 

C. "The Prerogative of Confinement: Social, Cultural, Political, and Administrative 

Aspects of the History of Hospitals and Carceral and Penal Institutions in 

Western Europe and North America, 1500-1900." Washington, D.C., June 6-9, 

1992. Conveners: Robert Jütte and Norbert Finzsch. 

The conference, which was co-sponsored by the Institute for the History of Medicine of 

the Robert Bosch Foundation in Stuttgart, brought together scholars from six different 

countries. By including historians, psychologists, sociologists, and penologists, it 

encouraged interdisciplinary as well as comparative cooperation. The conveners divided 

the conference into six sections, which structured the general topic along diachronic and 

comparative lines. 

After introductory remarks by Hartmut Lehmann (Washington, D.C.), the conference 

got under way with a session chaired by Colin Jones (Exeter, Great Britain) on "The 

History of Ideas and its Relevance for a History of Confinement." Martin Dinges 

(Stuttgart), Robert Gellately (London, Ontario), Monika Leppelt (Hamburg), and 

Gerlinda Smaus 
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(Saarbrücken) presented papers. The second session, "The Age of Reform, 1800-1920," 

led by Robert Gellately, focused on the reform of hospitals in France, Germany, and the 

United States; it included contributions by Jean-Pierre Goubert (Paris), Otto Marx 

(Heidelberg), and Morris J. Vogel (Philadelphia). Moderated by Gerlinda Smaus, the 

third panel dealt with aspects and problems of a comparative history of prisons and 

penitentiaries. Contributors to this section were Norbert Finzsch (Washington, D.C.), 

Patricia O'Brien (Irvine), Tilman Winkler (Göttingen), and Luigi Cajani (Rome). "The 

Gestation of the Clinic: Theoretical Implications and Methodological Problems of 

Hospital History," the next section, probed the validity of Foucault's concept of the "birth 

of the hospital" in the context of a feminist approach (Martina Althoff, Münster) and the 

"construction" of the hospital patient (Colin Jones); Günter B. Risse (San Francisco) 

provided a methodological perspective. Methodological questions were also the focus of 

the fifth session, chaired by Patricia O'Brien, during which papers submitted by Lynne 

M. Adrian (Tuscaloosa) and Joan E. Crowley (Las Cruces), Sebastian Scheerer 

(Hamburg), and Pieter Spierenburg (Rotterdam) were discussed. The closing meeting 

concentrated on the origin of specialization and institutional care in early modem 

European hospitals. Pieter Spierenburg presided over the session, which included 

presentations by Neithart Bulst (Bielefeld), Robert Jütte, Christine Vanja (Kassel), 

Renate Wilson (Baltimore), and Jörn Henning Wolf (Kiel). Hartmut Lehmann summed 

up the discussion in his concluding remarks. 

The discussions were lively, and it became obvious from the start that historians of the 

prison and historians of the hospital do have a lot in common. One question that was 

hotly debated was the validity of the Foucault paradigm, which has greatly influenced 

many historians in their approach to regard penal and medical institutions as similar in 

form and function. Some participants, rather than using Foucault as a point of departure, 

favored concepts developed by Gerhard Oestreich or Norbert Elias. Another string of 

debates arose from the problem of the periodization of change: Did the prison and the 

hospital evolve out of medieval institutions, or must they be understood as means of 

modernization, based on enlightened ideas and/or the development of a market economy? 

Related to this important issue were the questions of whom the institutions aimed to 

confine and who became inmates. Depending on the theoretical inclinations of the 

participants, these problems were perceived as dependent on such categories as gender, 

class, race, and age. 
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It was stressed repeatedly that the internal organization of these institutions, their 

architectural design, and their increasing functional complexity reflected their purpose 

and helped explain their achievements and failures. It also became clear that there was an 

underlying division between "empiricists," who focused primarily on data, and 

"theoreticians," who were concerned with a conceptual framework reflecting long-term 

developments. This division transgressed the borders between historians studying the 

prison and those studying the hospital. Throughout the discussion, there was general 

consent that a comparative and interdisciplinary approach to the history of confinement 

served an important and useful purpose. 

The proceedings of the conference will be published in a volume of the Institute's 

series with Cambridge University Press.  

 Norbert Finzsch 

D. "Mutual Influences on Education: Germany and the United States in the 

Twentieth Century." Tübingen University, June 17–20, 1992. Conveners: Jürgen 

Heideking and Jürgen Herbst. 

The conference provided an opportunity for forty scholars from the United States, 

Germany, and Belgium to engage in discussions beyond the limits of their respective 

disciplines of history, education, political science, sociology, and American studies. The 

event was the second part of a project funded by the German Historical Institute in 

Washington and the Max Kade Institute for German-American Studies at the University 

of Wisconsin, Madison, with additional financial support from the Fritz Thyssen 

Foundation. 

In his welcoming address, Dr. Adolf Theis, president of the University of Tübingen, 

emphasized the need to foster the traditionally close relations with the United States and 

expand them within a wide transatlantic context. James Tent of the University of 

Alabama, Birmingham, gave the opening lecture on "Reeducation in Occupied Germany: 

The Perspective after 45 Years." He reviewed the current state of research on the question 

of reeducation and discussed competing views, assessments, and patterns of 

interpretation. It became clear that the predominantly negative evaluation of American 

reeducation efforts, which survived well into the 1980s through such hackneyed phrases 

as "forced revolution," "failed new beginning," and "restoration," has only recently 

yielded to a more differentiated perspective. 


