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Tony Judt’s Postwar is cause for celebration. The
product of a decade’s labor, it is sweeping narrative
history in the grand tradition, a deeply learned and
absorbing chronicle of Europe since the fall of Berlin,
weaving East and West, North and South, into a
majestic sixty-year tapestry studded with brilliant
new insight.

Tony Judt has drawn on forty years of reading
and writing about modern Europe to craft this
account of the continent’s remarkable journey—
tumultuous and uneven—out of the devastation of
history’s most savage war. While his range is vast, and
seemingly no country, no vital theme, no crucial indi-
vidual, no watershed event fails to get its moment
in the narrative sun, Postwar is the very opposite
of the dutiful plod. Animated and propelled by the
celebrated force of its author’s point of view, it is
never less than brilliant. Witty, opinionated and full
of fresh and surprising stories and asides, visually
rich and rewarding, with useful and provocative
maps, photos and cartoons, Postwar is a rare joy
for lovers of history and lovers of Europe alike, a
show from which one exits, dazzled, into the present
moment, with much mental furniture rearranged,
if not smashed into kindling, and all of Europe
indelibly in mind.
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Advance Praise for

POSTWAR

“Tony Judt is one of our most dazzling public intellectuals, as thoughtful as he is
knowledgeable. Postwar is like having an extended personal seminar on Europe’s
journey back both from the ashes of World War Two and the cruel, totalitarian hold
of Soviet communism.”

—DAVID HALBERSTAM

“Professor Judt knows more about contemporary Europe than almost any Ameri-
can (or any European, for that matter). In Postwar, he brings that formidable
knowledge to bear on the inspiring story of Europe’s transformation from lethal
division and devastating war to a peaceful, prosperous pancontinental union. His
history of how the iron curtain crumbled is definitive.”

—T. R. REID, author of The United States of Europe

“Truly superb. It is hard to imagine how a better—and more readable—history of
the emergence of today’s Europe from the ashes of 1945 could ever be written.”

—IAN KERSHAW

“An epically important subject has, to the benefit of us all, found the author it
deserves. Tony Judt, long one of the wisest heads and clearest voices around,
has produced a magisterial history and a solid foundation for clear thinking about
the future. Postwar is meticulous in its scholarship, compelling in the story it tells
and passionate in its judgments. A true masterpiece.”

—STROBE TALBOTT, President, Brookings Institution
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Is not the pastness of the past the more profound, the more legendary,
the more immediately it falls before the present?
THomAs MANN, The Magic Mountain
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Preface & Acknowledgements

Europe is the smallest continent. It is not really even a continent—just a sub-
continental annexe to Asia. The whole of Europe (excluding Russia and Turkey)
comprises just five and a half million square kilometers: less than two thirds the
area of Brazil, not much more than half the size of China or the US. It is dwarfed
by Russia, which covers seventeen million square kilometers. But in the intensity
of its internal differences and contrasts, Europe is unique. At the last count it com-
prised forty-six countries. Most of these consist of states and nations with their own
languages; quite a few of them incorporate additional nations and languages with-
out states; all have their distinct and overlapping histories, politics, cultures and
memories; and every one of them has been copiously studied. Even for the brief,
sixty-year period of Europe’s history since the end of the Second World War—in-
deed, for this period above all—the secondary literature in English alone is inex-
haustible.

No one, then, can aspire to write a fully comprehensive or definitive history of
contemporary Europe. My own inadequacy to the task is aggravated by proximity:
born not long after the war ended, I am a contemporary to most of the events de-
scribed in this book and can remember learning about or watching—or even par-
ticipating in—much of this history as it unfolded. Does this make it easier for me
to understand the story of post-war Europe, or harder? I don’t know. But I do
know that it can sometimes render the dispassionate disengagement of the histo-
rian quite difficult to find.

This book attempts no such Olympian detachment. Without, I hope, aban-
doning objectivity and fairness, Postwar offers an avowedly personal interpretation
of the recent European past. In a word that has acquired undeservedly pejorative
connotations, it is opinionated. Some of its judgments will perhaps be controver-
sial, some will surely prove mistaken. All are fallible. For good and ill they are my
own—as are any mistakes which are bound to have crept into a work of this length
and scope. But if the errors are contained, and at least some of the assessments and
conclusions in this book prove durable, then I owe this in large measure to the many
scholars and friends on whom I have relied in the course of researching and writ-
ing it.

A book of this kind rests, in the first instance, on the shoulders of other books.!

'In the chapters that follow the footnotes are, for the most part, of the traditional sort: that is, they com-
ment on the text rather than identify a source. To avoid adding to what is already a very long book ad-
dressed to a general readership, a full apparatus of references is not provided here. Instead, the sources
for Postwar, together with a full bibliography, will in due course be available for consultation on the Re-
marque Institute website [http://www.nyu.edu/pages/remarque/].

XIII


http://www.nyu.edu/pages/remarque/

PREFACE & ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The classics of modern history writing to which I have looked for inspiration and
example include Eric Hobsbawm’s The Age of Extremes, George Lichtheim’s Europe
in the Twentieth Century, A J P Taylor’s English History 1914-1945 and the late
Francois Furet’s The Passing of an Hllusion. Utterly different in every other respect,
these books and their authors share an assurance born of wide learning and the sort
of intellectual self-confidence rarely found among their successors—as well as a
clarity of style that should be a model for every historian.

Among those scholars from whose own writings on recent European history I
have learned the most I should especially mention and thank Harold James, Mark
Mazower and Andrew Moravcsik. The imprint of their work will be clear in the
pages that follow. To Alan S. Milward I—along with everyone who studies mod-
ern Europe—owe a special debt for his learned, iconoclastic studies of the post-
war economy.

To the extent that I can claim familiarity with the history of central and eastern
Europe—a subject often slighted by general European histories, written as they are
by specialists in the continent’s western half—I owe this to the work of a gifted co-
hort of younger scholars, including Brad Abrams, Catherine Merridale, Marci Shore
and Timothy Snyder, as well as to my friends Jacques Rupnik and Istvan Dedk. From
Timothy Garton Ash I have learned not only about central Europe (a subject that
for many years he made his own) but also and especially about the two Germanies
in the era of Ostpolitik. In the course of many years of conversation with Jan
Gross—and thanks to his path-breaking writings—I have learned not only some
Polish history but also how to understand the social consequences of war, a sub-
ject on which Jan has written with matchless insight and humanity.

The sections on Italy in this book owe a transparent debt to the work of Paul
Ginsborg, just as the chapters dealing with Spain reflect what I have learned from
reading and listening to the remarkable Victor Perez-Diaz. To both of these, and
to Annette Wieviorka—whose magisterial analysis of post-war France’s ambivalent
response to the Holocaust, Déportation et Génocide, has deeply marked my account
of that troubled story—1I owe particular thanks. My closing reflections on ‘Europe
as a Way of Life’ were much influenced by the writings of a brilliant international
lawyer, Anne-Marie Slaughter, whose work on ‘disaggregated states’” argues force-
fully for the EU form of international governance not because it is inherently bet-
ter or because it represents an ideal model but because—in the world in which we
find ourselves—nothing else will work.

All across Europe, friends, colleagues and audiences have taught me far more
about the continent’s recent past and its present than I could ever have gleaned
from books and archives. I am especially grateful to Krzysztof Czyzewski, Peter
Kellner, Ivan Krastev, Denis Lacorne, Krzysztof Michalski, Mircea Mihaes, Berti
Musliu, Susan Neiman and David Travis for their hospitality and their help. I am
indebted to Istvan Rév for his invaluable insistence that—however distasteful the
experience—I must visit Budapest’s House of Terror. In New York my friends and
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PREFACE & ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

colleagues Richard Mitten, Katherine Fleming and Jerrold Seigel have been gener-
ous with their time and ideas. Dino Buturovic kindly scrutinized my account of the
Yugoslav linguistic imbroglio.

I am grateful to successive deans of the Faculty of Arts & Sciences at New York
University—Philip Furmansky, Jess Benhabib and Richard Foley—for supporting
both my own research and the Remarque Institute which I founded to encourage
others to study and discuss Europe. I could not have developed the Remarque In-
stitute—which hosted many of the workshops and lectures from which I have
learned so much—without the generous support and patronage of Yves-André
Istel; and I could not have written this book while running Remarque without the
uncomplaining and ultra-efficient collaboration of its Administrative Director
Jair Kessler.

Like so many, I am deeply beholden for friendship and advice to my agents An-
drew Wylie and Sarah Chalfant; they have been unfailingly supportive of a project
that took longer—and grew larger—than they can ever have anticipated. In thank-
ing my editors Ravi Mirchandani and Scott Moyers, I should especially single out
Scott and his colleague Jane Fleming at The Penguin Press in New York—they
know how much I owe them for bringing this book successfully to publication.
Thanks to the hospitality of Leon Wieseltier, some of the evaluations and opinions
that surface in Chapters 12 and 14 were first published in essay form in the re-
markable arts pages that he cultivates at the back of The New Republic. By far my
greatest professional debt is to Robert Silvers, peerless editor of The New York Re-
view of Books, who over the years has encouraged me to roam an ever larger polit-
ical and historical compass, with all the risks and benefits such adventurism entails.

This book has benefitted greatly from the contribution of students at New York
University. Some of them—in particular Drs Paulina Bren, Daniel Cohen (now at
Rice University) and Nicole Rudolph—have contributed to my understanding of
the period through their own historical research, which they will find acknowledged
in these pages. Others—Jessica Cooperman and Avi Patt—did invaluable work as
research assistants. Michelle Pinto, along with Simon Jackson, transformed herself
uncomplainingly into a skilled picture researcher; she was responsible for locating
many of the most engaging illustrations, notably the wrapped Lenin that graces the
end of Part ITI. Alex Molot diligently identified and accumulated the published and
unpublished statistical reports and data series on which a book of this sort in-
evitably and very properly depends. I truly could not have written it without them.

My family has lived with postwar Europe for a very long time—in the case of
my children for the whole of their young lives. Not only have they been tolerant of
the absences, travels and obsessions to which it has given rise, but they have made
distinctive contributions to its content. To Daniel, the book owes its title; to
Nicholas, the reminder that not all good stories get a happy ending. To my wife Jen-
nifer the book also owes a lot—not least two very careful and constructive read-
ings. But its author owes much, much more. Postwar is dedicated to her.
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Shortly after Germany’s
defeat in 1945, a child
walks past the corpses of
hundreds of former
inmates of Bergen-
Belsen concentration
camp, laid out along a
country road. Like most
adult Germans in the
post-war years, he averts
his gaze.

German soldiers publicly hanged in Kiev in 1946 following their conviction for war crimes. However
mixed the Soviet motivation in staging post-war trials and executions, the appalling crimes
committed by the German army, the SS and their local collaborators were real enough.



Draza Mihailovic,
wartime leader of
Yugoslavia’s Chetnik
(nationalist) resistance,
before a military court
in June 1946. For
Communist partisans
the Chetniks posed
almost as great a threat
as the foreign occupiers;
after the war Tito
suppressed them
ruthlessly. Mihailovi¢
himself was shot on
July 18, 1946.

Accused of ‘horizontal collaboration’ with the German occupiers, a Frenchwoman is shaved and
paraded around the town of Laval a few hours after its liberation by American troops in August
1944. Thousands of women in France, Belgium and the Netherlands suffered similar retribution.




shortage was so acute that most of these women had to wait all day to collect their weekly ration.
The prams are for transporting coal, not babies.

A mother and her children drawing their family allowance in Stratford, east London, on August 6th
1946—the day the allowances were first introduced. Europe’s post-war welfare states wrought an

authentic social revolution, dramatically improving the life-chances of middle and working
classes alike.




Marshall Aid ii). Athens,
Christmas 1949: Bread
made from ‘Marshall Plan
flour’ being distributed to
Greek orphans. Even in
impoverished Greece the
Plan’s morale-boosting
functions were at least as
important as its material
contribution to economic
recovery.
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Marshall Aid i). The first
delivery of Marshall Plan
sugar from the Caribbean
arrives at London’s docks
on February 3rd 1949
(greeted by the Labour
Minister John Strachey,
left, and Elmer Holmgreen,
the Marshall Plan

" representative, center).

Marshall Aid iii): ‘The
people of the world do
not want a repetition
of the sorrows of war’—
J. Stalin (the rifle
accompanying the eggs
is wrapped in a
document marked
‘North Atlantic Pact’).
Note that the USSR’s
Western supporters are
marching under a
French banner.



