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Introduction

If asked when 7,080 prisoners were detained without trial in a camp at
Neuengamme or 2,841 at Dachau or 9,783 at Buchenwald, most people
would probably answer some time in the 1930s or early 1940s. These are,
after all, the names of some of the most notorious Nazi concentration
camps. But these ﬁgures in fact come from May 1946, January 1948, and
January 1950, months and years after the defeat and collapse of Nazi
Germany. At these points in time, the camps were operating under the
aegis of the United Kingdom, the United States, and the USSR, respectively.1 The detainees were thus not prisoners of Nazi Germany but were
among the large number of Germans (and some foreigners) arrested by
the victorious Allied powers that occupied Germany at the end of the
Second World War. In total, more than 400,000 Germans were interned
without trial: as many as 170,000 by the Americans; approximately
130,000 by the Soviets; at least 91,000 by the British; and around
21,500 by the French.2
A tiny minority of internees were suspected of war crimes, but most
were detained because the occupiers deemed them ‘dangerous’ enough
to be taken into what the western powers called ‘automatic arrest’. The
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Heiner Wember, Umerziehung im Lager: Internierung und Bestrafung von Nationalsozialisten
in der britischen Besatzungszone Deutschlands (Essen: Klartext 1991), 370; Gabriele
Hammermann, ‘Das Internierungslager Dachau 1945–1948’, Dachauer Hefte 19 (2003),
58; Bodo Ritscher, Spezlager Nr. 2 Buchenwald: Zur Geschichte des Lagers Buchenwald
1945 bis 1950 (Weimar: Gedenkstätte Buchenwald, 1995), 234.
Kathrin Meyer, Entnaziﬁzierung von Frauen: Die Internierungslager der US-Zone
Deutschlands 1945–1952 (Berlin: Metropol, 2004), 98; Klaus-Dieter Müller,
‘Verbrechensahndung und Besatzungspolitik: Zur Rolle und Bedeutung der
Todesurteile durch Sowjetische Militärtribunale’, in Andreas Weigelt, Klaus-Dieter
Müller, Thomas Schaarschmidt, and Mike Schmeitzner (eds.), Todesurteile sowjetischer
Militärtribunale gegen Deutsche (1944–1947): Eine historisch-biographische Studie
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2015), 36; Wember, Umerziehung im Lager, 7;
Rainer Möhler, ‘Internierung im Rahmen der Entnaziﬁzierungspolitik in der
französischen Besatzungszone’, in Renate Knigge-Tesche, Peter Reif-Spirek, and Bodo
Ritscher (eds.), Internierungspraxis in Ost- und Westdeutschland nach 1945 (Erfurt:
Gedenkstätte Buchenwald, 1993), 64. For discussion of the numbers, see Chapter 3.
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Introduction

