
 

 
Bulletin of the GHI Washington  
 
Issue 4 
 

Spring 1989 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

Das Digitalisat wird Ihnen von perspectivia.net, der Online-Publikationsplattform der Max 
Weber Stiftung – Stiftung Deutsche Geisteswissenschaftliche Institute im Ausland, zur 
Verfügung gestellt. Bitte beachten Sie, dass das Digitalisat urheberrechtlich geschützt ist. 
Erlaubt ist aber das Lesen, das Ausdrucken des Textes, das Herunterladen, das 
Speichern der Daten auf einem eigenen Datenträger soweit die vorgenannten 
Handlungen ausschließlich zu privaten und nicht-kommerziellen Zwecken erfolgen. Eine 
darüber hinausgehende unerlaubte Verwendung, Reproduktion oder Weitergabe 
einzelner Inhalte oder Bilder können sowohl zivil- als auch strafrechtlich verfolgt werden. 



 5 

 

II. Account of the Discussions at the Conference "German-Speaking Refugee 

Historians in the United States 1933–1970s" 

(Washington, D.C., December 1–3,1988) 

Catherine Epstein 

What follows is a summary of the main points raised during the discussions at the 

Conference. Not every speaker could be included in this account, and remarks attributed 

to speakers are not direct quotations, unless they appear in quotation marks. Because the 

formal conference papers will be published by the German Historical Institute in a 

separate volume, these have been described only to the extent necessary to make the 

commentary clear. The author apologizes for simplifications, omissions or any other 

misrepresentations of speakers' ideas. 

 

After Hartmut Lehmann (German Historical Institute) welcomed participants to the first 

major conference of the German Historical Institute in Washington, Ernst Schulin 

(University of Freiburg) spoke on "German and American Historiography in the 

Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries." He gave an overview of the contacts and the 

exchange of ideas between German and American historians in the nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries. 

 

The following morning, after brief opening remarks by James Sheehan (Stanford 

University), Wolfgang Mommsen (University of Düsseldorf) spoke on "The Role of the 

Future Refugee Historians in the German Historical Profession in the 1920s and Early 

1930s." Mommsen argued that the emigration resulted in a significant "brain-drain" of 

German academics. This loss of historians, though numerically not large, skewed the 

political bias of German historiography. The historians who eventually emigrated were 

very diverse in their politics and in their fields of interest—some were outsiders in the 

German historical profession; others, a rather homogeneous group, were born around the 

turn of the century, were Meinecke students and were mostly Vernunftsrepublikaner, and 

a small group distinguished itself by examining the interplay of power politics and the 

politics of imperialism. 

 

Vernon Lidtke (Johns Hopkins University), the discussion leader, drew attention to the 

issue of loss and gain: that is, what German academia lost, 
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and what American academia gained. Stephan Kuttner (Berkeley) suggested that 

historians of fields other than modern German history be investigated, in particular 

historians of legal and church history. Both the investigation of sources of canon and 

Roman law and the history of theological and ecclesiastical thought were greatly 

stimulated by refugee historians. Kuttner remembered that when he returned to visit 

Germany after 1945, German scholars regretted that the traditions of these historical 

fields had been lost in Germany. Carl Schorske (Princeton University) argued that 

focussing on losses ignores historians such as Franz Schnabel and Otto Brunner who 

stayed in Central Europe. 

 

Bernd Faulenbach (University of Bochum) took issue with Mommsen's argument that the 

historians who emigrated were politically diverse. He argued that the historians' political 

positions were almost exclusively liberal, left-liberal, or socialist. There were only a few 

conservatives, such as Hans Rothfels and Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy. Although the range 

of the historians' ages was wide, on the whole the middle and younger generations 

dominated. Faulenbach added that the future refugee historians had a more critical view 

of German history, and particularly of the Empire; they had strong interests in intellectual 

history; and they were more open to Western values than other German historians. 

Mommsen interjected that he too initially thought that all the future refugee historians 

were liberal or left-wing, but that further study had led him to believe this incorrect. 