Czechs assemble in Prague’s
Wenceslas Square on February
25th 1948 to hear Klement
Gottwald announce the
formation of a new
government. Note the range of
contrasting emotions among
the spectators—the Communist
coup was by no means greeted
with universal dismay.

Josip Broz Tito’s image adorns a Belgrade
building, July 1948. Stalin broke with
Communist Yugoslavia in the spring of 1948 not
because of its policies but in irritation at Tito’s
insubordination, his personality cult and his
growing challenge to Moscow’s monopoly of
Communist authority.

Airport, June 1948. The eleven-month-long Berlin
Blockade was a major strategic miscalculation

by Stalin: it dispelled neutralist illusions in
Germany, committed the Western Allies to Berlin
and precipitated the formation of NATO.
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Present at the Creation. From left to right: Dean Acheson, US Secretary of State and moving spirit
behind the policy of ‘containment’; Ernest Bevin, the post-war UK Foreign Minister who first
conceived of an Atlantic Alliance; Robert Schuman, the French statesman who proposed a European
Coal & Steel Community.

Socialism with a human
face: “Uncle Joe’ on a
receiving stand in Moscow,
1949. ‘Reminded me of the
Renaissance despots—no
principles, any methods,
but no flowery language—
always Yes or No, though
you could only count on
him if it was No.
(Clement Attlee,

British Prime Minister)




The uprising in East Berlin, on June 17th
1953, was the first sign in the Soviet bloc
that the people might ‘forfeit the
confidence of the government’, The option
(proposed derisively by Brecht) of
‘dissolving the people and electing another
one’ proved unattainable, though not for
want of trying.

Ldszl6 Rajk (center) on the
final day of his trial,
September 23rd 1949. As
Communist Interior Minister,
Rajk had himself been
responsible for the death of
many innocents; but his trial
and subsequent execution
turned him into a martyr for
future generations.

Workers in the Soviet
gulag, circa 1952. In that
year, at the height of the
second Stalinist terror,
1.7 million prisoners
were held in Soviet
labor camps, a further
800,000 in labor
colonies and 2,753,000 in
‘special settlements’. The
‘normal’ gulag sentence
was 25 years.




Jean-Paul Sartre
admiring rare books in
the Leningrad National
Library, June 23rd 1954.
Sartre’s indulgence for
Communism in these
years derived from
romantic illusions (and
anti-Americanism)
rather than ideology;
but in subsequent
decades it was to sully
his international
reputation and dim

his post-war lustre.

] RADIO FREE_EUROPE |

Opr- UNS MAP 'I

Raymond Aron (left) visiting Radio Free Europe in Munich, 1952. Aron was a liberal in an illiberal
age; his political choices were often incomprehensible to many of his fellow intellectuals: ‘In politics
the choice is never between good and evil but between the preferable and the detestable’.



Nikita Khrushchev
visiting a collective
farm. ‘Mr K fancied
himself an agrarian
expert, though his
experiments were
usually disastrous
failures. But his
contributions to de-
Stalinization (notably
the ‘Secret Speech’ of
February 1956) were
invaluable—albeit the
consequences exceeded
his wishes.

Building the Berlin
Wall, August 19th 1961.
Despite their protests to
the contrary Western
governments were not
sorry to see the
perennial crisis over
Berlin resolved by the
Soviet Union’s decision
to erect a physical
barrier between the two
halves of the

occupied city.

Imre Nagy (center)
following his appeal to
the UN, November 1st
1956. Nagy paid dearly
for his role in the
doomed Hungarian
revolt but in the long
run Moscow paid the
higher price,
extinguishing the
illusions of its own
followers.




HANNA SCHYGULLA = The Marriage_ of Maria.Braun
(1978), film director Rainer
Fassbinder’s acid dissection of the
shortcomings of the post-war Federal
Republic. To its youthful critics, West
Germany’s obsession with prosperity,
political demobilization and
collective forgetting were just the old
German defects in a new guise.

'\

o T bo
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“Together with the Chancellor all
Germans are anxiously watching

flﬂﬂh'!lﬂﬂl‘ 5"\ their capital city’ In reality Konrad
i strierte pNc -

Adenauer (who hailed from the
Catholic Rhineland) heartily disliked
Prussian Berlin. But he was not
above wielding the divided city as a
lever to extract concessions from his
Western Allies.

Nit dem Bundeskantier
biicken alie Devlschen
in Sorge aul [re Haupistudi
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Portraits of Dutch governors being moved out of the palace in Jakarta on December 26th 1949—the
day before the inauguration of the Indonesian Republic. The loss of their ‘Indies’ was traumatic for
the Dutch, who had now to settle for a reduced role back in Europe.

Vietminh troops escorting French soldiers into captivity after the battle of Dien Bien Phu, May 1954.
France’s humiliating expulsion from Vietnam contributed to a disastrous reluctance, particularly on
the part of the army, to relinquish the country’s remaining holdings in North Africa.
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L Egyptians demanding the
withdrawal of Anglo-
French forces, December
1956. The Suez débdcle was
a watershed in post-war
Europe: it accelerated the
European retreat from
empire and re-cast (in very
different ways) the
political trajectory of
France and Britain alike.

i

‘All my life I have had a certain idea of France’.
Charles de Gaulle seized power in May 1958 in a
virtual coup; but he re-established France as a
presence in world affairs and his Fifth Republic
has proven more stable than its predecessors.

The OAS (Secret Army Organization) waged a
bloody war of vengeful terror against those it held
responsible for the loss of Algeria. Its rancour was
directed above all at De Gaulle for betraying the
cause (note the broken Cross of Lorraine, the

al Guyllisoemblem).




Europeans from the Congo escaping to Tanzania, July 1960. Belgium’s retreat from empire was an
irresponsible fiasco: when the Belgians abandoned the Congo in 1960, following decades of
exploitation, they left behind just thirty Congolese university graduates to fill four thousand senior
administrative positions.

BRITAIN HAS LOST AN EMP\RE AND

HAS NOT YET FSUNDA :‘E SRON LE AW/SE 2
OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY .

“ER, COULD | BE THE HIND LEGS. PLEASE?”
Dean Acheson’s famous 1962 quip about Britain’s post-imperial discomfiture prompted the
cartoonist Vicky to depict British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan’s humiliating and obsequious
‘special relationship’ with Washington in terms that remain, over four decades later, as depressingly
timely as ever.




Icons of modernity i). A Czech-
made Tatra-603 on display at the
Brno Trade Fair, September 1959.
Soviet-bloc automobiles
encapsulated much that was
wrong with the economies of the
Communist bloc: they were poorly
designed and available only to a
privileged few. They were,
however, remarkably durable.

Icons of modernity ii). Three
ladies peering into a limousine,
London 1960. Although modern
consumer durables—cars, fridges,
washing machines—were now
within reach of many west
European households, vast
distinctions of wealth, class and
privilege remained. The limousine
was probably still driven by a
personal chauffeur.

And God Created Woman. Fun in
the sun was now a realistic
aspiration for a growing number
of European holidaymakers.
Bardot remained for a while on
the Cote d’Azur she had made
famous but many of her friends
moved away, fleeing the onslaught
of mass tourism.
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All across post-war
Europe, ‘slum clearance’
and town planning
ushered in a generation
of high-rise apartment
buildings: unpopular
with their residents and
typically subject to early
decay and premature
demolition. ‘Moss
Heights’ in Glasgow,
shown here under
construction,

was representative.

Teddy boys at the Elephant & Castle, London,
July 1955. The 19505’ ‘lost generation’—
teenagers caught between their Depression-
era parents and the baby-boomers to follow—
lacked entertainment or recreation facilities.
Many—the blouson noirs (France),
Halbstarker (Germany) or skinknuttar
(Sweden)—turned to gang violence.

The Beatles really did matter. Four decades later
they remain the outstanding—perhaps the only—
common reference point for Sixties-generation
memories worldwide. And they made very good
music indeed—even if Sergeant Pepper was not
(quite) a ‘decisive moment in the history of Western
Civilization’ (Kenneth Tynan).




Workers from automobile plants and tire
factories demonstrating in Turin’s Piazza San
Carlo, September 25th 1969. In Italy as in
France, mass strikes and workers’ protests posed

a greater threat to the authorities than the
transient radicalism of the universities.

Students occupying the Sorbonne, Paris 1968.
Notwithstanding the Marxian iconography—
Mao, Stalin, Engels and Marx atop a flag with
hammer and sickle—the rebels of 1968 were not
notably doctrinaire. Most of them weren’t
especially serious, either. As one of them recalled,
we just ‘loved the Revolution’ (Dany Cohn-
Bendit).

Prague, August 1968. ‘Each Communist party is free to apply the principles of Marxism-
Leninism . . . but it is not free to deviate from these principles if it is to remain a Communist
party’ (Leonid Brezhnev, August 3rd 1968). The Soviet invasion extinguished the Prague Spring—

and any remaining illusions about Cou
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The opening day of the April 1982 trial of 63 Red Brigade members accused of killing former Italian
premier Aldo Moro. In Italy left terrorists emphasized their (illusory) links to the proletariat, but it
was right terrorists who posed the grediei dnsagerlafd\killed waore people).



Members of ETA (‘Basque Homeland and Liberty’), 1982. Frustrated by their growing isolation from
a prosperous local population (many from elsewhere in Spain) unmoved by the mirage of an
‘independent Basquia, ETA gunmen killed an annual average of 34 people through the Eighties.

¢.. I found a big stone to throw at a soldier. . . . I'm going to get a gun when I'm a little older ..’
(Belfast children’s chant, circa 1976). The thirty-year-long, three-way confrontation between IRA
gunmen, Protestant gunmen and the British Army resulted in nearly two thousand deaths.




Portuguese workers arriving
in France, 1970. By 1973
foreigners comprised 11
percent of France’s workforce.
In West Germany there were
nearly three million ‘quest
workers, mostly from
Mediterranean countries.
Europe’s ‘economic miracle’
depended heavily on the
contribution of these
migrants—and the
remittances they sent home.

Italian women demonstrating for divorce law reform, 1974. Post-war west European welfare
legislation chiefly benefitted employed workers and families. Issues of particular concern to
women—abortion, contraception, divorce—had to await the Sixties in northern Europe, the
Seventies elsewhere.



Francisco Franco and his anointed
successor, Prince Juan Carlos,
October 1971. The Generalissimo
(who died in 1975) would have been
very disappointed in his protégé: as
King, Juan Carlos thwarted a
military coup in 1981 and proved a
staunch and popular defender of
democratic Spain.

Portugal’s first parliamentary
elections, April 1975. In retrospect
the transition to parliamentary
democracy in Mediterranean
Europe appears smooth and even
inevitable. At the time, however,
many on Left and Right alike
expected something else and were
surprised (and disappointed) at
the outcome.
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Chancellor Willy Brandt—and GDR premier Willi Stoph—in Erfurt, March 1970, during the first
inter-German talks. Brandt’s Ostpolitik opened contacts and eased tensions in central Europe—but
to some West Germany seemed to be legitimizing and even propping up its Communist neighbours.

‘The eyes of Caligula and the mouth of Marilyn Monroe’ Margaret Thatcher’s success in extracting
a huge EEC budget rebate for Britain owed much to her skill at seducing and browbeating not just
the British electorate but even seasoned cynics like Frangois Mitterrand.




John Paul II on his first
papal visit to Poland in
June 1979. Though
Karol Wojtyla did not
single-handedly bring
down Communism—as
many fondly believed—
his contribution to the
discrediting of the
regime in Poland

was immense.

Adam Michnik in Gdansk, 1984.
Michnik was one of the most
courageous and original critics of
Communism in eastern Europe.
Notably influential was his emphasis
upon non-violence and upon eroding
Communist power from within,
rather than seeking to confront or
overthrow it.

Mikhail Gorbachev
basking in popular
adulation: Prague,
April 1987. The last
Soviet leader was never
as popular at home as
he was farther west;
but success abroad
encouraged him to
pursue reform at home,
perhaps beyond his
initial intentions.




East German refugees in
a sealed train, heading
through Prague to the
West, November 1989.
The Bolshevik
Revolution began with
Lenin crossing Germany
in a sealed train, so
sending Communist
citizens to freedom this
way was

altogether fitting.

Prague, November 1989.
Even the ‘Velvet
Revolution’ had its
brutal prologue. But
outside Romania the
transitions of 1989 saw
little serious violence—
perhaps because many
Communist cadres
understood better than
their critics that these
regimes were doomed.

Alexander Dubcek and
Viclav Havel, Prague,
November 24th 1989.