primary targets were members and ofﬁcials of Nazi organizations, who
were interned precisely on the grounds of their membership, rank, or
position therein. Senior Nazi leaders were among the internees, but so
were many public servants, teachers, farmers, and tradespeople who had
held various positions in Nazi Germany, as well as some people rather
arbitrarily detained by Allied forces. Internees were held in scores of
camps, many of which were established on the sites of former German
prisoner-of-war (POW) or concentration camps or former military barracks or prisons, while others were located at more improvised sites. Not
surprisingly given the general chaos across the country at the end of the
war, detention conditions were tough everywhere in 1945, but over time
they became adequate, even generous, in the occupation zones run by the
three western powers. In contrast, they remained totally inadequate in
the Soviet ‘Special Camps’, leading to the death of approximately onethird of the inmates. The last internment camps in each zone closed in
1949–50.
How should one make sense of this transnational chapter of German
history, which is neither completely unknown nor well understood?
Internment raises a host of questions about ‘regime change’, occupation,
and transitional justice in the wake of the ‘Third Reich’. Was internment
a logical step towards the Allied goal of eradicating Nazism? Or was it an
irreconcilable contradiction to use mass extrajudicial detention to that
end? Were the occupying powers more concerned with exacting
punishment and revenge than with promoting justice and democracy?
If numerous Nazi concentration camps were ‘liberated’ only to be reused
after a change of personnel, were the Allied camps also ‘concentration
camps’? Were the Allies perhaps not so different from the Nazis after all?
Does internment indicate that the occupation was more coercive, and
that denaziﬁcation was more rigorous than is commonly believed? Why
did all four occupying powers make use of internment but to such
varying extents? Why did it take a more lethal path in the Soviet zone
than in the western zones? What does internment ultimately reveal about
Germany’s postwar transition? And what does it say about the history of
camps more broadly? This book – the ﬁrst detailed, systematic, comparative study of the subject – aims to answer such questions and thus to
contribute to a number of recent and long-standing scholarly and public
debates.
The History of Camps
In recent years, there has been much discussion of the camp as the
‘nomos of the modern’ and of the twentieth century as the ‘century of
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camps’.3 While Nazi concentration camps and the Soviet GULAG
(Main Administration of Corrective Labour Camps and Labour
Settlements) still dominate the discussion, the global history of camps
has been recognized and other instances of encampment in diverse
contexts have received increasing attention. Cases of nineteenth-century
encampment, especially in colonial settings, have helped shift the focus
away from an exclusive preoccupation with totalitarian regimes.4 Considerable attention has been paid to the internment during the two world
wars of ‘enemy aliens’, that is, civilians who were citizens of, or ethnically
related to, enemy states, whether by Australia, Britain, Canada, Germany, Japan, or the United States, among others.5 POW camps are also
well researched but are far from central to the broader discussion.6
Diverse camps in post–Second World War Germany and Austria are
the focus of recent and ongoing research: those for ‘displaced persons’
(DPs), including both Jews who had survived German occupation, slave
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Giorgio Agamben, ‘The Camp as the Nomos of the Modern’, in Hent de Vries and
Samuel Weber (eds.), Violence, Identity, and Self-Determination (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1997), 106–18; Joël Kotek and Pierre Rigoulot, Das Jahrhundert der
Lager: Gefangenschaft, Zwangsarbeit, Vernichtung (Berlin: Propyläen, 2000).
See Andrea Pitzer, One Long Night: A Global History of Concentration Camps (New York:
Little, Brown, 2017); Dan Stone, Concentration Camps: A Short History (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2017).
For overviews of the phenomenon in the First World War, see Matthew Stibbe (ed.),
‘Civilian Internment and Civilian Internees in Europe, 1914–1920’, in Captivity, Forced
Labour and Forced Migration in Europe during the First World War (London: Routledge,
2009), 49–81; Matthew Stibbe, ‘Ein globales Phänomen: Zivilinternierung im Ersten
Weltkrieg in transnationaler und internationaler Dimension’, in Christoph Jahr and
Jens Thiel (eds.), Lager vor Auschwitz: Gewalt und Integration im 20. Jahrhundert (Berlin:
Metropol, 2013), 158–76. On speciﬁc cases, especially from the Second World War,
see, among others, Richard Dove (ed.), ‘Totally Un-English’? Britain’s Internment of
‘Enemy Aliens’ in Two World Wars (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2005); Klaus Neumann, In
the Interest of National Security: Civilian Internment in Australia during World War II
(Canberra: National Archives of Australia, 2006); Christina Twomey, Australia’s
Forgotten Prisoners: Civilians Interned by the Japanese in World War II (Melbourne:
Cambridge University Press, 2007); John Christgau, Enemies: World War II Alien
Internment (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009 [1st ed. 1985]). ‘Enemy
aliens’ were of course not the only captive civilians during the wars. See Annette
Becker, ‘Captive Civilians’, in Jay Winter (ed.), The Cambridge History of the First
World War, vol. 3: Civil Society (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014),
257–81.
The literature on POWs and POW camps is so extensive that reference is made here only
to encyclopaedic accounts: Jonathan F. Vance (ed.), Encyclopedia of Prisoners of War and
Internment, 2nd ed. (Millerton, NY: Grey House Publishing, 2006); Heather Jones,
‘Prisoners of War’, in Jay Winter (ed.), The Cambridge History of the First World War,
vol. 2: The State (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 266–90; Bob Moore,
‘Prisoners of War’, in John Ferris and Evan Mawdsley (eds.), The Cambridge History of the
Second World War, vol. 1: Fighting the War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2015), 664–89.
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labour, and genocide and non-Jewish Eastern Europeans who had ﬂed to
Germany to evade the advancing Red Army; those for ethnic German
refugees and expellees from Central and Eastern Europe; and those for
refugees from the communist German Democratic Republic (GDR)
founded in East Germany in 1949.7 Twenty-ﬁrst-century camps associated with the ‘war on terror’ and with western states’ efforts to contain
and deter unwanted migrants and refugees have also prompted debate
and consternation. In light of this diversity of camps, it is increasingly
recognized, as Dan Stone put it recently, that ‘Concentration camps are
not only products of “mad” dictators but have a global history that
belongs to the liberal West as well.’8 This is an important point, even if
it begs the question of whether every camp that holds civilians against
their will constitutes a ‘concentration camp’. Considerable care and
precise criteria are needed to distinguish different types of camps.
Allied internment camps in occupied Germany, especially those of the
western powers, are largely missing from this discussion but can add
productively to the ﬁeld, where there is room for more even-handedness,
rigour, and nuance. Even recent works that self-consciously address
camps run by dictatorships and democracies either gloss over or entirely
fail to mention the western powers’ internment camps in Germany, while
paying the Soviet camps some attention.9 Remarkably, too, in his excellent study of the internment of Germans in the United Kingdom during
the First World War, Panikos Panayi claims that ‘In the British case mass
internment comes to a close with the Second World War.’ He notes the
detention of people suspected of links with Irish Republican Army terrorism in the 1970s or with Islamicist terrorism more recently but is

