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The U.S. military forces stationed in the Federal Republic of Germany
have helped to shape German-American relations in ways that far
transcend their well-known military role in the Atlantic alliance. The
transformation of the American, British, and French occupation zones
into the Federal Republic of Germany represents one of the few successful
examples in the twentieth century of democratic nation building abroad.”
In 2003, General Charles F. Wald, Deputy Commander of the U.S.
European Command, called American military spending in the Federal
Republic over several decades “an unintended Marshall Plan.”> And
approximately twenty-two million U.S. servicemen, military employees,
and dependents have lived in Germany since 1945.3 As a result, most
Americans have friends or relatives or at least know someone who has
served there, and the Gls,* their bases, and related institutions like Armed

T Researchers at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace ranked West Germany
(1945-9) alongside Japan (1945—52), Grenada (1983), and Panama (1989), as an “unam-
biguous success” in an otherwise “sobering” record of American attempts at democratic
nation building since T90o0. Minxin Pei and Sara Kasper, Lessons from the Past: The
American Record on Nation Building, Carnegie Endowment Policy Brief 24, May 2003.
See also Tony Smith, America’s Mission: The United States and the Worldwide Struggle
for Democracy in the Twentieth Century (Princeton, NJ, 1995).

2 Jeffrey Fleishman, “US Forces in Europe Set Sights East, South,” Los Angeles Times,
May 30, 2003.

3 See the Appendix.

4 As the attentive reader will note, the term “GIs” is used frequently in this book to
refer to all of the American armed forces stationed in Germany. Technically, this usage is
incorrect. Strictly speaking, “GI” applies only to army personnel and even more narrowly
to enlisted soldiers. The expression came initially from the galvanized iron trash bins used
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Forces Radio helped introduce several generations of West Germans to
American society and culture. Therefore, the American military presence
in Germany is also one of the largest cultural-exchange programs in
world history.

Although the impact of Cold War—era defense policies on American life
has been intensively studied,’ scholars are only beginning to examine the
“shadow” that American overseas military spending and basing during
this period cast on its allies.® This is also true of the relationship between
GIs and Germans. The existing literature has focused heavily on the

by the army shortly after 1900 and by World War II was widely used to refer to both
“general issue” army gear (GI boots, GI soap, etc.) and to troops. With apologies to the
other service branches, and especially the Marines, who take offense at the designation,
we feel that our use of Gls can be excused for several reasons besides the alliteration
produced by pairing it with the word “Germany.” In recent decades, the term increasingly
has come to describe all enlisted personnel. In addition, by far most of the servicemen
and women stationed in Germany after 1945 were army personnel, with the air force in
distant second place. On the use of “GI,” see Hugh Rawson, “Why Do We Say ‘G.1.”?”,
American Heritage Magazine 57, no. 2 (April-May 2006), 16.
5 See esp. Michael S. Sherry, In the Shadow of War: The United States Since the 1930s
(New Haven, CT, 1995), and Aaron L. Friedberg, In the Shadow of the Garrison State:
America’s Anti-Statism and Its Cold War Grand Strategy (Princeton, NJ, 2000).
For the general picture, see Anni P. Baker, American Soldiers Overseas: The Global
Military Presence (Westport, CT, 2004); Christopher T. Sandars, America’s Overseas
Garrisons: The Leasehold Empire (Oxford, 2000); Simon Duke, United States Military
Forces and Installations in Europe (Oxford, 1989); and Jane M. O. Sharp, ed., Europe
After an American Withdrawal: Economic and Military Issues (Oxford, 1990). On Amer-
ican overseas bases and their economic and ecological impact, see Mark L. Gillem, Amer-
ican Town: Building the Outposts of Empire (Minneapolis, MN, 2007). Maria Héhn and
Seungsook Moon, ed., Over There: Living with the U.S. Military Empire from World
War Two to the Present (Durham, NC, 2010), examines the social impact of the Amer-
ican military presence abroad (in terms of race, sexuality, gender, and class) on both
American servicemen and their families and the host countries.