A plan to name Dubéek
President of post-
Communist
Czechoslovakia quickly
aborted: to the
revolutionaries of
1989—who chose Havel
instead—the hero of
‘reform Communism’
was as irrelevant and
dated as Stalinism itself.
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Boris Yeltsin and Mikhail Gorbachev, Moscow 1991. The scandals of Yeltsin’s presidency should not
obscure his achievements. He was much quicker than Gorbachev to understand what was happening
and to adapt—notably to the re-emergence of national states in the wake of empire.

The first Moscow consignment of Big Macs, January 1st 1990. Western commodities and cash poured
into the post-Communist vacuum. But the unregulated economy quickly fell prey to a small number
of ‘oligarchs’ who became quite extraordinarily rich: capitalism as kleptocracy.
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Minsk, Belarus, 1999:
The Children’s Cancer
Hospital. Thirty
thousand people died as
a result of the Chernobyl
explosion in 1986. One
Belarusian in four was
poisoned. Nor was
Chernobyl the first
nuclear disaster in
Soviet history—

merely the worst.

The Aral Sea, Uzbekhistan, October 1997. Communist industrial policy coupled economic
dysfunction with environmental irresponsibility. The death of the Aral Sea—like the
poisoning of Lake Baikal—was an ecological catastrophe and a huge mortgage on

the future.

Demonstrators in Kiev
in September 1991 (one
week after Ukrainian
independence) holding
photos of NKVD
victims. The memory of
Soviet repression was
especially strong in
Ukraine, subjected by
Stalin to an induced,
punitive famine that
amounted to near-
genocide.




Gypsies (Roma) in
Bucharest, 1996. An
estimated five million
Gypsies live in Europe,
at least two million in
Romania alone. They
are everywhere exposed
to prejudice and abuse
(or else—as in the
UK—forbidden

to enter).

This Romanian woman was on sale for $800, Bucharest, December 2002. The east
European sex trade was reaching epidemic proportions. Criminal syndicates tricked or
abducted girls from Romania and the former USSR into prostitution in western Europe
and the Balkans.

While awaiting entry to
the EU, Hungary joined
NATO as a second best
(in 1999 )—and was
promptly committed
(somewhat reluctantly)
to the war in Kosovo.
The banner over the
NATO stand at
Budapest’s 1997
International Fair reads
‘At NATO'’s gate’.




Serbs in June 1989 commemorating the 600th
anniversary of the ‘Battle of Kosovo’: the last
stand of medieval Serbia against the advancing
Turks. Slobodan Milosevi¢ wilfully fanned
historical grievances, promising to defend

Serb ‘national and spiritual integrity’

Victims of the July 1995 Srebrenica massacre. As
a UN peacekeeping contingent of armed Dutch
soldiers stood by, Serb irregulars under Ratko
Miadi¢ marched 7,400 Bosnian men and boys
out of the town and shot them.

Kosovar Albanians, March 21st 1999. In the
final act of the Yugoslav wars, Miloevi¢
sought to terrorize the Albanian community
into departing. This blatant exercise in
ethnic cleansing belatedly triggered armed
intervention by NATO, its first ever.
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Turkey—an overwhelmingly Muslim country in Asia Minor—has a decidedly European ‘vocation’
Here his supporters, waving the flags of Turkey and the EU, greet Prime Minister Erdogan as he

returns to Ankara in December 2004, after securing a starting date for EU membership talks.
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France—an EU founding member—rejected the proposed ‘European Constitution’ in a national
referendum, May 2005. Some French voters feared too little European regulation; some feared too
much European regulation. Many just feared too much Europe—Turkey above all.
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Er hat Euch
nicht belogen!

Jorg Haider, leader of
Austria’s far-Right
Freedom Party. Despite
occasional lapses,
Haider successfully
distanced himself from
Austria’s Nazi past while
attacking other parties
and ‘foreign rabble’. The
caption reads ‘He didn’t
lie to you!’

‘Vote Danish!’ Pia
Kjaersgaard, whose
Danish People’s Party
won 12 percent of the
vote in 2001. Even in
Scandinavia the new
populism prompted
mainstream parties to
show their own
‘firmness’ by restricting
asylum and foreigners’
rights.

Tony Blair’s ‘Third Way’ between the European ‘model’ and the unrestricted market—like his efforts
to triangulate between the EU and London’s ‘special relationship’ with Washington—had limited
success. When offered the chance, many Brits sought medical care on the Continent.
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Moroccans in the Andalucian city
of Almeria protesting against
Spanish racism, February 2000.
While much of western Europe
had become increasingly
multicultural, the incidence of
prejudice and tension remained
high—notably along the EU’s
porous Mediterranean frontier.

Somalis in front of Santa Maria
Novella, Florence, 1997. By the
year 2000 there were some fifteen
million Muslims in the EU. Islam
was Europe’s fastest growing
religion—an ironic legacy of
Christian Europe’s imperial past.
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Jacques Chirac at a ceremony commemorating the round-up of 13,000 Parisian Jews in July 1942. To
his great credit, Chirac was the first French president to acknowledge France’s role in the Final
Solution: he declared the anniversary a day of ‘mourning and shame for the French.

German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, speaking on the sixtieth anniversary of the liberation of
Auschwitz. The wartime destruction of Europe’s Jews, conspicuously absent from public
consciousness in the initial post-war decades, had become the centerpiece of European official
memory: in Germany and everywhere else.



Introduction

‘Every epoch is a sphinx that plunges into the abyss
as soon as its riddle has been solved’.
Heinrich Heine

‘Circumstances (which with some gentlemen pass for nothing!) give in
reality to every political principle its distinguishing colour and
discriminating effect’.

Edmund Burke

‘Events, dear boy, events’.
Harold Macmillan

World history is not the soil in which happiness grows.
Periods of happiness are empty pages in it’
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel

I first decided to write this book while changing trains at the Westbahnhof, Vienna’s
main railway terminus. It was December 1989, a propitious moment. I had just re-
turned from Prague, where the playwrights and historians of Viclav Havel’s Civic
Forum were dislodging a Communist police state and tumbling forty years of ‘real
existing Socialism’ into the dustbin of history. A few weeks earlier the Berlin Wall
had been unexpectedly breached. In Hungary as in Poland, everyone was taken up
with the challenges of post-Communist politics: the old regime—all-powerful just
a few months before—was receding into irrelevance. The Communist Party of
Lithuania had just declared itself for immediate independence from the Soviet
Union. And in the taxi on the way to the railway station Austrian radio carried the
first reports of an uprising against the nepotistic dictatorship of Nicolae Ceaugescu
in Romania. A political earthquake was shattering the frozen topography of post-
World War II Europe.

An era was over and a new Europe was being born. This much was obvious. But
with the passing of the old order many longstanding assumptions would be called
into question. What had once seemed permanent and somehow inevitable would
take on a more transient air. The Cold-War confrontation; the schism separating
East from West; the contest between ‘Communism’ and ‘capitalism’; the separate
and non-communicating stories of prosperous western Europe and the Soviet bloc
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satellites to its east: all these could no longer be understood as the products of ide-
ological necessity or the iron logic of politics. They were the accidental outcomes
of history—and history was thrusting them aside.

Europe’s future would look very different—and so, too, would its past. In ret-
rospect the years 194589 would now come to be seen not as the threshold of a new
epoch but rather as an interim age: a post-war parenthesis, the unfinished business
of a conflict that ended in 1945 but whose epilogue had lasted for another half cen-
tury. Whatever shape Europe was to take in the years to come, the familiar, tidy story
of what had gone before had changed for ever. It seemed obvious to me, in that icy
central-European December, that the history of post-war Europe would need to
be rewritten.

The time was propitious; so, too, was the place. Vienna in 1989 was a palimpsest
of Europe’s complicated, overlapping pasts. In the early years of the twentieth cen-
tury Vienna was Europe: the fertile, edgy, self-deluding hub of a culture and a civ-
ilization on the threshold of apocalypse. Between the wars, reduced from a glorious
imperial metropole to the impoverished, shrunken capital of a tiny rump-state, Vi-
enna slid steadily from grace: finishing up as the provincial outpost of a Nazi em-
pire to which most of its citizens swore enthusiastic fealty.

After Germany was defeated Austria fell into the Western camp and was as-
signed the status of Hitler’s ‘first victim’. This stroke of doubly unmerited good for-
tune authorized Vienna to exorcise its past. Its Nazi allegiance conveniently
forgotten, the Austrian capital—a ‘Western’ city surrounded by Soviet ‘eastern’ Eu-
rope—acquired a new identity as outrider and exemplar of the free world. To its
former subjects now trapped in Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary, Romania and
Yugoslavia, Vienna stood for ‘central Europe’: an imagined community of cosmo-
politan civility that Europeans had somehow mislaid in the course of the century.
In Communism’s dying years the city was to become a sort of listening post of lib-
erty, a rejuvenated site of encounters and departures for eastern Europeans escap-
ing West and Westerners building bridges to the East.

Vienna in 1989 was thus a good place from which to ‘think’ Europe. Austria em-
bodied all the slightly self-satisfied attributes of post-war western Europe: capital-
ist prosperity underpinned by a richly-endowed welfare state; social peace
guaranteed thanks to jobs and perks liberally distributed through all the main so-
cial groups and political parties; external security assured by the implicit protec-
tion of the Western nuclear umbrella—while Austria itself remained smugly
‘neutral’. Meanwhile, across the Leitha and Danube rivers just a few kilometres to
the east, there lay the ‘other’ Europe of bleak poverty and secret policemen. The dis-
tance separating the two was nicely encapsulated in the contrast between Vienna’s
thrusting, energetic Westbahnhof, whence businessmen and vacationers boarded
sleek modern expresses for Munich or Zurich or Paris; and the city’s grim, un-
inviting Siidbahnhof: a shabby, dingy, faintly menacing hangout of penurious for-
eigners descending filthy old trains from Budapest or Belgrade.
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Just as the city’s two principal railway stations involuntarily acknowledged the
geographical schism of Europe—one facing optimistically, profitably west, the
other negligently conceding Vienna’s eastern vocation—so the very streets of
the Austrian capital bore witness to the chasm of silence separating Europe’s tran-
quil present from its discomforting past. The imposing, confident buildings lining
the great Ringstrasse were a reminder of Vienna’s one-time imperial vocation—
though the Ring itself seemed somehow too big and too grand to serve as a mere
quotidian artery for commuters in a medium-sized European capital—and the
city was justifiably proud of its public edifices and civic spaces. Indeed, Vienna
was much given to invoking older glories. But concerning the more recent past it
was decidedly reticent.

And of the Jews who had once occupied many of the inner city’s buildings and
who contributed decisively to the art, music, theatre, literature, journalism and
ideas that were Vienna in its heyday, the city was most reticent of all. The very vi-
olence with which the Jews of Vienna had been expelled from their homes, shipped
east from the city and stamped out of its memory helped account for the guilty
calm of Vienna’s present. Post-war Vienna—like post-war western Europe—was an
imposing edifice resting atop an unspeakable past. Much of the worst of that past
had taken place in the lands that fell under Soviet control, which was why it was
so easily forgotten (in the West) or suppressed (in the East). With the return of east-
ern Europe the past would be no less unspeakable: but now it would, unavoidably,
have to be spoken. After 1989 nothing—not the future, not the present and above
all not the past—would ever be the same.

Although it was in December 1989 that I decided to undertake a history of post-
war Europe, the book did not get written for many years to come. Circumstances
intervened. In retrospect this was fortunate: many things which have become a lit-
tle clearer today were still obscure back then. Archives have opened. The inevitable
confusions attendant upon a revolutionary transformation have sorted themselves
out and at least some of the longer-term consequences of the upheaval of 1989 are
now intelligible. And the aftershocks of 1989 did not soon abate. The next time I
was in Vienna the city was struggling to house tens of thousands of refugees from
neighbouring Croatia and Bosnia.