Returning to the issue of losses, Mommsen said that he might have emphasized losses 

more than he had intended. He then added that German and Western historiography 

perhaps came closer together as a result of the emigration, which in turn was a gain for 

all. To Schorske's remark concerning Schnabel and Brunner, Mommsen answered that in 

the Weimar period Schnabel was quite uninfluential and that he only influenced his 

profession in the 1950s. Mommsen agreed that he should not have left medievalists such 

as Brunner out of his discussion, but explained that he did not feel competent to judge 

such historians. Generalizations about the historians are difficult and there are many 

studies to be done. For example, there is only Werner Conze's article on Hans Rothfels 

(Historische Zeitschrift, 237 (1983) 311–360). 

 

Felix Gilbert (The Institute of Advanced Study, Princeton) spoke on "The Berlin 

Historical Seminar in the 1920s." He shared his memories of studying in Berlin with 

Friedrich Meinecke and other professors. A common spirit prevailed among the history 

students, a spirit based on pride in studying in the Berlin Seminar, an old institution long 

important in scholarship, and on the high expectations the students had for continuing the 

Seminar's work. 
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Gilbert was followed by Michael Kater (York University), who spoke on "The 

Harassment of Future Refugee Historians at German Universities 1932–1939." He talked 

about groups targeted for harassment, kinds of harassment, and documented cases of 

harassment. Towards the end of his analysis, Kater remarked that he was not clear why 

Hajo Holborn felt the need to leave Germany, a point taken up in subsequent discussion. 

Kater then presented the thesis that harassment was inversely related to an historian's 

degree of nationalistic feeling. 

 

Fritz Fellner (University of Salzburg) gave the last paper of the morning session: "The 

Special Case of Austrian Refugee Historians." His talk centered on what was special 

about the Austrian historians. After outlining waves of Austrian intellectual migrations 

from the 1920s to the postwar period, he argued that Austrian refugee historians have 

received little attention in literature on the emigration because pre-1938 Austrian 

historiography was part of a German national tradition. Fellner categorized those 

historians forced to leave in 1938, and said that although many historians tried to return 

to Austria after 1945, few were able to do so. In conclusion, Fellner observed that there is 

no field of Austrian history where there is not an American expert - American scholarship 

is a "fifth column" of Austrian historiography. 

 

A discussion followed these three papers. George Iggers (SUNY Buffalo) raised the 

question of whether there was a caesura in 1933. Iggers argued that a nationalistic 

consensus already prevailed among historians, and that a Gleichschaltung was thus 

unnecessary under Walter Frank. He then asked what might have happened in German 

historiography had the refugee historians stayed. There was, after all, already a trend 

toward social history with historians such as Eckart Kehr and Hans Rosenberg. 

 

Margaret Anderson (Swarthmore College) suggested that the underrepresentation and 

almost complete absence of Jewish historians in the German historical profession in the 

1920s and 1930s had its parallel in the American historical profession of the same period. 

Anti-semitism played a role in keeping the historical professions in both countries more 

elitist and less open to new ideas than other professions. 

 

Fritz Stern (Columbia University) returned to the topic of harassment. Simply living in a 

country such as Nazi Germany, with considerable violations of human decency, was a 

form of harassment; thus Hajo Holborn was subject to harassment. Robert Wolfe 

(National Archives) concurred, stating that Holborn, as a liberal teacher in Berlin, could 

not but worry about potential SA excesses. 
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On the issue of continuity and caesura, Kater responded that one needed to go back to the 

nineteenth century to explain the Weimar historians' nationalism, and that, in effect, there 

was continuity from the nineteenth century until the 1960s when there was a caesura. He 

thought that Anderson's statement was important, and that one needed to compare 

national historiographies. 

 

Felix Gilbert argued that Holborn was a left-liberal historian and simply could not go on 

in Germany after 1933. Gilbert also maintained that there was no doubt that the 

universities were anti-semitic, although earlier anti-semitism was religious. By 1933, 

anti-semitism had turned racist. 