Important case studies include David Reynolds, Rich Relations: The American Occu-
pation of Britain, 1942-1945 (New York, 1995); Annette Palmer, “The United States in
the British Caribbean 1940-1945: Rum and Coca Cola,” Americas: A Quarterly Review
of Inter-American Cultural History 43, no. 4 (1987): 441—51; Jane Fidock, “The Effect of
the American ‘Invasion’ of Australia 1942-1945,” Flinders Journal of History and Poli-
tics 11 (1985): 91—101; John W. Dower, Embracing Defeat: Japan in the Wake of World
War II (New York, 1999); Yukiko Koshiro, Trans-Pacific Racisms and the U.S. Occupa-
tion of Japan (New York, 1999); Ray A. Moore and Donald L. Robinson, Partners for
Democracy: Crafting the New Japanese State under MacArthur (New York, 2002); L.
Eve Armentrout Ma, “The Explosive Nature of Okinawa’s ‘Land Issue’ or ‘Base Issue,’
1945-1977: A Dilemma of United States Military Policy,” Journal of American-East
Asian Relations 1, no. 4 (1992): 435-63; Katherine H. S. Moon, Sex Among Allies: Mil-
itary Prostitution in U.S.-Korea Relations (New York, 1997); William E. Berry, Jr., U.S.
Bases in the Philippines: The Evolution of a Special Relationship (Boulder, CO, 1989);
and Olivier Pottier, “Les bases americaines en France: Un outil militaire, economique et
politique (1950-1967),” Revue Historique des Armees 2 (1999): 63-78.
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years of military occupation under the Office of Military Government of
the United States (OMGUS) from 1945 to 1949, sometimes extending
into the era of the Allied High Commission (1949—55). Moreover, it
has concentrated on aspects of official U.S. military occupation policy
in Germany rather than on the role of the American forces.” Recently,
important work has started to appear on the social and cultural history
of the American military presence in Germany, including the role of black
GIs in the civil rights movement, military families, and the failure of the
nonfraternization policy in the late 1940s.> However, the best general

7 On OMGUS attempts to promote democracy, see Hermann-Josef Rupieper, Die
Wurzeln der westdeutschen Nachkriegsdemokratie. Der amerikanischer Beitrag 1945—
1952 (Opladen, Germany, 1993); Richard L. Merritt, Democracy Imposed: U.S. Occu-
pation Policy and the German Public, 1945-1949 (New Haven, CT, 1995); Daniel E.
Rogers, Politics after Hitler: The Western Allies and the German Party System (New York,
1995); Rebecca Boehling, A Question of Priorities: Democratic Reform and Economic
Recovery in Postwar Germany (New York, 1996); Edmund Spevack, Allied Control and
German Freedom: American Political and 1deological Influences on the Framing of the
West German Basic Law (Miinster, Germany, 2001). On American denazification policy,
see Lutz Niethammer, Die Mitliuferfabrik — Die Entnazifizierung am Beispiel Bayerns
(Berlin, 1982; first published 1972); Norbert Frei, Vergangenheitspolitik. Die Anfinge
der Bundesrepublik und die NS-Vergangenheit (Munich, 1996), translated as Adenauer’s
Germany and the Nazi Past: The Politics of Amnesty and Integration (New York, 2002);
and the memoir by James Tent, Mission on the Rhine: Reeducation and Denazification
in American Occupied Germany (Chicago, 1982). On education and cultural policy, see
Winfried Miiller, Schulpolitik in Bayern im Spannungsfeld von Kultusbiirokratie und
Besatzungsmacht 1945-49 (Munich, 1995), and Jessica C. E. Gienow-Hecht, Trans-
mission Impossible: American Journalism as Cultural Diplomacy in Postwar Germany,
1945-1955 (Baton Rogue, LA, 1999). Several authors also have focused directly on
American military administration in major German municipalities. Besides Boehling’s
study, which focuses on Frankfurt, Munich, and Stuttgart, see Gimbel’s book on Mar-
burg, A German Community under American Occupation (Stanford, CA, 1961); and
Hans Woller, Gesellschaft und Politk in der amerikanischen Besatzungszone: Die Region
Ansbach und Fuerth (Munich, 1986).

In general, Hohn and Moon, Over There. On race relations and civil rights, Hohn and
Martin Klimke have written A Breath of Freedom: The Civil Rights Struggle, African
American Gls, and Germany (New York, 2010). This volume complements a web site
cosponsored by the German Historical Institute, Washington, DC; the Heidelberg Cen-
ter for America Studies at the University of Heidelberg, Germany; and Vassar College
entitled “The Civil Rights Struggle: African-American GIs and Germany,” http://www
.aacvr-germany.org/AACVR.ORG/ (accessed December 4, 2011). See also Donna Alvah,
Unofficial Ambassadors: American Military Families Overseas and the Cold War, 1946—
1965 (New York, 2007); Petra Goedde, “From Villains to Victims: Fraternization and the
Feminization of Germany,” Diplomatic History 23, no. 1 (Winter 1999): 1—20; Goedde,
Gls and Germans: Culture, Gender, and Foreign Relations, 1945-1949 (New Haven,
CT, 2002); and John Willoughby, Remaking the Conquering Heroes: The Social and
Geopolitical Impact of the Post-War American Occupation of Germany (New York,
2001).
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history of the U.S. Armed Forces in Germany during the post-194 5 period,
by the political scientist Daniel J. Nelson, is now twenty-five years old.?