Three years after that Austria abandoned its carefully-cultivated post-war au-
tonomy and joined the European Union, whose own emergence as a force in Eu-
ropean affairs was a direct consequence of the east-European revolutions. Visiting
Vienna in October 1999 I found the Westbahnhof covered in posters for the Free-
dom Party of Jorg Haider who, despite his open admiration for the ‘honourable
men’ of the Nazi armies who ‘did their duty’ on the eastern front, won 27 percent
of the vote that year by mobilizing his fellow Austrians’ anxiety and incompre-
hension at the changes that had taken place in their world over the past decade.
After nearly half a century of quiescence Vienna—Ilike the rest of Europe—had re-
entered history.
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This book tells the story of Europe since the Second World War and so it begins in
1945: Stunde nul, as the Germans called it—Zero hour. But like everything else in
the twentieth-century its story is back-shadowed by the thirty-year war that began
in 1914, when the European continent embarked upon its descent into catastrophe.
The First World War itself was a traumatic killing field for all the participants—
half of Serbia’s male population between 18 and 55 died in the fighting—but it re-
solved nothing. Germany (contrary to widespread belief at the time) was not
crushed in the war or the post-war settlement: in that case its rise to near-total dom-
ination of Europe a mere twenty-five years later would be hard to explain. Indeed,
because Germany didn’t pay its First World War debts the cost of victory to the Al-
lies exceeded the cost of defeat to Germany, which thus emerged relatively stronger
than in 1913. The ‘German problem’ that had surfaced in Europe with the rise of
Prussia a generation before remained unsolved.

The little countries that emerged from the collapse of the old land empires in 1918
were poor, unstable, insecure—and resentful of their neighbours. Between the wars
Europe was full of ‘revisionist’ states: Russia, Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bul-
garia had all been defeated in the Great War and awaited an occasion for territorial
redress. After 1918 there was no restoration of international stability, no recovered
equilibrium between the powers: merely an interlude born of exhaustion. The vi-
olence of war did not abate. It metamorphosed instead into domestic affairs—into
nationalist polemics, racial prejudice, class confrontation and civil war. Europe in
the Twenties and especially the Thirties entered a twilight zone between the after-
life of one war and the looming anticipation of another.

The internal conflicts and inter-state antagonisms of the years between the
world wars were exacerbated—and in some measure provoked—by the accompa-
nying collapse of the European economy. Indeed economic life in Europe was
struck a triple blow in those years. The First World War distorted domestic em-
ployment, destroyed trade and devastated whole regions—as well as bankrupting
states. Many countries—in central Europe above all—never recovered from its ef-
fects. Those that did were then brought low again in the Slump of the Thirties, when
deflation, business failures and desperate efforts to erect protective tariffs against
foreign competition resulted not only in unprecedented levels of unemployment
and wasted industrial capacity but also the collapse of international trade (be-
tween 1929 and 1936 Franco-German commerce fell by 83 percent), accompanied
by bitter inter-state competition and resentment. And then came the Second World
War, whose unprecedented impact upon the civilian populations and domestic
economies of the affected nations is discussed in Part One of this book.

The cumulative impact of these blows was to destroy a civilization. The scale of
the disaster that Europe had brought upon itself was perfectly clear to contempo-
raries even as it was happening. Some, on the far Left and far Right alike, saw the
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self-immolation of bourgeois Europe as an opportunity to fight for something
better. The Thirties were Auden’s ‘low, dishonest decade’; but they were also an age
of commitment and political faith, culminating in the illusions and lives lost to the
civil war in Spain. This was the Indian summer of nineteenth-century radical vi-
sions, now invested in the violent ideological engagements of a grimmer age: ‘What
an enormous longing for a new human order there was in the era between the
world wars, and what a miserable failure to live up to it’(Arthur Koestler)

Despairing of Europe, some fled: first to the remaining liberal democracies of
far-western Europe, thence—if they could get out in time—to the Americas. And
some, like Stefan Zweig or Walter Benjamin, took their own lives. On the eve of the
continent’s final descent into the abyss the prospect for Europe appeared hopeless.
Whatever it was that had been lost in the course of the implosion of European civ-
ilization—a loss whose implications had long since been intuited by Karl Kraus and
Franz Kafka in Zweig’s own Vienna—would never be recaptured. In Jean Renoir’s
eponymous film classic of 1937, the Grand Illusion of the age was the resort to
war and its accompanying myths of honour, caste and class. But by 1940, to obser-
vant Europeans, the grandest of all Europe’s illusions—now discredited beyond
recovery—was ‘European civilisation’ itself.

In the light of what had gone before it is thus understandably tempting to nar-
rate the story of Europe’s unexpected recovery after 1945 in a self-congratulatory,
even lyrical key. And this, indeed, has been the dominant underlying theme of his-
tories of post-war Europe, above all those written before 1989—just as it was the
tone adopted by European statesmen when reflecting upon their own achieve-
ments in these decades. The mere survival and re-emergence of the separate states
of continental Europe after the cataclysm of total war; the absence of inter-state dis-
putes and the steady extension of institutionalized forms of intra-European coop-
eration; the sustained recovery from thirty years of economic meltdown and the
‘normalization’ of prosperity, optimism and peace: all these invited a hyperbolic re-
sponse. Europe’s recovery was a ‘miracle’. ‘Post-national’ Europe had learned the bit-
ter lessons of recent history. An irenic, pacific continent had risen, ‘Phoenix-like,
from the ashes of its murderous—suicidal—past.

Like many myths, this rather agreeable account of Europe in the second half
of the twentieth century contains a kernel of truth. But it leaves out a lot. Eastern
Europe—from the Austrian border to the Ural Mountains, from Tallinn to
Tirana—doesn’t fit. Its post-war decades were certainly peaceful when contrasted
with what went before, but only thanks to the uninvited presence of the Red Army:
it was the peace of the prison-yard, enforced by the tank. And if the satellite coun-
tries of the Soviet bloc engaged in international cooperation superficially compa-
rable to developments further west, this was only because Moscow imposed
‘fraternal’ institutions and exchanges upon them by force.

The history of the two halves of post-war Europe cannot be told in isolation
from one another. The legacy of the Second World War—and the pre-war decades
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and the war before that—forced upon the governments and peoples of east and
west Europe alike some hard choices about how best to order their affairs so as to
avoid any return to the past. One option—to pursue the radical agenda of the pop-
ular front movements of the 1930s—was initially very popular in both parts of Eu-
rope (a reminder that 1945 was never quite the fresh start that it sometimes
appears). In eastern Europe some sort of radical transformation was unavoidable.
There could be no possibility of returning to the discredited past. What, then,
would replace it? Communism may have been the wrong solution, but the dilemma
to which it was responding was real enough.

In the West the prospect of radical change was smoothed away, not least thanks
to American aid (and pressure). The appeal of the popular-front agenda—and of
Communism—faded: both were prescriptions for hard times and in the West, at
least after 1952, the times were no longer so hard. And so, in the decades that fol-
lowed, the uncertainties of the immediate post-war years were forgotten. But the
possibility that things might take a different turn—indeed, the likelihood that they
would take a different turn—had seemed very real in 1945; it was to head off a re-
turn of the old demons (unemployment, Fascism, German militarism, war, revo-
lution) that western Europe took the new path with which we are now familiar.
Post-national, welfare-state, cooperative, pacific Europe was not born of the opti-
mistic, ambitious, forward-looking project imagined in fond retrospect by today’s
Euro-idealists. It was the insecure child of anxiety. Shadowed by history, its lead-
ers implemented social reforms and built new institutions as a prophylactic, to
keep the past at bay.

This becomes easier to grasp when we recall that authorities in the Soviet bloc
were in essence engaged in the same project. They, too, were above all concerned
to install a barrier against political backsliding—though in countries under Com-
munist rule this was to be secured not so much by social progress as through the
application of physical force. Recent history was re-written—and citizens were en-
couraged to forget it—in accordance with the assertion that a Communist-led so-
cial revolution had definitively erased not just the shortcomings of the past but also
the conditions that had made them possible. As we shall see, this claim was also a
myth; at best a half-truth.

But the Communist myth bears unintended witness to the importance (and the
difficulty) in both halves of Europe of managing a burdensome inheritance. World
War One destroyed old Europe; World War Two created the conditions for a new
Europe. But the whole of Europe lived for many decades after 1945 in the long
shadow cast by the dictators and wars in its immediate past. That is one of the ex-
periences that Europeans of the post-war generation have in common with one an-
other and which separates them from Americans, for whom the twentieth century
taught rather different and altogether more optimistic lessons. And it is the neces-
sary point of departure for anyone seeking to understand European history before
1989—and to appreciate how much it changed afterwards.



INTRODUCTION

In his account of Tolstoy’s view of history, Isaiah Berlin drew an influential dis-
tinction between two styles of intellectual reasoning, citing a famous line from the
Greek poet Archilochus: “The fox knows many things but the hedgehog knows one
big thing. In Berlin’s terms this book is decidedly not a ‘hedgehog’. I have no big
theory of contemporary European history to propose in these pages; no one over-
arching theme to expound; no single, all-embracing story to tell. It does not fol-
low from this, however, that I think the post-World War Two history of Europe has
no thematic shape. On the contrary: it has more than one. Fox-like, Europe knows
many things.

In the first place, this is a history of Europe’s reduction. The constituent states
of Europe could no longer aspire, after 1945, to international or imperial status. The
two exceptions to this rule—the Soviet Union and, in part, Great Britain—were
both only half-European in their own eyes and in any case, by the end of the pe-
riod recounted here, they too were much reduced. Most of the rest of continental
Europe had been humiliated by defeat and occupation. It had not been able to lib-
erate itself from Fascism by its own efforts; nor was it able, unassisted, to keep
Communism at bay. Post-war Europe was liberated—or immured—by outsiders.
Only with considerable effort and across long decades did Europeans recover con-
trol of their own destiny. Shorn of their overseas territories Europe’s erstwhile sea-
borne empires (Britain, France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Portugal) were all shrunk
back in the course of these years to their European nuclei, their attention re-directed
to Europe itself.

Secondly, the later decades of the twentieth century saw the withering away of
the ‘master narratives’ of European history: the great nineteenth-century theories
of history, with their models of progress and change, of revolution and transfor-
mation, that had fuelled the political projects and social movements that tore
Europe apart in the first half of the century. This too is a story that only makes sense
on a pan-European canvas: the decline of political fervor in the West (except among
a marginalized intellectual minority) was accompanied—for quite different
reasons—by the loss of political faith and the discrediting of official Marxism in
the East. For a brief moment in the 1980s, to be sure, it seemed as though the in-
tellectual Right might stage a revival around the equally nineteenth-century proj-
ect of dismantling ‘society’ and abandoning public affairs to the untrammelled
market and the minimalist state; but the spasm passed. After 1989 there was no over-
arching ideological project of Left or Right on offer in Europe—except the prospect
of liberty, which for most Europeans was a promise now fulfilled.

Thirdly, and as a modest substitute for the defunct ambitions of Europe’s ide-
ological past, there emerged belatedly—and largely by accident—the ‘European
model’ Born of an eclectic mix of Social Democratic and Christian Democratic leg-
islation and the crab-like institutional extension of the European Community and
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its successor Union, this was a distinctively ‘European’ way of regulating social in-
tercourse and inter-state relations. Embracing everything from child-care to inter-
state legal norms, this European approach stood for more than just the bureaucratic
practices of the European Union and its member states; by the beginning of the
twenty-first century it had become a beacon and example for aspirant EU mem-
bers and a global challenge to the United States and the competing appeal of the
‘American way of life’

This decidedly unanticipated transformation of Europe from a geographical
expression (and a rather troubled one at that) into a réle-model and magnet for
individuals and countries alike was a slow, cumulative process. Europe was not, in
Alexander Wat’s ironic paraphrase of the delusions of inter-war Polish statesmen,
‘doomed to greatness” Its emergence in this capacity could certainly not have been
predicted from the circumstances of 1945, or even 1975. This new Europe was not
a preconceived common project: no-one set out to bring it about. But once it be-
came clear, after 1992, that Europe did occupy this novel place in the international
scheme of things, its relations with the US in particular took on a different aspect—
for Europeans and Americans alike.

This is the fourth theme interwoven into this account of post-war Europe: its
complicated and frequently misunderstood relationship to the United States of
America. Western Europeans wanted the US to involve itself in European affairs
after 1945—but they also resented that involvement and what it implied about Eu-
rope’s decline. Moreover, despite the US presence in Europe, especially in the years
after 1949, the two sides of the ‘West’ remained very different places. The Cold War
was perceived quite differently in western Europe from the rather alarmist response
it aroused in the US, and the subsequent ‘Americanisation’ of Europe in the Fifties
and Sixties is often exaggerated, as we shall see.

Eastern Europe, of course, saw America and its attributes rather differently. But
there, too, it would be misleading to overstate the exemplary influence of the US
upon eastern Europeans both before and after 1989. Dissident critics in both halves
of Europe—Raymond Aron in France, for example, or Véiclav Havel in Czecho-
slovakia—were careful to emphasize that they did not regard America as any sort
of model or example for their own societies. And although a younger generation
of post-’89 eastern Europeans did aspire for a while to liberalize their countries on
the American model, with limited public services, low taxes and a free market, the
fashion has not caught on. Europe’s ‘American moment’ lay in the past. The future
of eastern Europe’s ‘little Americas’ lay squarely in Europe.