7
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9

See Tara Zahra, ‘“Prisoners of the Postwar”: Expellees, Displaced Persons, and Jews in
Austria after World War II’, Austrian History Yearbook 41 (2010), 191–215; Avinoam
J. Patt and Michael Berkowitz (eds.), ‘We Are Here’: New Approaches to Jewish Displaced
Persons in Postwar Germany (Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press, 2010); Anna
Holian, ‘The Ambivalent Exception: American Occupation Policy in Postwar Germany
and the Formation of Jewish Refugee Spaces’, Journal of Refugee Studies 25, no. 3 (2012),
452–73; Jan-Hinnerk Antons, ‘Displaced Persons in Postwar Germany: Parallel
Societies in a Hostile Environment’, Journal of Contemporary History 49, no. 1 (2014),
92–114; Henrik Bispinck and Katharina Hochmuth (eds.), Flüchtlingslager im
Nachkriegsdeutschland: Migration, Politik, Erinnerung (Berlin: Ch. Links, 2014); Sascha
Schießl, ‘Das Tor zur Freiheit’: Kriegsfolgen, Erinnerungspolitik und humanitärer Anspruch
im Lager Friedland (1945–1970) (Göttingen: Wallstein, 2016).
Stone, Concentration Camps, 10.
Kotek and Rigoulot, Jahrhundert der Lager, 473–85; Vance (ed.), Encyclopedia of Prisoners
of War, 377–8; Bettina Greiner and Alan Kramer (eds.), Welt der Lager: Zur
‘Erfolgsgeschichte’ einer Institution (Hamburg: Hamburger Edition, 2013), which reprints
a photo of the American camp at Darmstadt but does not mention western internment
camps in the text; Stone, Concentration Camps, 81, 96–8; Pitzer, One Long Night, 155–6.
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completely oblivious to Britain’s mass internment of civilians in occupied
Germany.10
The present book aims to include Allied internment in the global
history of encampment and to promote a more comprehensive and
critical comparative discussion of various camp forms. The book demonstrates that Britain and other major democratic powers have resorted
to the use of camps more extensively and recently than is widely understood, that they have done so beyond the geographical conﬁnes of overseas empires and outside wartime, that they have deﬁned groups to be
targeted not just in ethnic and military but also in political-ideological
categories, and that they have not always treated their prisoners in
accordance with international norms. Guantanamo Bay and even Abu
Ghraib are thus perhaps historically less exceptional than is sometimes
assumed. Recognizing this, however, should not obscure important distinctions between different types and experiences of incarceration and
encampment in different contexts or even within the same context, such
as postwar Germany.