This collection of essays presents an overview of the new scholarship
on the American military presence in the Federal Republic of Germany. It
seeks to refocus our attention away from the immediate post—-World War
IT years and onto the subsequent periods in which Gls were stationed
in that country. This means that the essays in the volume deal with
an American military that is no longer an occupier per se but instead
one element in a complex relationship between two sovereign states.
Moreover, many of the contributions demonstrate how cultural and social
approaches to international history can shed light on the U.S. Armed
Forces’ role in German—American relations.

I

Any discussion of the GIs in Germany must begin with a basic question:
How can we best understand the U.S. overseas military presence in the
twentieth century? More specifically, were the U.S. troops in the Federal
Republic part of a post-1945 overseas “empire”?™ In his summary com-
ments at the conference that gave rise to this volume, Giinther Bischof
spoke of the “New Rome in old Germania.”™* Certainly, the image of
American “legions” stationed in central Europe to keep the “barbarian
hordes” — not primitive Germanic tribes but the troops of the Soviet
Union and its allies — from overrunning Western Europe is evocative.
Others have found the comparison with the Roman Empire compelling
as well. John J. McCloy, the first American High Commissioner in Ger-
many from 1949 to 1952, said in reference to Lucius D. Clay that “being

9 Daniel J. Nelson, A History of U.S. Military Forces in Germany (Boulder, CO, 1987).
See also the shorter overview by Bryan T. Van Sweringen, “Variable Architectures for
War and Peace: U.S. Force Structure and Basings in Germany, 1945-1990,” in The
United States and Germany in the Era of the Cold War, 1945-1990. A Handbook.
Vol. 1, 1945-1968, ed. Detlef Junker with the assistance of Philipp Gassert, Wilfried
Mausbach, and David B. Morris (Cambridge, 2004), 717-24.

A flood of new publications indicates that a debate on the current state and nature of
America’s “empire” is now in full swing. See the review article by G. John Ikenberry,
“Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order,” Foreign Affairs 83, no. 2
(March-April 2004): 144—54; Charles S. Maier, Among Empires: American Ascendancy
and Its Predecessors (Cambridge, MA, 2006); and Michael H. Hunt, The American
Ascendancy: How the United States Gained and Wielded Global Dominance (Chapel
Hill, NC, 2007).

Giinther Bischof, “The ‘New Rome’ in Old Germania,” unpublished paper delivered at
the “Gls in Germany” conference, November 11, 2000, Heidelberg, Germany.

10
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[American] Military Governor [in Germany] was a pretty heady job.
It was the nearest thing to a Roman proconsulship the modern world
afforded.”™*

Another obvious comparison is with the British Empire. In the eyes
of some observers, the mid-twentieth century marked the onset of a new
Pax Americana akin to the Pax Britannica of the nineteenth century. In
the late 1940s, British policy makers commented that the United States
had now come into a position of world dominance never enjoyed by
their own country. Some American officials, like the State Department’s
Norman Davies, believed “we shall in effect be the heirs of empire and
it is up to us to preserve its vital parts.” “To historians,” wrote Paul
M. Kennedy, American overseas basing in the mid-1980s “look[s]
extraordinarily similar to the chain of fleet bases and garrisons possessed
by that former world power, Great Britain, at the height of its strate-
gic over-stretch.” America’s international position never rested, however,
solely or even primarily on military power. It is no coincidence that it was
in the 1950s, when the global influence of the United States had reached
a new height, that Ronald Robinson and John Gallagher proposed their
concept of “informal empire” to explain Britain’s political and economic
relations with the non-Western world in the mid-nineteenth century.3

The American overseas presence has, however, rested on the consent
of the “occupied” to a far larger extent than Roman or British rule did.
Christopher T. Sandars has proposed the useful concept of the “leasehold
empire” to describe the system of American overseas bases that began to
develop during the early 1940s. Every time the United States wished to
establish bases overseas, it engaged in often-protracted negotiations with
the host countries.™ In Western Europe, for example, the Status of Forces
Agreement (SOFA) of 1951, with subsequent revisions, continues to gov-
ern the stationing of American and other NATO troops on the soil of

2 Jean Edward Smith, “Selection of a Proconsul for Germany: The Appointment of Gen.
Lucius D. Clay, 1945,” Military Affairs 40, no. 3 (October 1976): 123-9, quote on
p- 123. Most recently, see Peter Bender, Weltmacht Amerika — Das neue Rom (Stuttgart,
Germany, 2003).