Finally, Europe’s post-war history is a story shadowed by silences; by absence.
The continent of Europe was once an intricate, interwoven tapestry of overlapping
languages, religions, communities and nations. Many of its cities—particularly the
smaller ones at the intersection of old and new imperial boundaries, such as Tri-
este, Sarajevo, Salonika, Cernovitz, Odessa or Vilna—were truly multicultural so-
cieties avant le mot, where Catholics, Orthodox, Muslims, Jews and others lived in
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familiar juxtaposition. We should not idealise this old Europe. What the Polish
writer Tadeusz Borowski called ‘the incredible, almost comical melting-pot of peo-
ples and nationalities sizzling dangerously in the very heart of Europe’ was peri-
odically rent with riots, massacres and pogroms—but it was real, and it survived into
living memory.

Between 1914 and 1945, however, that Europe was smashed into the dust. The ti-
dier Europe that emerged, blinking, into the second half of the twentieth century
had fewer loose ends. Thanks to war, occupation, boundary adjustments, expulsions
and genocide, almost everybody now lived in their own country, among their own
people. For forty years after World War Two Europeans in both halves of Europe
lived in hermetic national enclaves where surviving religious or ethnic minorities—
the Jews in France, for example—represented a tiny percentage of the population
at large and were thoroughly integrated into its cultural and political mainstream.
Only Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union—an empire, not a country and anyway only
part-European, as already noted—stood aside from this new, serially homoge-
nous Europe.

But since the 1980s, and above all since the fall of the Soviet Union and the en-
largement of the EU, Europe is facing a multicultural future. Between them
refugees; guest-workers; the denizens of Europe’s former colonies drawn back to
the imperial metropole by the prospect of jobs and freedom; and the voluntary and
involuntary migrants from failed or repressive states at Europe’s expanded margins
have turned London, Paris, Antwerp, Amsterdam, Berlin, Milan and a dozen other
places into cosmopolitan world cities whether they like it or not.

This new presence of Europe’s living ‘others’—perhaps fifteen million Muslims
in the EU as currently constituted, for example, with a further eighty million await-
ing admission in Bulgaria and Turkey—has thrown into relief not just Europe’s cur-
rent discomfort at the prospect of ever greater variety, but also the ease with which
the dead ‘others’ of Europe’s past were cast far out of mind. Since 1989 it has be-
come clearer than it was before just how much the stability of post-war Europe
rested upon the accomplishments of Josef Stalin and Adolf Hitler. Between them,
and assisted by wartime collaborators, the dictators blasted flat the demographic
heath upon which the foundations of a new and less complicated continent were
then laid.

This disconcerting kink in the smooth narrative of Europe’s progress towards
Winston Churchill’s ‘broad sunlit uplands’ was left largely unmentioned in both
halves of postwar Europe—at least until the Sixties, after which it was usually in-
voked uniquely in reference to the extermination of Jews by Germans. With only
the occasional controversial exception, the record of other perpetrators—and other
victims—was kept closed. The history and memory of the Second World War were
typically confined to a familiar set of moral conventions: Good versus Evil, Anti-
Fascists against Fascists, Resisters against Collaborators and so forth.

Since 1989—with the overcoming of long-established inhibitions—it has proven
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possible to acknowledge (sometimes in the teeth of virulent opposition and denial)
the moral price that was paid for Europe’s rebirth. Poles, French, Swiss, Italians, Ro-
manians and others are now better placed to know—if they wish to know—what
really happened in their country just a few short decades ago. Even Germans, too,
are revisiting the received history of their country—with paradoxical consequences.
Now—for the first time in many decades—it is German suffering and German vic-
timhood, whether at the hands of British bombers, Russian soldiers or Czech ex-
pellers—that are receiving attention. The Jews, it is once again being tentatively
suggested in certain respectable quarters, were not the only victims . . .

Whether these discussions are a good or a bad thing is a matter for debate. Is all
this public remembering a sign of political health? Or is it sometimes more pru-
dent, as De Gaulle among others understood all too well, to forget? This question
will be taken up in the Epilogue. Here I would simply note that these latest hiccups
of disruptive recall need not be understood—as they sometimes are understood
(notably in the United States), when juxtaposed to contemporary outbreaks of
ethnic or racial prejudice—as baleful evidence of Europe’s Original Sin: its inabil-
ity to learn from past crimes, its amnesiac nostalgia, its ever-imminent propensity
to return to 1938. This is not, in the words of Yogi Berra, ‘déja vu all over again’

Europe is not re-entering its troubled wartime past—on the contrary, it is leav-
ing it. Germany today, like the rest of Europe, is more conscious of its twentieth-
century history than at any time in the past fifty years. But this does not mean that
it is being drawn back into it. For that history never went away. As this book tries
to show, the long shadow of World War Two lay heavy across postwar Europe. It
could not, however, be acknowledged in full. Silence over Europe’s recent past was
the necessary condition for the construction of a European future. Today—in the
wake of painful public debates in almost every other European country—it seems
somehow fitting (and in any case unavoidable) that Germans, too, should at last
feel able openly to question the canons of well-intentioned official memory. We
may not be very comfortable with this; it may not even be a good portent. But it is
a kind of closure. Sixty years after Hitler’s death, his war and its consequences are
entering history. Postwar in Europe lasted a very long time, but it is finally coming
to a close.
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I

The Legacy of War

‘This was no slow decadence that came to the Europeanised world—other
civilizations rolled and crumbled down, the European civilization was, as it
were, blown up..

H.G. Wells, War in the Air (1908)

‘The human problem the war will leave behind it has not yet been
imagined, much less faced by anybody. There has never been such
destruction, such disintegration of the structure of life’
Anne O’Hare McCormick

‘Everywhere there is a craving for miracles and cures. The war has pushed
the Neapolitans back into the Middle Ages.
Norman Lewis, Naples *44

Europe in the aftermath of the Second World War offered a prospect of utter mis-
ery and desolation. Photographs and documentary films of the time show pitiful
streams of helpless civilians trekking through a blasted landscape of broken cities
and barren fields. Orphaned children wander forlornly past groups of worn out
women picking over heaps of masonry. Shaven-headed deportees and concentra-
tion camp inmates in striped pyjamas stare listlessly at the camera, starving and dis-
eased. Even the trams, propelled uncertainly along damaged tracks by intermittently
available electric current, appear shell-shocked. Everyone and everything—with the
notable exception of the well-fed Allied occupation forces—seems worn out, with-
out resources, exhausted.

This image will need to be nuanced if we are to understand how that same shat-
tered continent was able to recover so rapidly in years to come. But it conveys an
essential truth about the European condition in the wake of Germany’s defeat. Eu-
ropeans felt hopeless, they were exhausted—and for good reason. The European war
that began with Hitler’s invasion of Poland in September 1939 and ended with Ger-
many’s unconditional surrender in May 1945 was a total war. It embraced civilians
as well as soldiers.

Indeed, in those countries occupied by Nazi Germany, from France to the
Ukraine, from Norway to Greece, World War Two was primarily a civilian experi-
ence. Formal military combat was confined to the beginning and end of the con-
flict. In between, this was a war of occupation, of repression, of exploitation and
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extermination, in which soldiers, storm-troopers and policemen disposed of the
daily lives and very existence of tens of millions of imprisoned peoples. In some
countries the occupation lasted most of the war; everywhere it brought fear and
deprivation.

Unlike World War One, then, the Second War—Hitler’s War—was a near-
universal experience. And it lasted a long time—nearly six years for those countries
(Britain, Germany) that were engaged in it from beginning to end. In Czechoslo-
vakia it began earlier still, with the Nazi occupation of the Sudetenland in Octo-
ber 1938. In eastern Europe and the Balkans it did not even end with the defeat of
Hitler, since occupation (by the Soviet army) and civil war continued long after the
dismemberment of Germany.

Wars of occupation were not unknown in Europe, of course. Far from it. Folk
memories of the Thirty Years War in seventeenth-century Germany, during which
foreign mercenary armies lived off the land and terrorized the local population,
were still preserved three centuries later, in local myths and in fairy tales. Well into
the nineteen-thirties Spanish grandmothers were chastening wayward children
with the threat of Napoleon. But there was a peculiar intensity to the experience
of occupation in World War Two. In part this was because of the distinctive Nazi
attitude towards subject populations.

Previous occupying armies—the Swedes in seventeenth-century Germany, the
Prussians in France after 1815—lived off the land and assaulted and killed local
civilians on an occasional and even random basis. But the peoples who fell under
German rule after 1939 were either put to the service of the Reich or else were
scheduled for destruction. For Europeans this was a new experience. Overseas, in
their colonies, European states had habitually indentured or enslaved indigenous
populations for their own benefit. They had not been above the use of torture, mu-
tilation or mass murder to coerce their victims into obedience. But since the eigh-
teenth century these practices were largely unknown among Europeans themselves,
at least west of the Bug and Prut rivers.

It was in the Second World War, then, that the full force of the modern Euro-
pean state was mobilized for the first time, for the primary purpose of conquering
and exploiting other Europeans. In order to fight and win the war, the British ex-
ploited and ransacked their own resources: by the end of the war, Great Britain was
spending more than half its Gross National Product on the war effort. Nazi Ger-
many, however, fought the war—especially in its latter years—with significant help
from the ransacked economies of its victims (much as Napoleon had done after
1805, but with incomparably greater efficiency). Norway, the Netherlands, Belgium,
Bohemia-Moravia and, especially, France made significant involuntary contribu-
tions to the German war effort. Their mines, factories, farms and railways were di-
rected to servicing German requirements and their populations were obliged to
work at German war production: at first in their own countries, later on in Ger-
many itself. In September 1944 there were 7,487,000 foreigners in Germany, most
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of them there against their will, and they constituted 21 percent of the country’s
labour force.

The Nazis lived for as long as they could off the wealth of their victims—so suc-
cessfully in fact that it was not until 1944 that German civilians themselves began
to feel the impact of wartime restrictions and shortages. By then, however, the mil-
itary conflict was closing in on them, first through Allied bombing campaigns,
then with the simultaneous advance of Allied armies from east and west. And it was
in this final year of the war, during the relatively brief period of active campaign-
ing west of the Soviet Union, that much of the worst physical destruction
took place.

From the point of view of contemporaries the war’s impact was measured not
in terms of industrial profit and loss, or the net value of national assets in 1945 when
compared to 1938, but rather in the visible damage to their immediate environment
and their communities. It is with these that we must begin if we are to understand
the trauma that lay behind the images of desolation and hopelessness that caught
the attention of observers in 1945.

Very few European towns and cities of any size had survived the war unscathed.
By informal consent or good fortune the ancient and early-modern centers of a few
celebrated European cities—Rome, Venice, Prague, Paris, Oxford—were never tar-
geted. But in the first year of the war German bombers had flattened Rotterdam
and gone on to destroy the industrial English city of Coventry. The Wehrmacht
obliterated many smaller towns in their invasion routes through Poland and, later,
Yugoslavia and the USSR. Whole districts of central London, notably in the poorer
quarters around the docklands in the East End, had fallen victim to the Luftwaffe’s
blitzkrieg in the course of the war.

But the greatest material damage was done by the unprecedented bombing cam-
paigns of the Western Allies in 1944 and 1945, and the relentless advance of the Red
Army from Stalingrad to Prague. The French coastal towns of Royan, Le Havre and
Caen were eviscerated by the US Air force. Hamburg, Cologne, Dusseldorf, Dres-
den and dozens of other German cities were laid waste by carpet-bombing from
British and American planes. In the east, 80 percent of the Byelorussian city of
Minsk was destroyed by the end of the war; Kiev in the Ukraine was a smoulder-
ing ruin; while the Polish capital Warsaw was systematically torched and dyna-
mited, house by house, street by street, by the retreating German army in the
autumn of 1944. When the war in Europe ended—when Betlin fell to the Red Army
in May 1945 after taking 40,000 tons of shells in the final fourteen days—much of
the German capital was reduced to smoking hillocks of rubble and twisted metal.
Seventy-five percent of its buildings were uninhabitable.