The History of Occupied and Postwar Germany
The book also aims to promote internment’s integration into the history
of Germany’s occupation at the end of the Second World War. Internment was a major component of the occupation experience that warrants
greater attention than it often receives. To be sure, civilian internees were
less numerous than other prototypical characters of postwar German
history such as DPs, POWs, returned soldiers, expellees and refugees,
and the ‘rubble women’, who cleared away debris in many German
cities. Yet being interned was one of several ‘collective fates’ in occupied
Germany.11 Historians neglected it for a long time. Until the 2000s,
10
11

Panikos Panayi, Prisoners of Britain: German Civilian and Combatant Internees during the
First World War (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2012), 306–7.
If the ﬁrst groups all numbered in the millions, the number of ‘rubble women’ was
smaller than their iconic status would suggest. See Leonie Treber, Mythos
Trümmerfrauen: Von der Trümmerbeseitigung in der Kriegs- und Nachkriegszeit und der
Entstehung eines deutschen Erinnerungsortes (Essen: Klartext Verlag, 2014). On the other
groups, see Patt and Berkowitz (eds.), ‘We Are Here’; Anna Holian, Between National
Socialism and Soviet Communism: Displaced Persons in Postwar Germany (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 2011); Gerhard Daniel Cohen, In War’s Wake: Europe’s
Displaced Persons in the Postwar Order (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012); David
Rock and Stefan Wolff (eds.), Coming Home to Germany? The Integration of Ethnic
Germans from Central and Eastern Europe in the Federal Republic (New York: Berghahn
Books, 2002); Frank Biess, Homecomings: Returning POWs and the Legacies of Defeat in
Postwar Germany (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006); Birgit Schwelling,
Heimkehr – Erinnerung – Integration: Der Verband der Heimkehrer, die ehemaligen
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historical surveys often did not go beyond citing Lutz Niethammer’s
characterization of the results of early American denaziﬁcation measures
as being ‘full internment camps and empty ofﬁces’ and failed to ask what
happened to internees.12 Internment has become more prominent in the
new millennium, but general histories still often mention it only brieﬂy
and sometimes not at all. Meaningful recognition as a signiﬁcant element
of the history of the occupation and the transition from the Nazi to the
postwar eras is rare. Yet internment played an important role in facilitating an exchange of elites and establishing a new political order. It also
contributed to a widespread sense of uncertainty, helplessness, and
existential insecurity for signiﬁcant sections of the population as well as
to broader social phenomena such as the absence of men, especially
husbands and fathers, to a perceived crisis of the family, and to the
politicization of the food question.13 In short, histories of occupied
Germany and of the transition from the Nazi to the postwar era are
incomplete without internment.
Moreover, as is the case in the literature on camps, there is scope for
greater balance and for more, and more precise, comparisons between
the eastern and western parts of the story. Three decades after the end of
the Cold War, the dichotomous western master narrative – according to
which the Soviets raped, pillaged, murdered, arrested, and deported
Germans en masse, while the western occupying forces, especially the
Americans, behaved as ‘friendly enemies’ – still needs to be overcome.14
On both sides, the reality was more complicated. Recent work demonstrates that the reality of the American occupation does not match the

