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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. 
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The first two sections of the conference ("Progressive Education in Germany and the 

United States" and "German Immigrants and the American Educational System") 

examined the intellectual exchange during the 1920s, when a number of scholars 

managed to forge a link between the two cultures. The German Eugen Rosenstock-

Huessy, for example, who advocated the ideas of voluntary work and education camps in 

the United States (Andreas Möckel, Würzburg), and the American philosopher Abraham 

Flexner tried to apply certain features of the German university system, such as the 

integration of medicine, in the American context (Thomas Bonner, Detroit). In the field 

of educational psychology, where differences between national traditions have been 

emphasized so far, Marc Depaepe (Leuven, Belgium) found obvious similarities and 

transatlantic influences. The concept of "progressive education," closely associated with 

John Dewey, stimulated learning and experimentation in both countries. The so-called 

New Education Fellowship brought together Germans and Americans by a belief in 

education as a process of organic growth that had no goal beyond itself. One of the 

organization's co-founders, Hermann Röhrs from Heidelberg, gave an account of its 

activities, whose promising beginnings came to an end with the rise of National 

Socialism. 

The main focus of the conference was on the ten contributions in Section three, 

"Reeducation and Reorganization in Occupied Germany." The papers covered the period 

from the planning stages of American reeducation policy during World War II to the 

cultural activities of the Allied High Commission in the 1950s. The themes discussed 

ranged from the role of individual personalities in the reorganization of the university 

system to the importance of film in reeducating and Westernizing the German people. 

Efforts by renowned American psychologists and psychiatrists to develop concepts of 

"therapy" that would bring about change in the German mentality toward democratic 

pluralism culminated in a State Department conference in 1944, at which thirty scholars 

put forth recommendations for the treatment of Germany after surrender. Uta Gerhard 

(Gießen) pointed out in her lecture, "The Medical Meaning of Reeducation for 

Germany," that the scholars supported a careful, "therapeutic" treatment and a quick 

reintegration of Germany into the democratic community, with particular emphasis on the 

process of German "self-education." Gregory Wegner (La Crosse, Wis.) stated that, even 

before the end of the war, practical reeducation experiments were started with some 

20,000 German prisoners of war in a top-secret governmental program in 
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Virginia and Rhode Island. Like many of his compatriots who worked in reeducation, 

project leader Thomas V. Smith was imbued with a democratic mission: with almost 

religious fervor, he pursued the task of liberating the Germans from the chains of their 

"paranoid culture" and winning them over to the "democratic way of life." On a different 

level, but with the same enthusiasm and idealism, the sociologist Edward Y. Hartshorne 

continued Smith's work at the universities in the American zone of occupation, especially 

in Heidelberg and Marburg, as James Tent pointed out in his lecture ("E. Y. Hartshorne 

and the Reopening of German Universities in the American Zone of Occupation"). Tent's 

observations and Geoffrey J. Giles' (Gainesville, Fla.) case study on "Denazification and 

Reeducation at Heidelberg University" stressed the extremely important roles of 

individuals, their public and private contacts, their commitment, and their ability to 

empathize. At the same time, however, they highlighted the institutional and emotional 

barriers that not even the best intentions were able to overcome. 

American ideas about reforms were largely identical for both Germany and Japan, but 

they were more willingly accepted by the Japanese. However, Beate Rosenzweig's 

lecture, "Constructive Reform Programs: American Suggestions for Reeducation Policy 

in Germany and Japan," drew attention to the paradox that, in spite of a great initial 

success in reforming Japanese political structures and institutions, traditional values, 

hierarchies, and ideals of harmony ultimately remained more intact in Japan than in 

Germany. People in Germany strongly adhered to cultural peculiarities and regional 

traditions. As Hansjörg Gehring described in "Educational Reconstruction in Bavaria 

under U.S. Occupation: Love's Labor Lost?" this dogged resistance, especially in school 

policy, resembled a kind of Kulturkampf. But this tendency to resist American policy also 

suggested that ideas of democracy were already making their way into German public 

consciousness. Karl-Heinz Füssl (Berlin), "The Practice of American Reeducation Policy 

Concerning Youth Work and Exchange Program," and Christl Ziegler (Tübingen), 

"Citizenship Education for Women: Political Education and International Meetings of 

Women in the American Zone of Occupation," pointed out that American programs 

specifically directed at young people and women undoubtedly were the most effective. 