3 This paragraph is based on and its quotations taken from Sandars, America’s Overseas
Garrisons, 1-12. See also Tony Smith, The Pattern of Imperialism: The United States,
Great Britain and the Late Industrializing World Since 1815 (Cambridge, 19871); Patrick
Karl O’Brien and Armand Clesse, eds., Two Hegemonies: Britain 1846-1914 and the
United States 1941—2001 (Aldershot, UK, 2002); Niall Ferguson, Colossus: The Price
of America’s Empire (New York, 2004); and Bernard Porter, Empire and Superempire:
Britain, America, and the World (New Haven, CT, 2006).

4 Sandars, America’s Overseas Garrisons.
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their alliance partners. SOFA recognizes the jurisdiction of the laws of
both the sending and the receiving states over the stationed troops. The
former takes precedence in “on-duty” offenses and in offenses committed
by members of one foreign force against members of another, while the
latter takes precedence in all other cases.’s Writing about the postwar
American relationship with Western Europe, Geir Lundestad coined the
term “empire by invitation” in a seminal article he published in 1986.%¢
Going a step further, Robert Kagan contends that the Western European
states used American protection to positively reorder their dealings with
one another, initiating an era of unprecedented peace and prosperity. By
the start of the twenty-first century, however, they had come to see the
use of military power in international relations as “outmoded and dan-
gerous.” Paradoxically, “Europe’s new Kantian order could flourish only
under the umbrella of American power exercised according to the rules
of the old Hobbesian order,” writes Kagan. “American power made it
possible for Europeans to believe that power was no longer important.”*”

The American “empire” never aimed at formal territorial expansion.
Although American policy makers believed that after World War II they
would need to maintain roughly the same number of overseas bases that
existed in 1944—5 in order to provide for national security, there were
no plans to establish a long-term military presence in Europe. As early as
November 1945, General Dwight D. Eisenhower’s chief of staff reported
that due to rapid demobilization and redeployment “the forces within
[the European] theater are unable to perform any serious offensive oper-
ations. Their capacity to carry on limited defensive operations is slightly
better.”® Only the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 led to substantial
new deployments of American troops to Europe. In a recent study, polit-
ical scientist John J. Mearsheimer argues that the United States had no
real choice in the matter during the Cold War, given the fact that it was

I

“©

Although SOFA is designed to protect the sovereignty of both states, it obviously provides
for some gray areas as well. See Jost Delbriick, “International Law and Military Forces
Abroad: U.S. Military Presence in Europe, 1945-1965,” in US Military Forces in Europe:
The Early Years, 1945-1970, ed. Simon Duke and Wolfgang Krieger (Boulder, CO,
1993), 83-115.

Geir Lundestad, “Empire by Invitation? The United States and Western Europe, 1945—
1952,” Journal of Peace Research 23, no. 3 (1986): 263-77.

7 Robert Kagan, Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order
(New York, 2003), 73.

Quoted in Hans-Jiirgen Schraut, “US Forces in Germany, 1945-1955,” in US Military
Forces in Europe, ed. Duke and Krieger, 153-180, quote on p. 160.
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the only country that could contain the USSR militarily in Europe. Amer-
ican troops were not there primarily to preserve the European peace but
to prevent Soviet expansion.™ Even so, as Hubert Zimmermann points
out in his contribution to this volume, policy makers in Washington
in the 1960s and 1970s did not see the stationing of GIs in Europe as
permanent. Many factors spoke against it, including the American tradi-
tion of avoiding “entangling alliances,” new technologies (e.g., nuclear
weapons), domestic opposition in the United States to paying for station-
ing, and, eventually, Soviet—~American détente.