12

13

14

Kriegsgefangenen und die westdeutsche Nachkriegsgesellschaft (Paderborn: Ferdinand
Schöningh, 2010); Christiane Wienand, Returning Memories: Former Prisoners of War in
Divided and Reunited Germany (Rochester, NY: Camden House, 2015).
Lutz Niethammer, Die Mitläuferfabrik: Die Entnaziﬁzierung am Beispiel Bayerns (Berlin:
J. W. H. Dietz, 1982 [1st ed. 1972]), 12. Cf. Lutz Niethammer, ‘Alliierte
Internierungslager in Deutschland nach 1945: Vergleich und offene Fragen’, in
Christian Jansen, Lutz Niethammer, and Bernd Weisbrod (eds.), Von der Aufgabe der
Freiheit: Politische Verantwortung und bürgerliche Gesellschaft im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert –
Festschrift für Hans Mommsen zum 5. November 1995 (Berlin: Oldenbourg
Akademieverlag, 1995), hereafter cited as Niethammer, ‘Alliierte Internierungslager
(1995)’, 469.
See Lu Seegers, ‘Vati blieb im Krieg’: Vaterlosigkeit als generationelle Erfahrung im 20.
Jahrhundert – Deutschland und Polen (Göttingen: Wallstein, 2013), 88–96; Atina
Grossmann, ‘Grams, Calories, and Food: Languages of Victimization, Entitlement,
and Human Rights in Occupied Germany, 1945–1949’, Central European History 44,
no. 1 (2011), 118–48; Alice Weinreb, ‘“For the Hungry Have No Past nor Do They
belong to a Political Party”: Debates over German Hunger after World War II’, Central
European History 45, no. 1 (2012), 50–78.
Heinrich Oberreuter and Jürgen Weber (eds.), Freundliche Feinde? Die Alliierten und die
Demokratiegründung in Deutschland (Munich: Olzog, 1996).
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‘good occupation’ of popular myth and much history writing and that the
extent of theft and other forms of criminality and exploitation by American personnel was greater than often assumed.15 The historian’s challenge is to acknowledge the western powers’ brutality and illiberality
without blowing them out of proportion or suggesting they were the
equivalent of the much more severe and lethal Soviet brutality and
illiberality. For instance, in the occupation’s early phases, distrust, nervousness, hatred, and revenge led soldiers of all Allied armies to kill
German captives and civilians, but the number of victims of the western
Allies was dwarfed by the more than 120,000 German civilians killed by
the Red Army in German territories east of the Oder–Neisse rivers that
would become the new German-Polish border. Similarly, Allied soldiers
in the West – including American forces to a larger degree than often
recognized – raped considerable numbers of German women; yet the
scale and violence of rape by Soviet troops were vastly higher.16 In
addition to mass rape, however, there were also cases of genuinely
amorous relations between German women and Soviet men.17
In this vein, a balanced, comparative history of internment can contribute to a more nuanced and complex understanding of the occupation. Like numerous histories of camps, many accounts of the occupation
refer to Soviet but not western internment. A less extreme variant of this
tendency is to focus a discussion largely, but not completely, on the
Soviet case.18 Both the asymmetrical attention devoted to western and
Soviet internment and their inconsistent evaluation perpetuate blackand-white depictions of wicked Soviets and virtuous westerners. It is
time to acknowledge shades of grey. One does not need to exaggerate
the virtues of the western occupiers to see the sins of the USSR. Although
15