When the Federal Republic of Germany was founded, the Office of the U.S. High 

Commissioner for Germany (HICOG) concentrated on youth exchange, university 

cooperation, and cultural and educational 
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policy. Even if the momentum of reform slowed, as Manfred Heinemann (Hanover) 

argued in "Structure and Effects of OMGUS and HICOG Reorientation Programs in 

Post-War Germany until 1952," reeducation did leave psychological and institutional 

marks. Among the institutions it created were the Fulbright exchange program, the 

Deutscher Frauenring, and the Home for Adult Education and Youth Work in Hesse 

(Haus Schwalbach). In addition, America Houses continued to be important places 

primarily for young people to gain access to American literature, music, art, theater, 

newspapers, and film. In his lecture, "Hollywood as Reeducator: The Role of Film in 

U.S. Policies Directed at Post-War Germany," Hans Borchers (Tübingen) discussed the 

particular way in which the Americans used film as a medium for their reeducation 

efforts, which may have contributed more substantially to the desired change in German 

mentality than other initiatives. 

Section four of the conference was devoted to the reception in Germany of American 

social sciences. After Charles M. McClelland's (Albuquerque) overview of "American 

Reform Efforts on German Professional Education after World War II," three academic 

fields were considered as examples: American studies (Erwin Helms, Gleichen-

Reinhausen), education (Dietrich Hoffmann, Göttingen), and political science (Günter 

Behrmann, Osnabrück-Vechta). Although the process of adaptation and transformation 

dates back to the period of reeducation, it has to be understood as a long-term, 

continuous, and ultimately joint process of learning. In this process, individuals played an 

important role, whether they were committed Americans like Karl Loewenstein or Jay 

Wescott, German emigrants returning from the United States, such as Arnold Brecht, 

Ernst Fraenkel, Max Horkheimer, and Arnold Bergsträsser, or Germans who gained 

theoretical and practical experience in the United States after the war, like the Swabian 

educationist Heinrich Roth. The lively portrait that Dietrich Hoffmann painted of Roth 

showed how, under the impression of his journey to America, the former army 

psychologist turned to the empirical-analytical method but kept trying to integrate it into 

the educational traditions of German intellectual history. One of the conclusions drawn 

from this section—as well as for the entire conference—was that reeducation and 

reorientation were most successful when a convincing personal example and individual 

experience initiated the process of "self-education." 

The final section of the program dealt with comparative analyses of reforms in the 

educational systems of the Federal Republic of Germany 
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and the United States. Since the 1960s, the two countries have been facing similar 

problems in their education systems. To some degree, this phenomenon has led to parallel 

developments in both countries and mutual influences in their respective systems, as Ann 

Taylor Allen (Louisville) exemplified in her paper on the development of women's 

studies as an academic field in the United States and in Germany. Furthermore, the 

educational challenge posed by a large number of immigrants with varied cultural 

backgrounds affects Germans and Americans in much the same way. Gradually, the 

asymmetry, which characterized the relationship between America and Germany during 

the first decades after the war, gave way to a more balanced interchange of ideas. 

The concluding lecture, delivered by Paul-Ludwig Weinacht (Würzburg), provoked a 

lively debate. Weinacht described and explained the reeducation period and the recent 

changes in eastern Germany as two logically connected steps toward the Westernization 

of the German educational system. Some participants deplored that the Polytechnische 

Oberschule of the former German Democratic Republic will be "retransformed" into the 

traditional German three-tier system. This criticism and the appeal for a greater 

willingness to learn from the former GDR resounded with arguments brought forth after 

1945 against a wholesale transferral of the American model to Germany. 

The contributions to the conference will be published by the end of 1993. 

 

 Jürgen Heideking 

E. "Peopling the New World: The Transfer of Ideas, Customs, and Social 

Institutions from Central Europe to the Middle Colonies in the Seventeenth and 

Eighteenth Centuries." Pennsylvania State University, October 28-31, 1992. 

Conveners: John B. Frantz, Hartmut Lehmann, and Carola Wessel. 

The conference was organized by the German Historical Institute, with the support of the 

Fritz Thyssen Foundation, Cologne, and the Max Kade Institute for German-American 

Research at Penn State; it was cosponsored by the Institute for the Arts and Humanistic 

Studies, the Department of History, and the Department of German of The Pennsylvania 

State University. 