Mommsen addressed the issue of why few Jews were in the historical profession. If 

converted, it was not really difficult for individuals with Jewish origins to make careers; 

however, the Weimar period was short. The most important factor for a successful 

university career was adherence to the dominant nationalist paradigm. As for the question 

of caesura, Mommsen argued that 1933 was a caesura since the historians under 

discussion were excluded from German academia. For the profession as a whole, one 

might argue that there had been a shift of methods and mentality around 1910. The next 

caesura came in the late 1950s; thus from 1910–1950 the historical profession carried on 

more or less in the same vein. Nazi historiography had weak arguments, and so made few 

inroads into the historical profession. Mommsen mentioned Hans Rothfels to counter the 

argument that harassment was inversely related to nationalistic feeling. 

Otto Pflanze (Bard College) remarked that Gilbert and Stern were completely correct in 

saying that Holborn's emigration was a political statement. Holborn's wife, Annemarie, 

stayed in Germany for a full year and only saw Holborn in Basel. For Holborn, 

emigration was a moral decision. 

Peter Loewenberg (UCLA) argued that there was a distressing compartmentalization of 

historians and political scientists. Historians drew from political scientists, and from a 

general Kulturwelt. German refugees introduced Marxism to American social sciences, 

and in this way influenced the study of history. 

Fellner asked Gilbert about the situation of women at German universities during the 

Weimar period. Gilbert answered that there were women in the German universities, but 

that their number was very small. As an 
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example, he noted that Dietrich Gerhard's sister, Melitta, was a lecturer (Privatdozentin) 

in literature in Kiel. 

 

Volker Berghahn (Brown University), as discussion leader, opened the afternoon session 

on "Refugee Historians in America in the 1930s and 1940s." Catherine Epstein (German 

Historical Institute) gave a talk titled "Refugee Historians in the United States: A 

Research Report." Epstein described her work on a catalogue of the first generation 

émigré historians. To date, some 95 historians of this generation have been traced. Using 

the term Schicksalsgeschichte, she outlined various career patterns characteristic of 

refugee historians. Epstein was followed by Peter Walther (Berlin) who spoke on 

migration routes, places of refuge and emergency committees for the refugee historians. 

Walther set up a typology of six kinds of migration: movement within Germany; those 

historians already in foreign countries staying abroad; silent waiting in Germany; settling 

in other European countries; traveling back and forth between Germany and another 

country; and going to the United States. The first part of the afternoon session ended with 

Sibylle Quack (Bonn) speaking on "Everyday Life and Emigration: The Role of 

Women." Quack argued that the role of women in historians' families was typical of 

women in other educated refugee families. Quack said that although wives and sisters of 

historians frequently had their own academic careers, they tended to give them up in the 

emigration. Women often initially supported their families by finding unskilled work as 

domestics and housekeepers. 

 

During the discussion, Gerhard Hirschfeld (German Historical Institute, London) asked 

when decisions to emigrate were taken. Henry Friedlander (Brooklyn College) noted that 

fear, and especially fear for the future of one's children, and the loss of one's job all 

played a role in encouraging people to emigrate. Many people, of course, died in 

concentration camps. Alfred Low (Marquette University) noted that the decision to 

emigrate had to be made much faster in Austria than in Germany. 

 

Atina Grossman (Columbia University) suggested that women were discouraged from 

finding academic jobs, and cited Luise Holborn as an example. Marion Berghahn (Berg 

Publishers) stated that her research on refugees in England suggested that while 

marriages did not generally break up during the first years of emigration, they often broke 

up after the initial stress of emigration was over; sometimes they broke up over the 

question of whether or not to return to Germany. Marie Kann (Princeton, NJ), the widow 

of historian Robert A. Kann, described to what degree chance determined emigration, and 

told how lucky she and her husband 
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felt to receive an American visa. She emphasized that people left however and whenever 

they could, not how and when they wished. Quack's description of women's lives during 

the emigration very much mirrored her own. Eleanor Alexander (Berkeley, CA), the 

widow of historian Paul Alexander, concurred, and described taking on domestic and 

other unskilled jobs in order to support herself and her husband. 