The idea of an American empire is, moreover, difficult to recon-
cile with the diverse functions that the Gls in Germany performed. As
Hans-Joachim Harder writes in this volume, they served as a symbol of
West German—American friendship, as a pawn in superpower negotia-
tions on disarmament, and as the guarantors of both West German secu-
rity and eventual German unification. Although the American “legions”
in Germany were a symbol of the superpower status of the United
States after 1945, they were never merely the instruments of an imperial
power.

In their introduction to a recent collection of essays comparing U.S.
military bases in South Korea, Japan, and (West) Germany, the coun-
tries where more than 9o percent of American servicemen were stationed
overseas during the Cold War, Maria Hohn and Seungsook Moon point
out that in many ways the German outposts of the American empire were
exceptional. Globally, it mattered whether the United States was dealing
with a democratic host government, what types of troops were stationed,
where the military bases were located in the host country, and which
cultural and racial assumptions informed the bilateral relationship. In
South Korea, for example, the United States collaborated with dictator-
ships until the late 1980s and maintained peacetime command of most
South Korean forces until 1994 and wartime command until 2o12. Héhn
and Moon describe this situation as neocolonial. Moreover, in South
Korea and in Japan U.S. servicemen were concentrated in outlying areas
(in Japan mainly on Okinawa), which limited interaction with the bulk
of the population and hid the social and other costs of basing. Histori-
cally, Okinawa also has faced the special problem of hosting thousands
of young, unmarried Marines who stay there only briefly before being

9 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York, 2001), 2567,
265-6, 326—7.
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sent on combat missions elsewhere and who have extremely limited con-
tact with and understanding of the locals. It is therefore no surprise that
in recent decades South Koreans and Okinawans have directed much
antagonism toward American bases and their residents. Although most
GIs in Germany were also stationed in rural areas, the relationship with
what Hohn and Moon call America’s “favored ally” has been character-
ized by greater mutual respect and regular interaction, including on the
intergovernmental level. As a result the (West) German government and
population have demonstrated a high degree of acceptance of U.S. bases
since 1945. Even the massive peace movement of the 198os focused its
attention on American nuclear weapons, not on the American military
presence per se.*° This important caveat raised by Hohn and Moon is
reflected in a number of new books on popular protest against U.S. mili-
tary installations around the world, which in recent decades have focused
on areas outside of Europe.*’

II

Although it was fundamentally shaped by the course of the Cold War,
U.S. military basing policy in Europe after 1945 did not follow an overall
strategy. Instead, it developed in response to developments in bilateral
relations with each host country. As Simon Duke and Wolfgang Krieger
write, “the overall picture only makes sense when it is dissected into the
individual country histories and then reassembled. The history of basing
in, for instance, the Federal Republic of Germany is quite different from
that of the United Kingdom, or that of Turkey from that of Italy.”** In
the Federal Republic, we can discern four main phases in the history of
the U.S. military presence since 1944.

Between 1944 and 1949, the GIs were in Germany as military occu-
piers, although by the end of this period West Germans clearly had come
to perceive them as friends and protectors as well. The next phase started

22 Hohn and Moon, “The Politics of Gender, Sexuality, Race and Class in the U.S. Military
Empire,” in Over There, ed. Hohn and Moon, 1-36, here on pp. 11-19.

2 Andrew Yeo, Activist, Alliances, and Anti-US Base Protests (Cambridge, 2011); Cather-
ine Lutz, ed., The Bases of Empire: The Global Struggle against US Military Posts
(Washington Square, NY, 2009); Alexander Cooley, Base Politics: Democratic Change
and the US Military Overseas (Ithaca, NY, 2008); Kent E. Calder, Embattled Garrisons:
Comparative Base Politics and American Globalism (Princeton, NJ, 2007).

Simon Duke and Wolfgang Krieger, “Introduction,” in U.S. Military Forces in Europe,
ed. Duke and Krieger, 1-13, here on p. 9.

22
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not with the establishment of the Federal Republic in 1949 but rather the
outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, and it lasted until the mid-
1960s. During this period, West Germany became a member of NATO
(1955); American servicemen and their dependents in Germany enjoyed
a high standard of living; and official and unofficial relations between
the GIs and their West German neighbors were excellent. However, the
late 1960s initiated a new phase. Due to the Federal Republic’s growing
political and economic importance as well as to social transformations in
Germany and the United States, the next twenty years of the American
military presence would be marked by frequent tensions. Daniel Nelson
even asked whether the U.S. forces in Germany had become “Defenders
or Intruders” in the eyes of the locals by the early 1980s.23 The end of the
Cold War marked the beginning of a fourth phase. With the collapse of
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, the future of the American mili-
tary presence in Germany was called into question. Although American
bases in Germany played an important role as staging areas for forces
used in the Gulf War of 1990-1, there was no question during the 1990s
that the United States would reduce the number of military installations it
maintained in Germany and the number of troops stationed there. From
more than 225,000 in 1990, American troop strength in Germany was
cut to fewer than fifty thousand troops toward the end of the decade. The
number then rose again to approximately seventy-five thousand troops
by September 2003 due to the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. But by
2011 the total had fallen again to around fifty-five thousand, and as this
introduction is being written it is once again below fifty thousand.*4