16

17

18

See Susan L. Carruthers, The Good Occupation: American Soldiers and the Hazards of
Peace (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2016), 72–5, 227–34; Thomas
Kehoe, ‘Control, Disempowerment, Fear, and Fantasy: Violent Criminality during the
Early American Occupation of Germany, March–July 1945’, Australian Journal of Politics
and History 62, no. 4 (2016), 561–75.
See Richard Bessel, Germany 1945: From War to Peace (London: Simon & Schuster,
2009), 82, 152–64; Norman M. Naimark, The Russians in Germany: A History of the
Soviet Zone of Occupation, 1945–1949 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1995), 69–140; and, not unproblematically, Miriam Gebhardt, Als die Soldaten kamen:
Die Vergewaltigung deutscher Frauen am Ende des Zweiten Weltkriegs (Munich: Deutsche
Verlags-Anstalt, 2015).
Stefan-Ludwig Hoffmann, ‘Besiegte, Besatzer, Beobachter: Das Kriegsende im
Tagebuch’, in Daniel Fulda, Dagmar Herzog, Stefan-Ludwig Hoffmann, and Till van
Rahden (eds.), Demokratie im Schatten der Gewalt: Geschichten des Privaten im deutschen
Nachkrieg (Göttingen: Wallstein, 2010), 47–9.
See Martin Kitchen, A History of Modern Germany 1800–2000 (Oxford: Blackwell, 2005),
317; Gregor Dallas, 1945: The War That Never Ended (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 2005), 591.
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the western powers intended eventually to reestablish German democracy, they ran what Niethammer called a ‘liberal occupation dictatorship’
in which civil rights and the rule of law were circumscribed. This is
overlooked by scholars of Soviet internment such as Bettina Greiner,
who suggests that western internment reﬂected the western powers’
determination to ‘counter state-sanctioned injustice with the democratic
rule of law – an intention that the Soviet occupying power did not
honour’.19 Such an assessment applies to western and Soviet policy
towards Germany over the longer term but misrepresents the early
western occupation in general and internment in particular. Liberal
western powers have resorted to illiberal methods in other contexts and
it is increasingly recognized that democracies are not immune from
abusing their prisoners.20 The coercive and problematic aspects of their
occupation of Germany should no longer be overlooked. By the same
token, not every coercive measure taken by the Soviets can be characterized exclusively as, or attributed solely to, wicked Stalinization.

The History of Transitional Justice in Germany
The fate of Nazis after 1945 has long sparked interest. This book builds
upon, and contributes to, a reassessment of the conventional and still
inﬂuential view that Allied and German efforts at ‘transitional justice’ in
the early postwar years were an inadequate failure and that all but a
handful of Nazis and war criminals avoided serious consequences for
their roles and actions. Recent research has demonstrated that more
criminals were investigated and prosecuted in Germany and across
Europe than previously thought.21 It has also shown that the massive
whitewash described by Niethammer in his pioneering and still inﬂuential study of denaziﬁcation in Bavaria – ﬁrst published in 1972 and
republished in 1982 with the catchier and paradigmatic title ‘The
19

20

21

Niethammer, Mitläuferfabrik, 653; Bettina Greiner, Suppressed Terror: History and
Perception of Soviet Special Camps in Germany (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books,
2014), 348.
See Dieter Waibel, Von der wohlwollenden Despotie zur Herrschaft des Rechts:
Entwicklungsstufen der amerikanischen Besatzung Deutschlands 1944–1949 (Tübingen:
J. C. B. Mohr, 1996); Geoffrey P. R. Wallace, Life and Death in Captivity: The Abuse of
Prisoners during War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2015).
Norbert Frei (ed.), ‘Nach der Tat: Die Ahndung deutscher Kriegs- und NS-Verbrechen
in Europa–eine Bilanz’, in Transnationale Vergangenheitspolitik: Der Umgang mit deutschen
Kriegsverbrechern in Europa nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg (Göttingen: Wallstein, 2006),
32–4; Edith Raim, Nazi Crimes against Jews and German Post-War Justice: The West
German Judicial System during Allied Occupation, 1945–1949 (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter, 2015).
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Follower Factory’ – cannot simply be extrapolated to other parts of the
country. In sum, as Paul Hoser puts it, ‘if the older research generally
saw denaziﬁcation … as a failure, the more recent research emphasizes
the palpable sanction that it meant for those affected’.22
Internment can and should play an important part in any comprehensive reassessment, but studies and accounts of ‘transitional justice’,
denaziﬁcation, and the handling of the Nazi past in postwar Germany
long paid it surprisingly little attention. The literature was preoccupied
instead with criminal trials, dismissals from employment, questionnaires,
various categorization procedures, discussion of the ‘guilt question’, and
efforts at ‘reeducation’. Numerous early studies did not mention arrests
and internment at all, while others did so only in passing.23 To be sure,
some early explorations of denaziﬁcation referred to internment, but it
was far from central. Niethammer, for instance, brieﬂy discussed American arrest policies and internment, but still effectively reduced denaziﬁcation to ‘the experience of the work of the Spruchkammern’, that is, the
denaziﬁcation panels established in 1946, at internment’s expense.24
This was true of many other works through to the 1990s, which focused
on procedures for removing Nazis from the public service, the economy,
and the professions, and where internment merited at best brief
discussion.25 Internment has received more attention in recent years. It
is perhaps most prominent in studies of the American occupation zone,
where the camps were most thoroughly integrated – institutionally and
procedurally – into the zonal denaziﬁcation system in 1946. Yet even
here internment is often relegated to an excursus and does not feature in
the wider analysis.26
22