 

Karen Greenberg (Bard College) spoke on "US Foundations and Institutions which 

supported the Refugee Historians." She outlined four kinds of support which helped the 

historians: the Emergency Committee in Aid of Displaced Foreign Scholars, institutions 

of higher learning, the refugees themselves, and private foundations. Greenberg 

emphasized, however, that the historians' success in the United States was in large part 

due to solidarity among the refugee historians, the quality of their scholarly work, and 

their ambition. 

 

Barry Katz (Stanford University) talked about "Historians in the Office of Strategic 

Services (OSS)." Katz called the work which historians did in OSS their equivalent of the 

"Manhattan Project." The historians' work in OSS was important for their government 

work and future academic careers: they experienced interdisciplinary interaction, gained 

an education in contemporary Realpolitik, and contributed and learned from the cross-

fertilization of ideas between German and American trained scholars; they also supplied 

postgraduate training to younger Americans at OSS. 

 

Carl Schorske, the last speaker of the day, gave a personal account of his interaction with 

refugee historians during his student days at Harvard, notably with Fritz Epstein. 

Schorske argued that American students of German history came to intellectual history in 

part because the refugees discussed problems facing Europe within this framework; this 

helped American students to wake up from their naive positivism. Schorske also argued 

against the idea that in OSS the émigrés taught and Americans learned; rather, everyone 

learned. 

 

In the ensuing discussion, Klemens von Klemperer (Smith College) asked about the kind 

of political vision the historians and other German refugees had while in OSS. He 

mentioned that in British documents there are references to a "German lobby" in the US. 

Marion Kaplan (Graduate School and University Center CUNY) questioned the 

effectiveness of émigrés in OSS. Did anyone read material they prepared? Mommsen 

asked whether the knowledge which the Americans received from the refugees affected 

American occupation policies. Katz replied that the net 
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impact of the historians at the Research and Analysis branch was not nil, but neither was 

it very great. There are few examples where émigrés took positions against American 

policy and won. At any rate, OSS did not have a policy-making role. Schorske agreed 

with Katz, but added that the dynamics of strategic decision-making during wartime are 

incredibly complex. Renate Boehling (University of Dayton) joined the discussion saying 

that her research shows that much analysis was done, but little actually filtered into 

policy implementation. 

 

A series of questions was posed to the panel. Franz Michael (George Washington 

University) asked about the role of OSS regarding Japan. He then suggested that the 

refugees may have had some influence on Morgenthau, since Morgenthau's German plan 

was never enacted. Frank Mecklenburg (Leo Baeck Institute) argued that people were 

confusing levels of policy-making. Why did the émigrés think that what they thought was 

important? Friedlander asked to what extent refugees could decide what to work on and 

who the highest-level person the émigrés reported to was. Friedlander also questioned the 

extent to which the refugees played a role at the Nuremberg trials, and how much the 

Research and Analysis Branch concerned itself with the Holocaust. Faulenbach asked 

whether there were differences within the Research and Analysis Branch in analyses of 

Nazi Germany. Gerhard Weinberg (University of North Carolina) asked to what extent 

Donovan, the head of OSS, was influenced by the émigrés. Robert Wolfe said that in 

order to get answers to all these questions one need look at the archives of other agencies 

and groups. 

 

The three speakers then responded. Schorske said that he was unable to measure the 

impact of OSS on Japan policy. He stressed that the Central European section of the 

Research and Analysis branch was a very small part of a very large agency. He 

maintained that the refugees did reach Donovan. However, the premium on intelligence 

work was very low. There was no regular historian at the Nuremberg trials, but historians 

did help in preparing the prosecution. The refugees' work consisted of continuous general 

operations, although there were some special assignments. Katz stated that there is still a 

huge amount of material on OSS to be researched. He said that there was no question that 

by 1942 or 1943, Research and Analysis people were reporting on the Genocide. They 

knew plenty about the Holocaust, and wrote many reports on it. 