Ruined cities were the most obvious—and photogenic—evidence of the devas-
tation, and they came to serve as a universal visual shorthand for the pity of war.
Because much of the damage had been done to houses and apartment buildings,
and so many people were homeless as a result (an estimated 25 million people in
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the Soviet Union, a further 20 million in Germany—s500,000 of them in Hamburg
alone), the rubble-strewn urban landscape was the most immediate reminder of
the war that had just ended. But it was not the only one. In Western Europe trans-
port and communications were seriously disrupted: of 12,000 railway locomotives
in pre-war France, only 2,800 were in service by the time of the German surren-
der. Many roads, rail tracks and bridges had been blown up—by the retreating
Germans, the advancing Allies or the French Resistance. Two-thirds of the French
merchant fleet had been sunk. In 1944—45 alone, France lost 500,000 dwellings.

But the French—Ilike the British, the Belgians, the Dutch (who lost 219,000
hectares of land flooded by the Germans and were reduced by 1945 to 40 percent
of their pre-war rail, road and canal transport), the Danes, the Norwegians (who
had lost 14 percent of the country’s pre-war capital in the course of the German
occupation), and even the Italians—were comparatively fortunate, though they
did not know it. The true horrors of war had been experienced further east. The
Nazis treated western Europeans with some respect, if only the better to exploit
them, and western Europeans returned the compliment by doing relatively little to
disrupt or oppose the German war effort. In eastern and south-eastern Europe the
occupying Germans were merciless, and not only because local partisans—in
Greece, Yugoslavia and Ukraine especially—fought a relentless if hopeless battle
against them.

The material consequences in the East of the German occupation, the Soviet ad-
vance and the partisan struggles were thus of an altogether different order from the
experience of war in the West. In the Soviet Union, 70,000 villages and 1,700 towns
were destroyed in the course of the war, along with 32,000 factories and 40,000 miles
of rail track. In Greece, two-thirds of the country’s vital merchant marine fleet was
lost, one-third of its forests were ruined and a thousand villages were obliterated.
Meanwhile the German policy of setting occupation-cost payments according to
German military needs rather than the Greek capacity to pay generated hyper-
inflation.

Yugoslavia lost 25 percent of its vineyards, 50 percent of all livestock, 6o percent
of the country’s roads, 75 percent of all its ploughs and railway bridges, one in five
of its pre-war dwellings and a third of its limited industrial wealth—along with 10
percent of its pre-war population. In Poland three-quarters of standard gauge rail
tracks were unusable and one farm in six was out of operation. Most of the coun-
try’s towns and cities could barely function (though only Warsaw was totally de-
stroyed).

But even these figures, dramatic as they are, convey just a part of the picture:
the grim physical background. Yet the material damage suffered by Europeans
in the course of the war, terrible though it had been, was insignificant when set
against the human losses. It is estimated that about thirty-six and a half million Eu-
ropeans died between 1939 and 1945 from war-related causes (equivalent to the
total population of France at the outbreak of war)—a number that does not include
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deaths from natural causes in those years, nor any estimate of the numbers of chil-
dren not conceived or born then or later because of the war.

The overall death toll is staggering (the figures given here do not include Japan-
ese, US or other non-European dead). It dwarfs the mortality figures for the Great
War of 191418, obscene as those were. No other conflict in recorded history killed
so many people in so short a time. But what is most striking of all is the number
of non-combatant civilians among the dead: at least 19 million, or more than half.
The numbers of civilian dead exceeded military losses in the USSR, Hungary,
Poland, Yugoslavia, Greece, France, the Netherlands, Belgium and Norway. Only in
the UK and Germany did military losses significantly outnumber civilian ones.

Estimates of civilian losses on the territory of the Soviet Union vary greatly,
though the likeliest figure is in excess of 16 million people (roughly double the num-
ber of Soviet military losses, of whom 78,000 fell in the battle for Berlin alone).
Civilian deaths on the territory of pre-war Poland approached 5 million; in Yu-
goslavia 1.4 million; in Greece 430,000; in France 350,000; in Hungary 270,000; in
the Netherlands 204,000; in Romania 200,000. Among these, and especially promi-
nent in the Polish, Dutch and Hungarian figures, were some 5.7 million Jews, to
whom should be added 221,000 gypsies (Roma).

The causes of death among civilians included mass extermination, in death
camps and killing fields from Odessa to the Baltic; disease, malnutrition and star-
vation (induced and otherwise); the shooting and burning of hostages—by the
Wehrmacht, the Red Army and partisans of all kinds; reprisals against civilians; the
effects of bombing, shelling and infantry battles in fields and cities, on the eastern
Front throughout the war and in the West from the Normandy landings of June
1944 until the death of Hitler the following May; the deliberate strafing of refugee
columns and the working to death of slave labourers in war industries and
prison camps.

The greatest military losses were incurred by the Soviet Union, which is thought
to have lost 8.6 million men and women under arms; Germany, with 4 million ca-
sualties; Italy, which lost 400,000 soldiers, sailors and airmen; and Romania, some
300,000 of whose military were killed, mostly fighting with the Axis armies on the
Russian front. In proportion to their populations, however, the Austrians, Hun-
garians, Albanians and Yugoslavs suffered the greatest military losses. Taking all
deaths—civilian and military alike—into account, Poland, Yugoslavia, the USSR
and Greece were the worst affected. Poland lost about one in five of her pre-war
population, including a far higher percentage of the educated population, deliber-
ately targeted for destruction by the Nazis.! Yugoslavia lost one person in eight of
the country’s pre-war population, the USSR one in 11, Greece one in 14. To point
up the contrast, Germany suffered a rate of loss of 1/15; France 1/77; Britain 1/125.

'Or by Stalin, who ordered the shooting of 23,000 Polish officers in Katyn forest in 1940 and then
blamed it on the Germans.
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The Soviet losses in particular include prisoners of war. The Germans captured
some 5.5 million Soviet soldiers in the course of the war, three quarters of them in
the first seven months following the attack on the USSR in June 1941. Of these, 3.3
million died from starvation, exposure and mistreatment in German camps—
more Russians died in German prisoner-of-war camps in the years 1941—45 than in
all of World War One. Of the 750,000 Soviet soldiers captured when the Germans
took Kiev in September 1941, just 22,000 lived to see Germany defeated. The Sovi-
ets in their turn took 3.5 million prisoners of war (German, Austrian, Romanian
and Hungarian for the most part); most of them returned home after the war.

In view of these figures, it is hardly surprising that post-war Europe, especially
central and eastern Europe, suffered an acute shortage of men. In the Soviet Union
the number of women exceeded men by 20 million, an imbalance that would take
more than a generation to correct. The Soviet rural economy now depended heav-
ily on women for labour of every kind: not only were there no men, there were al-
most no horses. In Yugoslavia—thanks to German reprisal actions in which all
males over 15 were shot—there were many villages with no adult men left at all. In
Germany itself, two out of every three men born in 1918 did not survive Hitler’s war:
in one community for which we have detailed figures—the Berlin suburb of
Treptow—in February 1946, among adults aged 19—21 there were just 181 men for
1,105 women.

Much has been made of this over-representation of women in post-war Ger-
many especially. The humiliated, diminished status of German males—reduced
from the supermen of Hitler’s burnished armies to a ragged troupe of belatedly re-
turning prisoners, bemusedly encountering a generation of hardened women who
had perforce learned to survive and manage without them—is not a fiction (the
German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder is just one of many thousands of German
children who grew up after the war without fathers). Rainer Fassbinder put this
image of post-war German womanhood to effective cinematic use in the Marriage
of Maria Braun (1979), where the eponymous heroine turns her good looks and her
cynical energies to advantage, despite her mother’s entreaties to do nothing ‘that
might harm your soul’ But whereas Fassbinder’s Maria carried the burden of a later
generation’s resentful disillusion, the real women of 1945 Germany faced more im-
mediate difficulties.

In the final months of the war, as the Soviet armies pushed west into central Eu-
rope and eastern Prussia, millions of civilians—most of them German—{led be-
fore them. George Kennan, the American diplomat, described the scene in his
memoirs: ‘The disaster that befell this area with the entry of the Soviet forces has
no parallel in modern European experience. There were considerable sections of
it where, to judge by all existing evidence, scarcely a man, woman or child of the
indigenous population was left alive after the initial passage of Soviet forces ... The
Russians . . . swept the native population clean in a manner that had no parallel
since the days of the Asiatic hordes.
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Chief among the victims were adult males (if any remained) and women of any
age. 87,000 women in Vienna were reported by clinics and doctors to have been
raped by Soviet soldiers in the three weeks following the Red Army’s arrival in the
city. A slightly larger number of women in Berlin were raped in the Soviet march
on the city, most of them in the week of May 2nd—th, immediately preceding the
German surrender. Both of these figures are surely an underestimate, and they do
not include the uncounted number of assaults on women in the villages and towns
that lay in the path of the Soviet forces in their advance into Austria and across west-
ern Poland into Germany.

The behaviour of the Red Army was hardly a secret. Milovan Dijilas, Tito’s close
collaborator in the Yugoslav partisan army and at the time a fervent Communist,
even raised the matter with Stalin himself. The dictator’s response, as recorded by
Dijilas, is revealing: ‘Does Djilas, who is himself a writer, know what human suf-
fering and the human heart are? Can’t he understand the soldier who has gone
through blood and fire and death, if he has fun with a woman or takes a trifle?’

In his grotesque way, Stalin was half right. There was no leave policy in the So-
viet army. Many of its infantry and tank crews had fought their way back for three
terrible years in an unbroken series of battles and marches across the western USSR,
through Russia and Ukraine. In the course of their advance they saw and heard co-
pious evidence of German atrocities. The Wehrmacht’s treatment of war prison-
ers, of civilians, of partisans and indeed of anyone or anything that got in its way,
first in its proud advance to the Volga and the gates of Moscow and Leningrad, then
in its bitter, bloody retreat, had left its mark on the face of the land and in the soul
of the people.

When the Red Army finally reached central Europe, its exhausted soldiers en-
countered another world. The contrast between Russia and the West was always
great—Czar Alexander I had long ago regretted allowing Russians to see how West-
erners lived—and it had grown even sharper during the war. While German sol-
diers wreaked devastation and mass murder in the East, Germany itself remained
prosperous—so much so that its civilian population had very little sense of the ma-
terial cost of war until quite late in the conflict. Wartime Germany was a world of
towns, of electricity, of food and clothing and shops and consumer goods, of rea-
sonably well-fed women and children. The contrast with his own devastated home-
land must have seemed unfathomable to the common Soviet soldier. The Germans
had done terrible things to Russia; now it was their turn to suffer. Their possessions
and their women were there for the taking. With the tacit consent of its com-
manders, the Red Army was turned loose on the civilian population of the newly-
conquered German lands. :

On its route west the Red Army raped and pillaged (the phrase, for once, is bru-
tally apt) in Hungary, Romania, Slovakia and Yugoslavia; but German women suf-
fered by far the worst. Between 150,000 and 200,000 ‘Russian babies’ were born in
the Soviet-occupied zone of Germany in 1945-46, and these figures make no al-
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lowance for untold numbers of abortions, as a result of which many women died
along with their unwanted foetuses. Many of the surviving infants joined the grow-
ing number of children now orphaned and homeless: the human flotsam of war.

In Berlin alone, there were some 53,000 lost children by the end of 194s5. The
Quirinale gardens in Rome became briefly notorious as a gathering place for thou-
sands of Italy’s mutilated, disfigured and unclaimed children. In liberated Czecho-
slovakia there were 49,000 orphaned children; in the Netherlands, 60,000; in Poland
it was estimated that there were about 200,000 orphans, in Yugoslavia perhaps
300,000. Few of the younger children were Jewish—such Jewish children as sur-
vived the pogroms and exterminations of the war years were mostly adolescent
boys. In Buchenwald, 800 children were found alive at the liberation of the camp;
in Belsen just 500, some of whom had even survived the death march from
Auschwitz.

Surviving the war was one thing, surviving the peace another. Thanks to early
and effective intervention by the newly formed United Nations Relief and Reha-
bilitation Administration (UNRRA) and the occupying allied armies, large-scale
epidemics and the uncontrolled spread of contagious diseases were avoided—the
memory of the Asian ’flu that swept through Europe in the wake of the First World
War was still fresh. But the situation was grim enough. For much of 1945 the pop-
ulation of Vienna subsisted on a ration of 800 calories per day; in Budapest in De-
cember 1945 the officially provided ration was just 556 calories per day (children in
nurseries received 800). During the Dutch ‘hunger winter’ of 1944—45 (when parts
of the country had already been liberated) the weekly calorie ration in some regions
fell below the daily allocation recommended by the Allied Expeditionary Force for
its soldiers; 16,000 Dutch citizens died, mostly old people and children.