23

24
25

26

Niethammer, Mitläuferfabrik; Paul Hoser, ‘Entnaziﬁzierung in der Stadt Dachau’, in
Norbert Göttler (ed.), Nach der ‘Stunde Null’: Stadt und Landkreis Dachau 1945 bis 1949
(Munich: Herbert Utz Verlag, 2008), 197. See Armin Schuster, Die Entnaziﬁzierung in
Hessen 1945–1954: Vergangenheitspolitik in der Nachkriegszeit (Wiesbaden: Historische
Kommission für Nassau, 1999).
For the ﬁrst category, see Peter Steinbach, Nationalsozialistische Gewaltverbrechen: Die
Diskussion in der deutschen Öffentlichkeit nach 1945 (Berlin: Colloquium Verlag, 1981).
For the second, see Constantine FitzGibbon, Denaziﬁcation (London: Michael
Joseph, 1969).
Niethammer, Mitläuferfabrik, esp. 12, 27 (quotation), 255–9, 455–67.
For examples in English, see Elmer Plischke, ‘Denaziﬁcation in Germany: A Policy
Analysis’, in Robert Wolfe (ed.), Americans as Proconsuls: United States Military
Government in Germany and Japan, 1944–52 (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University
Press, 1984), 212–17, 223; Ian D. Turner (ed.), ‘Denaziﬁcation in the British Zone’, in
Reconstruction in Post-War Germany: British Occupation Policy and the Western Zones
(Oxford: Berg, 1989), 239–67.
See Schuster, Entnaziﬁzierung in Hessen, 12, 239–58, 333–8, 348–51; Hans Hesse,
Konstruktionen der Unschuld: Die Entnaziﬁzierung am Beispiel von Bremen und
Bremerhaven 1945–1953 (Bremen: Selbstverlag des Staatsarchivs Bremen, 2005),
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This relative marginality is partly due to the Allies’ failure to develop a
dedicated directive on arrest and internment, as discussed in Chapter 1.
Yet it is also due to terminological problems. The term ‘denaziﬁcation’ is
used both expansively and more narrowly. Sometimes it describes all
measures taken to destroy Nazism and achieve transitional justice,
including the prosecution of Nazi criminals. Henceforth, the ‘eradication
of Nazism’ is generally used for this broad understanding. More commonly, however, criminal prosecutions are regarded as separate from
‘denaziﬁcation’, which on this understanding covers a range of nonjudicial political, legal, and administrative measures aimed at removing
Nazi inﬂuence from German public life, including one-off steps such as
abrogating Nazi law and removing Nazi names and symbols from public
space as well as the more difﬁcult and controversial process of vetting and
purging Nazi personnel. Frequently, however, the term is understood
more narrowly still as referring only to the purge of Nazis, including both
their removal or exclusion from positions of inﬂuence and their arrest
and internment.27 In a further narrowing, it is often equated with
removal and exclusion from ofﬁce or with the vetting work of denaziﬁcation committees, especially the Spruchkammern in the American zone,
as per Niethammer’s approach as already mentioned. The prevalence of
this narrowest understanding – the only one that effectively excludes
internment – has contributed to internment’s neglect in many discussions of ‘denaziﬁcation’. Indeed, as discussed further in subsequent
chapters, it has contributed to confusion about whether Soviet internment in particular had anything to do with eradicating Nazism.
In giving internment due consideration within the broader context of
post-Nazi transitional justice, this book makes several points. The ﬁrst is
that the effort to eradicate Nazism was more severe than is often suggested. As recognized by almost every author who takes it seriously,
internment constituted the toughest ofﬁcial Allied sanction against a
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Legacies of Nazi Persecution and the Quest for Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
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