 

In answer to a question posed by Hirschfeld on the role the American Association of 

University Professors played in the reception of refugee historians, Greenberg cited a 

Gallup poll of the late 1930s. This poll 
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suggested that American universities were "fed up," and that a "saturation" point of 

refugees in academic positions had been reached. In the late 1930s, there were apparently 

second thoughts about the value of the refugees at American universities. Greenberg 

stated that Harvard University was the worst of all major institutions in terms of hiring 

refugees. 

 

The first session of the second full day of the Conference was titled "Refugee Historians 

in the American Historical Profession in the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s." Konrad Jarausch 

(University of North Carolina), the discussion leader, opened the session with some 

general remarks concerning the impact of the émigré historians in the United States. After 

World War II, German history became established as a subfield of European history, but 

at the same time the subfields of French and Russian history were also established. What 

role, if any, did the refugees play in this process? Jarausch also stated that the study of 

political and military history gave way to the study of cultural and social history. What 

role did refugees play here? He drew attention to the different generations of historians—

those who got Ph.D.s in Germany, those who were forced out of Germany as youths, 

those who left Germany after the War, and American students—and then questioned the 

effects of the interchange among these generations. 

 

Kenneth Barkin (University of California, Riverside) spoke on the refugee historians in 

the United States from the 1950s on. Barkin argued that the refugees imparted to their 

American students the importance of original, unpublished sources. Although the émigrés 

did not introduce intellectual history to the United States, they did give it renewed vigor. 

Furthermore, the émigrés produced a very talented Nachwuchs. Barkin also argued that in 

the immediate aftermath of the Second World War, historians of German history 

focussed on ways of analyzing how Hitler had risen to power, and as such did not 

concern themselves with topics other national historians were concerned with, such as the 

interest of historians of France in the lives of Languedoc peasants. For German historians 

to have done so then would have been politically irresponsible. Barkin also maintained 

that refugee political scientists had greater influence than historians, and that no émigré 

historian's book rivaled Arendt's Origins of Totalitarianism in its importance. In effect, 

the historians had no exciting new message. The one field of history dramatically affected 

by the refugee historians was Renaissance history. 

 

During the discussion, George Mosse (University of Wisconsin) stated that the new 

influence of cultural history stemmed from refugee art 
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historians, particularly those from the Warburg School. He argued against any clear-cut 

distinction between the fields of history and art history. Cultural history would not be the 

same without the émigré art historians. Barkin agreed that art historians influenced the 

study of cultural history. He added, however, that in Weimar Germany art historians did 

not influence historians. They existed in two very different worlds, and Barkin thought, 

came from different traditions. 

 

Donald McCoy (University of Kansas) argued that the view of the American historical 

profession taken at the Conference was too limited. The contribution the émigrés made to 

transmitting information and cultural broadening was important for the United States. In 

the historical profession the émigrés did a great deal of "scut work." They were on many 

committees, a vital contribution. In addition, the attention refugee historians gave to 

original, unpublished sources was important. McCoy noted the role Ernst Posner played 

in shaping the National Archives. 

 

Schorske returned to the question of historians of German history not addressing issues 

such as Languedoc peasants or everyday cultural history. Schorske thought that Barkin 

had trivialized the French historians. Barkin replied that the émigrés' preoccupation with 

National Socialism was necessary and understandable during the 1950s and 1960s. Thus 

they did not work on the same topics as their counterparts in English and French history. 

Schorske then observed that work on the Befreiungskriege, the pre-1848 period, and the 

Peasant Wars was done in East Germany during the first decades after the war. 

Meanwhile these subjects were neglected in main-stream German history in the United 

States. Barkin asked what would have happened had the émigrés not confronted the Nazi 

period and related issues. What if they had only talked about the Bauernkriege? 

 

The second half of the morning session was devoted to talks on individual historians. 

Otto Pflanze spoke on Hajo Holborn, Hanna Schissler (German Historical Institute) on 

Hans Rosenberg, and Robert Lerner (Northwestern University) on Ernst Kantorowicz and 

Theodor E. Mommsen. All three outlined the major contributions of these historians. 