In Germany, where the average adult intake had been 2,445 calories per day in
1940—41 and was 2,078 calories per day in 1943, it had fallen to 1,412 calories for the
year 1945—46. But this was just an average. In June 1945, in the American Zone of
occupation, the official daily ration for ‘normal’ German consumers (excluding
favoured categories of worker) stood at just 860 calories. These figures gave rueful
significance to the wartime German joke: ‘Better enjoy the war—the peace will be
terrible. But the situation was not much better in most of Italy and somewhat
worse in some districts of Yugoslavia and Greece. *

The problem lay partly in destroyed farms, partly in disrupted communications
and mostly in the sheer numbers of helpless, unproductive mouths needing to be
fed. Where Europe’s farmers could grow food they were reluctant to supply it to
the towns. Most European currencies were worthless; and even if there had been
the wherewithal to pay peasants for their food in some hard currency, the latter
held little attraction for them—there was nothing to buy. So food did appear on

By way of comparison—the average daily calorie consumption in France in 1990 was 3,618.
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the black market, but at prices that only criminals, the rich and the occupiers
could pay.

In the meantime, people starved and they fell sick. One third of the population of
Piraeus, in Greece, suffered from trachoma in 1945 due to acute vitamin deficiency.
During an outbreak of dysentery in Berlin during July 1945—the result of damaged
sewage systems and polluted water supplies—there were 66 infant deaths for every 100
live births. Robert Murphy, the US political adviser for Germany, reported in October
1945 that an average of ten people daily were dying at the Lehrter railway station in
Berlin from exhaustion, malnutrition and illness. In the British Zone of Berlin, in De-
cember 1945, the death rate of children under one year was one in four, while during
that same month there were 1,023 new cases of typhoid and 2,193 cases of diphtheria.

For many weeks after the end of the war, in the summer of 1945, there was a se-
rious risk, in Berlin especially, of disease from rotting corpses. In Warsaw, one per-
son in five suffered from tuberculosis. The Czechoslovak authorities in January 1946
reported that half of the 700,000 needy children in the country were infected with
the disease. Children all over Europe were suffering from sicknesses of deprivation:
tuberculosis and rickets especially, but also pellagra, dysentery and impetigo. Sick
children had little recourse: for the 90,000 children of liberated Warsaw there was
just one hospital, with fifty beds. Otherwise healthy children died from a shortage
of milk (millions of head of European cattle were slaughtered in the battles across
southern and eastern Europe in 1944—45) and most were chronically undernour-
ished. Infant mortality in Vienna during the summer of 1945 was nearly four times
the rate in 1938. Even in the relatively prosperous streets of western cities children
went hungry and food was strictly rationed.

The problem of feeding, housing, clothing and caring for Europe’s battered
civilians (and the millions of imprisoned soldiers of the former Axis powers) was
complicated and magnified by the unique scale of the refugee crisis. This was
something new in the European experience. All wars dislocate the lives of non-
combatants: by destroying their land and their homes, by disrupting communica-
tions, by enlisting and killing husbands, fathers, sons. But in World War Two it was
state policies rather than armed conflict that did the worst damage.

Stalin had continued his pre-war practice of transferring whole peoples across
the Soviet empire. Well over a million people were deported east from Soviet-
occupied Poland and the western Ukraine and Baltic lands between 1939—41. In the
same years the Nazis too expelled 750,000 Polish peasants eastwards from western
Poland, offering the vacated land to Volksdeutsche, ethnic Germans from occupied
eastern Europe who were invited to ‘come home’ to the newly-expanded Reich. This
offer attracted some 120,000 Baltic Germans, a further 136,000 from Soviet-
occupied Poland, 200,000 from Romania and others besides—all of whom would
in their turn be expelled a few years later. Hitler’s policy of racial transfers and geno-
cide in Germany’s conquered eastern lands must thus be understood in direct re-
lation to the Nazis’ project of returning to the Reich (and settling in the
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newly-cleared property of their victims) all the far-flung settlements of Germans
dating back to medieval times. The Germans removed Slavs, exterminated Jews and
imported slave workers from west and east alike.

Between them Stalin and Hitler uprooted, transplanted, expelled, deported and
dispersed some 30 million people in the years 1939—43. With the retreat of the Axis
armies, the process was reversed. Newly-resettled Germans joined millions of es-
tablished German communities throughout eastern Europe in headlong flight from
the Red Army. Those who made it safely into Germany were joined there by a pul-
lulating throng of other displaced persons. William Byford-Jones, an officer with
the British army, described the situation in 1945 thus:

‘Flotsam and jetsam! Women who had lost husbands and children, men who
had lost their wives; men and women who had lost their homes and children;
families who had lost vast farms and estates, shops, distilleries, factories,
flour-mills, mansions. There were also little children who were alone, carry-
ing some small bundle, with a pathetic label attached to them. They had
somehow got detached from their mothers, or their mothers had died and
been buried by other displaced persons somewhere along the wayside.

From the east came Balts, Poles, Ukrainians, Cossacks, Hungarians, Romanians
and others: some were just fleeing the horrors of war, others escaping West to avoid
being caught under Communist rule. A New York Times reporter described a col-
umn of 24,000 Cossack soldiers and families moving through southern Austria, ‘no
different in any major detail from what an artist might have painted in the
Napoleonic wars’.

From the Balkans came not just ethnic Germans but more than 100,000 Croats
from the fallen wartime fascist regime of Ante Pavelic, fleeing the wrath of
Tito’s partisans.® In Germany and Austria, in addition to the millions of Wehr-
macht soldiers held by the Allies and newly released Allied soldiers from German
p-0-w camps, there were many non-Germans who had fought against the Allies
alongside the Germans or under German command: the Russian, Ukrainian and
other soldiers of General Andrei Vlasov’s anti-Soviet army; volunteers for the Waf-
fen SS from Norway, the Netherlands, Belgium and France; and auxiliary German
fighters, concentration camp staff and others liberally recruited in Latvia, Ukraine,
Croatia and elsewhere. All had good reason to seek refuge from Soviet retribution.

Then there were the newly-released men and women who had been recruited
by the Nazis to work in Germany. Brought into German farms and factories from
all across the continent, they numbered many millions, spread across Germany

3They had good grounds for fear. The British army in Austria would later hand them over to the Yu-
goslav authorities (under an Allied agreement to return such prisoners to the government against whom
they had fought) and at least 40,000 of them were killed.
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proper and its annexed territories, constituting the largest single group of Nazi-
displaced persons in 1945. Involuntary economic migration was thus the primary
social experience of World War Two for many European civilians, including 280,000
Italians forcibly removed to Germany by their former ally after Italy’s capitulation
to the Allies in September 1943.

Most of Germany’s foreign workers had been brought there against their will—
but not all. Some foreign workers caught in the slipstream of German defeat in May
1945 had come of their own free will—like those unemployed Dutchmen who ac-
cepted offers of work in Nazi Germany before 1939 and stayed on.* Even at the de-
risory wages paid by wartime German employers, men and women from eastern
Europe, the Balkans, France and the Benelux countries were often better off there
than staying at home. And Soviet labourers (of whom there were upwards of two
million in Germany by September 1944), even if they had been brought to Germany
by force, were not necessarily sorry to be there—as one of them, Elena Skrjabena,
recalled after the war: ‘None of them complain about how the Germans had sent
them to work in German industry. For all of them that was the only possibility of
getting out of the Soviet Union.

Another group of displaced persons, the survivors of the concentration camps,
felt rather differently. Their ‘crimes’ had been various—political or religious op-
position to Nazism or Fascism, armed resistance, collective punishment for attacks
on Wehrmacht soldiers or installations, minor transgressions of Occupation reg-
ulations, real or invented criminal activities, falling foul of Nazi racial laws. They
survived camps which by the end were piled high with dead bodies and where dis-
eases of every kind were endemic: dysentery, TB, diphtheria, typhoid, typhus,
broncho-pneumonia, gastro-enteritis, gangrene and much else. But even these sur-
vivors were better off than the Jews, since they had not been systematically and col-
lectively scheduled for extermination.

Few Jews remained. Of those who were liberated 4 out of 10 died within a few
weeks of the arrival of Allied armies—their condition was beyond the experience
of Western medicine. But the surviving Jews, like most of Europe’s other homeless
millions, found their way into Germany. Germany was where the Allied agencies
and camps were to be situated—and anyway, eastern Europe was still not safe for
Jews. After a series of post-war pogroms in Poland many of the surviving Jews left
for good: 63,387 Jews arrived in Germany from Poland just between July and Sep-
tember 1946.

What was taking place in 1945, and had been underway for at least a year, was
thus an unprecedented exercise in ethnic cleansing and population transfer. In part
this was the outcome of ‘voluntary’ ethnic separation: Jewish survivors leaving a
Poland where they were unsafe and unwanted, for example, or Italians departing

“Yet they, too, had little real choice—during the Depression years anyone who refused a proffered work
contract from Germany risked losing his Dutch unemployment benefits.
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the Istrian peninsula rather than live under Yugoslav rule. Many ethnic minorities
who had collaborated with occupying forces (Italians in Yugoslavia, Hungarians in
Hungarian-occupied northern Transylvania now returned to Romanian rule,
Ukrainians in the western Soviet Union, etc) fled with the retreating Wehrmacht
to avoid retribution from the local majority or the advancing Red Army, and never
returned. Their departure may not have been legally mandated or enforced by local
authorities, but they had little option.

Elsewhere, however, official policy was at work well before the war ended. The
Germans of course began this, with the removal and genocide of the Jews, and the
mass expulsions of Poles and other Slav nations. Under German aegis between
1939 and 1943 Romanians and Hungarians shunted back and forth across new fron-
tier lines in disputed Transylvania. The Soviet authorities in their turn engineered
a series of forced population exchanges between Ukraine and Poland; one million
Poles fled or were expelled from their homes in what was now western Ukraine,
while half a million Ukrainians left Poland for the Soviet Union between October
1944 and June 1946. In the course of a few months what had once been an inter-
mixed region of different faiths, languages and communities became two distinct,
mono-ethnic territories.

Bulgaria transferred 160,000 Turks to Turkey; Czechoslovakia, under a Febru-
ary 1946 agreement with Hungary, exchanged the 120,000 Slovaks living in Hun-
gary for an equivalent number of Hungarians from communities north of the
Danube, in Slovakia. Other transfers of this kind took place between Poland and
Lithuania and between Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union; 400,000 people from
southern Yugoslavia were moved to land in the north to take the place of 600,000
departed Germans and Italians. Here as elsewhere, the populations concerned were
not consulted. But the largest affected group was the Germans.

The Germans of eastern Europe would probably have fled west in any case: by
1945 they were not wanted in the countries where their families had been settled
for many hundreds of years. Between a genuine popular desire to punish local
Germans for the ravages of war and occupation, and the exploitation of this mood
by post-war governments, the German-speaking communities of Yugoslavia, Hun-
gary, Czechoslovakia, Poland, the Baltic region and the western Soviet Union were
doomed and they knew it.

In the event, they were given no choice. As early as 1942 the British had privately
acceded to Czech requests for a post-war removal of the Sudeten German popula-
tion, and the Russians and Americans fell into line the following year. On May
19th 1945, President Edouard Benes of Czechoslovakia decreed that © we have de-
cided to eliminate the German problem in our republic once and for all’.5 Germans

5In a speech in Bratislava on May 9th 1945, Benes declared that Czechs and Slovaks no longer wished to
live in the same state as Hungarians and Germans. This sentiment, and the actions that followed, has
haunted Czech-German and Slovak-Hungarian relations ever since.
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(as well as Hungarians and other ‘traitors’) were to have their property placed
under state control. In June 1945 their land was expropriated and on August 2nd
of that year they lost their Czechoslovak citizenship. Nearly three million Ger-
mans, most of them from the Czech Sudetenland, were then expelled into Germany
in the course of the following eighteen months. Approximately 267,000 died in the
course of the expulsions. Whereas Germans had comprised 29 percent of the pop-
ulation of Bohemia and Moravia in 1930, by the census of 1950 they were just
1.8 percent.