I

On September 12, 1944, units of the U.S. First Army entered the German
village of Roetgen. By the end of the next month, the nearby city of
Aachen and its outlying districts were also under American occupation.*’
However, this was not the first time that American troops were stationed

23 Daniel J. Nelson, Defenders or Intruders? The Dilemmas of U.S. Forces in Germany
(Boulder, CO, 1987).

24 See the downloadable files on “Active Duty Military Service Personnel by Region/
Country” on the web site of the Department of Defense at http://siadapp.dmdc.osd.mil/
personnel/MILITARY/miltop.htm (accessed January 6, 2013).

25 Earl K. Ziemke, The US Army in the Occupation of Germany 1944-1949 (Washington,
DC, 1975), 133—44; Henke, Die amerikanische Besetzung Deutschlands, 185-204. The
Aachen region became part of the British occupation zone in 1945.
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on German soil. In late 1918, the U.S. Army occupied the area around
Koblenz as part of the Allied occupation of the Rhineland. The presence
of Allied troops was intended to remind the Germans that they had
lost the war and to ensure their good behavior during the Paris peace
negotiations. Late in the summer of 1919, the United States reduced
the number of troops it had in Germany from 110,000 to 15,000. This
smaller force was supposed to exercise a moderating influence on the
Allies, above all France, in their policies toward Germany. In early 1923,
making good on Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes’s threat that
a French advance into the Ruhr would lead to the end of the American
occupation, the United States withdrew its remaining troops.®
Although the American military found itself involved in many more
aspects of German public life after 1945, there are striking parallels
between the experiences of the Doughboys who served in Germany from
1918 to 1923 and the GIs who followed them a generation later. In
both cases, American troops benefited from comparison in German eyes
with their occupation partners. The Doughboys profited from the fact
that their country had not signed the Versailles Treaty. After 1945,
Germans both in and outside of the U.S. zone clearly had a better opinion
of the Americans than of the British, French, and Soviets. The British and
the French zones lagged behind the American zone in terms of the eco-
nomic situation, food supply, and the freedoms granted to inhabitants.
Especially in the French zone, the occupiers’ policies often seemed impro-
vised and even arbitrary to residents. More generally, Germans thought
that Britain no longer played as important a role in world affairs as it had
before the war and that France was actively trying to impede the restora-
tion of German unity.>” Conditions in the Soviet zone seemed by far the

26 Keith L. Nelson, Victors Divided: America and the Allies in Germany, 1918-1923
(Berkeley, CA, 1975); Report of the Officer in Charge of Civil Affairs, Third Army and
American Forces in Germany, American Military Government of Occupied Germany,
1918-1920 (Washington, DC, 1943, originally dated March 4, 1920).

27 Barbara Marshall, “German Attitudes to British Military Government 1945—47,” Jour-
nal of Contemporary History 15, no. 4 (1980): 655—84; Ian D. Turner, Reconstruc-
tion in Postwar Germany: British Occupation Policy and the Western Zones, 1945—
1955 (Oxford, 1989); John E. Farquharson, “The British Occupation of Germany
1945-6: A Badly Managed Disaster Area?,” German History 11, no. 3 (October
1993): 316-38; Marlis G. Steinert, “Zwischen Gestern und Morgen. Volksmeinung
und 6ffentliche Meinung in der Franzgsischen Besatzungszone, 1945-1947, im Speigel
franzosischer Quellen,” Cabiers de I'Institut d’Histoire du Temps Présent 13 (1989): 47—
80; Alain Lattard, “Zielkonflikte franzdsischer Besatzungspolitik in Deutschland. Der
Streit Laffon-Koenig 194 5-1947,” Vierteljabrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 39, no. 1 (January
1991): 1-35; Cornelia Rauh-Kiihe, “Forschungen zur franzésischen Zone. Geschichte
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