 

Gerald Feldman (Berkeley) made the first comment in the discussion. He augmented 

Schissler's remarks on how critical Rosenberg could be about other scholars' work by 

telling how Rosenberg always remembered Martin Spahn's savage attacks on his 

Habilitation work in Cologne. Feldman added that Rosenberg was uneasy about coming 

to the United States because he thought his English was inadequate. Feldman then 
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returned to the Barkin-Schorske exchange, noting that Rosenberg was interested in the 

Peasant Wars at the end of his life. He added that there is a tradition on the right of 

German historiography interested in earlier history and agrarian politics. Feldman then 

offered the opinion that Rosenberg was more important in Germany than in the United 

States. 

 

Mommsen argued that Pflanze overstated the influence of Ranke on Holborn, and that 

Pflanze should have mentioned Meinecke's influence more. Mommsen then remarked 

that Schissler had presented the progressive, radical Rosenberg, but not the early 

Rosenberg. After Rosenberg's departure from Germany, he focussed much more on 

economic issues. Why this shift? 

 

Christhard Hoffmann (Technical University, Berlin) asked why Kantorowicz' views on 

nationalism changed after his emigration; what about his attitude towards American mass 

society? Michael Riff (Leo Baeck Institute) asked whether it was the Holocaust, or living 

in the United States, that affected Kantorowicz' views. Mosse entered the discussion 

saying that Kantorowicz destroyed all his early papers. He noted that Kantorowicz was 

closely associated with and was influenced by Olschky. Kantorowicz had difficulties 

establishing himself in the United States, in part because he was Jewish. Holborn's rise 

was in part due to his nonJewishness. Mosse then concluded his remarks saying that 

"we're not at funerals" and "we don't want eulogies, we want criticism of some of these 

historians." Their influence in the United States, after all, was rather small. Many 

persons, including himself, never studied with any refugee historians. 

 

Pflanze replied that it was necessary to say how people affected one. Holborn was a 

model of personal conduct, and Pflanze had attempted to bring this aspect of Holborn's 

character across in his paper. With regard to Ranke's influence on Holborn, Pflanze stated 

that Holborn was irritated by use, or misuse, of wie es eigentlich gewesen. 

 

Schissler addressed the comments on Rosenberg. She answered Mommsen's remark by 

arguing that Rosenberg's early work was rather uninteresting, and that thereafter he made 

the switch to modern social history fairly quickly. Although there are letters which show 

an interest in economic history at an early age, Rosenberg's emigration no doubt played a 

role in his intellectual development. Barkin added that American social scientists had 

some influence on Rosenberg. 
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Lerner answered the comments on Kantorowicz by saying that Kantorowicz' sister died 

in Theresienstadt, and his mother was shot crossing the Swiss border. Kantorowicz 

nonetheless remained elitist and opposed to mass society, and so, in his emigration years, 

expressed both old and new views. 

 

Loewenberg returned to Rosenberg, saying that Rosenberg had been hurt by the fact that 

it wasn't possible for him to teach in Germany before his emigration. Rosenberg thus 

hated the Junkers because they had discriminated against him. Such personal hatreds 

perhaps made a difference between those historians of Germany who were trained in 

Germany, and those who were trained in the United States. 

 

Hirschfeld said that Rosenberg was aware of anti-semitism in England and in the United 

States. He read a letter from Rosenberg proving this point. 

 

Gilbert noted that the influence America had on the refugee historians had so far been 

neglected at the Conference. 

 

The last session of the Conference, "Refugee Historians and the German Historical 

Profession between 1950 and 1970," opened with a general lecture by Winfried Schulze 

(University of Bochum). He maintained that West Germans tried hard to bring refugee 

historians back to West Germany, but that the great majority of émigrés did not return, 

largely for personal reasons. As for refugee historians' impact on the West German 

historical profession, Schulze argued that Hans Rothfels brought Zeitgeschichte to 

Germany, and Hans Rosenberg influenced many future leading German historians during 

his guest professorships in Berlin and West Germany. Apart from these two, however, the 

refugee historians did not have a significant impact on West German historiography. 

 

During the discussion, Gerhard Weinberg stated that the premise of Schulze's lecture was 

that the refugees were effective only when physically present. Refugees were very 

helpful to German historians; Weinberg noted Hallgarteri's and Kohn's efforts to make 

documents available to German historians. 

 

Marion Kaplan argued that German historiography was too narrowly defined by Schulze. 

Adolf Leschnitzer, an historian of Jewish history, went back to Germany every summer 

and trained a whole generation of historians of German-Jewish history. She then 

commented that the Holocaust might have affected the refugee historians even though 

this 
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did not surface in their correspondence. If one talked to individual historians, one might 

get a stronger sense of the importance of the Holocaust. The level of repression in 

discussing such issues was very high. Henry Friedlander added that the degree to which 

the Holocaust played a role in the decision to return or not to return to Germany was very 

difficult to measure. The attitude of refugees whose families died in concentration camps 

is still unexplored. He asked what efforts the Soviets or East Germans made to have 

refugees return. 

 

Mommsen entered the discussion by saying that it would have been wonderful had more 

émigré historians come back after 1945. Instead there was a "restoration of conservatism" 

in the West German historical profession. He also observed that in the 1960s many 

German historians of his own generation spent time in the United States, and that the 

informal contacts they had with refugee historians were quite influential. 

 

Schulze agreed with Weinberg that the refugees' efforts to make available archival 

materials were important for German historians. He then stated that Leschnitzer was a 

marginal figure and that he did not influence a whole generation. He was not involved 

with a fashionable historiographical approach. In return, Kaplan listed a number of 

German-Jewish historians who were trained by Leschnitzer. She then added that if one 

labels Leschnitzer marginal, one marginalizes German-Jewish history. Hartmut Lehmann 

interjected that the big gap in the Conference's program was the historians of German-

Jewish history. He said, however, that filling this gap would have to wait for another 

Conference. 

 

Schulze briefly replied to Friedlander's question: three or four historians went to the 

Soviet Zone, and they were all Communists. 

 

Jarausch discussed ways in which the refugee historians were influential in the German 

historical profession. Their discussions with young German historians visiting the United 

States, their interest in exchange programs, and their presence in print all played a role. 

Jarausch brought up the issue of professional standards, and suggested that one ought to 

examine which émigré writings were and were not accepted by the German Historiker-

zunft. 

 

Jürgen Hess (Free University, Amsterdam) questioned what a "return to normalcy" in the 

German historical profession after 1945 meant. There was no normalcy. The profession's 

postwar establishment of the Institut für Zeitgeschichte to study the recent past 

constituted a very different reaction from that of the historical profession after 1918. He 

also stated 
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that the approach taken in Schulze's talk—to discuss only high-level academics—was too 

limited. Theodor Heuss was a professor of history for six months before he became 

leader of the Free Democratic Party. 

 

Fellner suggested that the term Flüchtling, or "refugee", was used as a term not to 

describe those who went to the United States or Great Britain, but rather those who came 

from the East—from Königsberg or Breslau—in the postwar period. Attempts to place 

these people in German universities took precedence over those to place individuals 

returning from the United States. 

 

Iggers stated that proportionately more intellectuals went to East Germany than to West 

Germany. He noted that five or six refugee historians including Leo Stern from the Soviet 

Union, Karl Obermann from the United States, and Ernst Engelberg from Turkey went to 

the Soviet Zone. He then asked why more intellectuals went to the East rather than to the 

West. 

 

Franz Michael described an invitation to return to Germany. The Auswärtiges Amt 

offered him an ambassadorship as well as a professorship at the University of Bonn. Yet 

Michael decided for personal reasons not to go back. He then added that he felt like a 

fifth wheel at the Conference. Refugees really brought something important to medieval 

history, Chinese history, and legal history, yet there was no discussion of these fields; the 

emphasis was much too much on German history. His training at a humanistisches 

Gymnasium, and his other pre-emigration experiences brought something special to 

American academia. The mixture found in his background really affected his teaching 

and his thinking about Chinese history. 

 

Sybil Milton (United States Holocaust Memorial Museum) stated that the terms "refugee" 

and "émigré" require greater precision and that use of the terms must be more systematic. 

 

Michael Geyer (University of Chicago) asked about the fate of the Ostforscher who had 

worked in Königsberg and Riga. 

 

Mommsen, speaking of how refugee historians influenced him, said that Dietrich Gerhard 

first brought him American culture, and Felix Gilbert brought him to this country. 

Reinhard Koselleck (University of Bielefeld) added that in Heidelberg, where he was 

studying, many refugee scholars came to the America House to give lectures. 
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Following a break, the general discussion opened, with Sheehan and Lehmann as 

discussion leaders. Sheehan suggested that certain "bundles" of questions had been 

discussed. These bundles included: the varieties of experiences of emigration; the 

German situation of the Weimar period as a point of departure, as well as caesuras such 

as 1945; the impact and influence of emigration on refugees' scholarly work and their 

influence on historiography; and the contrast between the experiences and influence of 

refugee historians and other professional groups such as art historians or political 

scientists. 

 

Renate Bridenthal (Brooklyn College) spoke of the "daughters" of the refugees, those 

women who are the children of refugees and now teach history. They have made an 

important contribution to the study of women's history and have made the term 

Doktormutter current. 

 

Fritz Stern said he felt a certain intellectual unease nearing the Conference's end. One 

could leave the Conference thinking that there was a type of refugee historian. In fact, 

there were enormous varieties in the historians, differences in both their styles and 

quality. Stern then went on to say that the initial trauma of harassment was the refugees' 

one common experience. The attempts of historians to verstehen—and to make a bridge 

to Germany—were really quite impressive after the War. 

 

Mommsen picked up on this theme, saying that the refugees were an aspect of a larger 

acculturation. The émigrés made Europe more understandable to Americans and the 

United States more understandable to Europeans. Geyer suggested that the refugees were 

in a sense strangers as insiders. 

 

Hans Trefousse (Brooklyn College) argued that a dimension was missing at the 

Conference, namely comparing this migration with other migrations. Jörg Nagler 

(German Historical Institute) suggested that much research was being done on the 

1848ers, and that it would be fruitful to compare their migration with that of the 1930s. 

 

Volker Berghahn argued that the preoccupation with the impact and influence of the 

refugee historians was nothing very new and that the questions were quite conventional. 

He suggested that studies move into the area of comparative academic cultures. The two 

academic cultures are very different, and the refugees are in a unique position to tell us 

something about these academic cultures. 
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Michael Meyer (California State University, Northridge) brought the discussion back to 

the issue of the Holocaust. In his research on refugee musicians, he has found comments 

in their letters suggesting that the Holocaust was a reason for not returning to Germany. 

 

Iggers agreed on the heterogeneity of the refugee historians. Harassment, however, was 

not the only common denominator. The group was quite selective and had some common 

origins. He asked why so few historians returned to Germany. 

 

Jerry Muller (The Catholic University of America) emphasized the Zunft aspect of the 

Conference. He suggested that there was much of importance in the academic emigration 

not found among the historians. He noted the importance of Arendt in general, but also 

the importance of such figures as Karl Wittfogel. 

 

Wolfe suggested that work be done on the émigrés who went back to postwar Germany 

as soldiers in the American Army. 

 

Kaplan noted that it would be interesting to examine the group of historians who came 

over as children, the second generation. Schorske, continuing in this vein, added that it 

might be useful to analyze the effect which emigration as a child or adolescent had on the 

historiography of the second generation. He then stated that there was a long-term trend 

towards national histories, and that historians such as Franklin Ford, whose work is 

multinational, are increasingly unusual. He then concluded his remarks saying that 

another category of refugees had not been discussed, namely the "Hamburg" school—the 

Warburg Institute—of thinking, which included such individuals as Cassirer and 

Panofsky. 

 

Lehmann and Sheehan then closed the Conference. Lehmann gave general thanks to the 

speakers and participants. Sheehan noted that it was very appropriate that the German 

Historical Institute had chosen the topic of refugee historians for its first conference. 