From Hungary a further 623,000 Germans were expelled, from Romania
786,000, from Yugoslavia about half a million and from Poland 1.3 million. But by
far the greatest number of German refugees came from the former eastern lands
of Germany itself: Silesia, East Prussia, eastern Pomerania and eastern Branden-
burg. At the Potsdam meeting of the US, Britain and the USSR (July 17th-August
and 1945) it was agreed, in the words of Article XIII of the subsequent agreement,
that the three governments ‘recognize that the transfer to Germany of German
populations, or elements thereof, remaining in Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hun-
gary, will have to be undertaken. In part this merely recognized what had already
taken place, but it also represented a formal acknowledgement of the implications
of shifting Poland’s frontiers westwards. Some seven million Germans would now
find themselves in Poland, and the Polish authorities (and the occupying Soviet
forces) wanted them removed—in part so that Poles and others who lost land in
the eastern regions now absorbed into the USSR could in their turn be resettled in
the new lands to the west.

The upshot was de jure recognition of a new reality. Eastern Europe had been
forcibly cleared of its German populations: as Stalin had promised in September
1941, he had returned ‘East Prussia back to Slavdom, where it belongs.’ In the Pots-
dam Declaration it was agreed ‘that any transfers that take place should be effected
in an orderly and humane manner’, but under the circumstances this was hardly
likely. Some Western observers were shocked at the treatment of the German com-
munities. Anne O’Hare McCormick, a New York Times correspondent, recorded her
impressions on October 23rd 1946: “The scale of this resettlement, and the condi-
tions in which it takes place, are without precedent in history. No one seeing its hor-
rors first hand can doubt that it is a crime against humanity for which history will
exact a terrible retribution.

History has exacted no such retribution. Indeed, the 13 million expellees were
settled and integrated into West German society with remarkable success, though
memories remain and in Bavaria (where many of them went) the subject can still
provoke intense feeling. To contemporary ears it is perhaps a little jarring to hear
the German expulsions described as a ‘crime against humanity’ a few months after
the revelation of crimes on an altogether different scale committed in the name of
those same Germans. But then the Germans were alive and present, whereas their
victims—]Jews above all—were mostly dead and gone. In the words of Telford Tay-
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lor, the US prosecutor at the Nuremberg trials of the Nazi leadership, writing many
decades later: there was a crucial difference between the post-war expulsions and
the wartime population clearances, ‘when the expellers accompany the expelled to
ensure that they are kept in ghettos and then either kill them or use them as forced
labor.

At the conclusion of the First World War it was borders that were invented and ad-
justed, while people were on the whole left in place.® After 1945 what happened was
rather the opposite: with one major exception boundaries stayed broadly intact and
people were moved instead. There was a feeling among Western policymakers that
the League of Nations, and the minority clauses in the Versailles Treaties, had failed
and that it would be a mistake even to try and resurrect them. For this reason they
acquiesced readily enough in the population transfers. If the surviving minorities
of central and eastern Europe could not be afforded effective international pro-
tection, then it was as well that they be dispatched to more accommodating loca-
tions. The term ‘ethnic cleansing’ did not yet exist, but the reality surely did—and
it was far from arousing wholesale disapproval or embarrassment.

The exception, as so often, was Poland. The geographical re-arrangement of
Poland—Ilosing 69,000 square miles of its eastern borderlands to the Soviet Union
and being compensated with 40,000 square miles of rather better land from Ger-
man territories east of the Oder-Neisse rivers—was dramatic and consequential for
Poles, Ukrainians and Germans in the affected lands. But in the circumstances of
1945 it was unusual, and should rather be understood as part of the general terri-
torial adjustment that Stalin imposed all along the western rim of his empire: re-
covering Bessarabia from Romania, seizing the Bukovina and Sub-Carpathian
Ruthenia from Romania and Czechoslovakia respectively, absorbing the Baltic
states into the Soviet Union and retaining the Karelian peninsula, seized from Fin-
land during the war.

West of the new Soviet frontiers there was little change. Bulgaria recovered a
sliver of land from Romania in the Dobrudja region; the Czechoslovaks obtained
from Hungary (a defeated Axis power and thus unable to object) three villages on
the right bank of the Danube opposite Bratislava; Tito was able to hold on to part
of the formerly Italian territory around Trieste and in Venezia Giulia that his forces
occupied at the end of the war. Otherwise land seized by force between 1938 and
1945 was returned and the status quo ante restored.

With certain exceptions, the outcome was a Europe of nation states more eth-
nically homogenous than ever before. The Soviet Union of course remained a
multi-national empire. Yugoslavia lost none of its ethnic complexity, despite bloody

*With the significant exception of Greeks and Turks, following the Lausanne Treaty of 1923.
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inter-communal fighting during the war. Romania still had a sizeable Hungarian
minority in Transylvania and uncounted numbers—millions—of gypsies. But
Poland, whose population was just 68 percent Polish in 1938, was overwhelmingly
populated by Poles in 1946. Germany was nearly all German (not counting tem-
porary refugees and displaced persons); Czechoslovakia, whose population before
Munich was 22 percent German, 5 percent Hungarian, 3 percent Carpathian
Ukrainians and 1.5 percent Jewish, was now almost exclusively Czech and Slovak:
of the 55,000 Czechoslovak Jews who survived the war, all but 16,000 would leave
by 1950. The ancient diasporas of Europe—Greeks and Turks in the south Balkans
and around the Black Sea, Italians in Dalmatia, Hungarians in Transylvania and the
north Balkans, Poles in Volhynia (Ukraine), Lithuania and the Bukovina, Germans
from the Baltic to the Black Sea, from the Rhine to the Volga, and Jews
everywhere—shriveled and disappeared. A new, ‘tidier’ Europe was being born.

Most of the initial management of the displaced persons and refugees—
gathering them up, establishing camps for them and providing food, clothing and
medical help was undertaken by the Allied armies occupying Germany, the US
Army especially. There was no other authority in Germany but also in Austria and
in northern Italy, the other areas in which refugees congregated. Only the army had
the resources and the organizational capacity to administer the demographic equiv-
alent of a medium-sized country. This was an unprecedented charge for a huge mil-
itary machine that, just a few weeks before, had been devoted almost exclusively to
the business of fighting the Wehrmacht. As General Dwight D. Eisenhower (the
Supreme Allied Commander) expressed it, reporting to President Harry Truman
on October 8th 1945 in response to criticisms directed at the military’s handling of
refugees and concentration camp survivors: ‘In certain instances we have fallen
below standard, but I should like to point out that a whole army has been faced with
the intricate problem of adjusting from combat to mass repatriation and then to
the present static phase with its unique welfare problems.

Once the system of camps had been set in place, however, responsibility for
the care and eventual repatriation or resettlement of the displaced millions fell
increasingly on the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration.
UNRRA was founded in November 9th 1943 at a Washington meeting of rep-
resentatives from 44 future UN members, held in anticipation of likely post-war
needs, and went on to play a vital role in the post-war emergency. The agency
spent $10 billion between July 1945 and June 1947, almost all of it furnished by
the governments of the USA, Canada and the United Kingdom. A lot of that
aid went directly to former allies in eastern Europe—Poland, Yugoslavia and
Czechoslovakia—and to the Soviet Union, as well as to the administration of dis-
placed persons in Germany and elsewhere. Of the former Axis countries only Hun-
gary received UNRRA assistance, and not very much at that.

In late 1945 UNRRA was operating 227 camps and relief centers for displaced
persons and refugees in Germany, with a further 25 in neighbouring Austria and a
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handful in France and the Benelux countries. By June 1947 it had 762 such units in
Western Europe, the overwhelming majority in the Western Zones of Germany. At
its peak, in September 1945, the number of liberated United Nations civilians (i.e.
not including citizens of former Axis countries) being cared for or repatriated by
UNRRA and other Allied agencies was 6,795,000—to whom should be added a fur-
ther 7 million under Soviet authority and many millions of displaced Germans. In
nationality the largest groups were from the Soviet Union: released prisoners and
former forced labourers. Then came 2 million French (prisoners of war, labourers
and deportees), 1.6 million Poles, 700,000 Italians, 350,000 Czechs, more than
300,000 Dutch, 300,000 Belgians and countless others.

UNRRA food supplies played a vital part in feeding Yugoslavia especially: with-
out the agency’s contributions, many more people would have died in the years
1945—47. In Poland UNRRA helped maintain food consumption at 6o percent of
pre-war levels, in Czechoslovakia at 80 percent. In Germany and Austria it shared
responsibility for handling displaced persons and refugees with the International
Refugee Organisation (IRO), whose statutes were approved by the General As-
sembly of the UN in December 1946.

The IRO, too, was largely funded from the Western allied powers. In its first
(1947) budget the United States’ share was 46 percent, rising to 60 percent by 1949;
the United Kingdom contributed 15 percent, France 4 percent. Because of dis-
agreement between the Western allies and the Soviet Union over the issue of forced
repatriations, the IRO was always regarded by the USSR (and later by the Soviet
bloc) as a purely Western instrument and its services were thus confined to refugees
in areas controlled by Western armies of occupation. Moreover, since it was devoted
to servicing the needs of refugees, German displaced persons were also debarred
from its benefits.

This distinction between displaced persons (assumed to have, somewhere, a
home to go to) and refugees (who were classified as homeless) was just one of
many nuances that were introduced in these years. People were treated differently
depending on whether they were nationals of a wartime ally (Czechoslovakia,
Poland, Belgium, etc) or a former enemy state (Germany, Romania, Hungary, Bul-
garia, etc). This distinction was also invoked when establishing priorities for the
repatriation of refugees. The first to be processed and sent home were UN nation-
als liberated from concentration camps; then came UN nationals who had been
prisoners of war, followed by UN nationals who were displaced persons (former
forced labourers in many cases), then displaced persons from Italy and finally the
nationals of former enemy states. Germans were to be left in place and absorbed
locally.

Returning French, Belgian, Dutch, British or Italian citizens to their country of
origin was relatively straightforward and the only impediments were logistic: de-
termining who had a right to go where and finding enough trains to take them
there. By June 18th 1945, all but 40,550 of the 1.2 million French nationals found in
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Germany at the surrender a month earlier were back in France. Italians had to wait
longer, as former enemy nationals and because the Italian government had no co-
ordinated plan to repatriate its citizens. But even they were all home by 1947. In the
east, however, there were two significant complications. Some displaced persons
from eastern Europe were technically stateless and had no country to which to re-
turn. And many of them had no wish to go home. This puzzled Western adminis-
trators at first. Under an agreement signed at Halle, in Germany, in May 1945 all
former prisoners of war and other citizens of the Soviet Union were to return
home, and it was assumed that they would wish to do so. There was one exception:
the western Allies did not recognize Stalin’s wartime absorption of the Baltic states
into the USSR and Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians in displaced persons camps
in the western zones of Germany and Austria were therefore to be given the option
of returning east or finding new homes in the West.

But it was not just the Balts who did not wish to go back. A large number of for-
mer Soviet, Polish, Romanian and Yugoslav citizens also preferred to remain in tem-
porary camps in Germany rather than return to their countries. In the case of
Soviet citizens this reluctance often arose from a well-founded fear of reprisals
against anyone who had spent time in the West, even if that time had been passed
in a prison camp. In the case of Balts, Ukrainians, Croats and others there was a
reluctance to return to countries now under Communist control in fact if not yet
in name: in many cases this reluctance was prompted by fear of retribution for real
or imputed war crimes, but it was also driven by a simple desire to escape west into
a better life.

Throughout 1945 and 1946 Western authorities preferred to ignore such feelings
on the whole and oblige Soviet and other east European citizens to return home,
sometimes by force. With Soviet officials actively rounding up their own people
from German camps, refugees from the East sought desperately to convince be-
mused French, American or British officials that they did not want to return ‘home’
and would rather stay in Germany—of all places. They were not always success-
ful: between 1945 and 1947, 2,272,000 Soviet citizens were returned by the Western
Allies.

There were terrible scenes of desperate struggle, particularly in the early post-
war months, as Russian émigrés who had never been Soviet citizens, Ukrainian par-
tisans and many others were rounded up by British or American troops and
pushed—sometimes literally—across the border into the arms of the wait-
ing NKVD. Once in Soviet hands they joined hundreds of thousands of other
repatriated Soviet nationals, as well as Hungarians, Germans and other former en-
emies deported east by the Red Army. By 1953 a total of five and a half million So-

7At the end of May 1945 the British Army turned over to Yugoslav authorities 10,000 Slovenian soldiers
and civilians who had fled to Austria. Most of them were trucked south to the Kocevje forests and sum-
marily shot.
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viet nationals had been repatriated. One in five of them ended up shot or dis-
patched to the Gulag. Many more were sent directly into Siberian exile or else as-
signed to labour battalions.

Only in 1947 did forced repatriation cease, with the onset of the Cold War and
a new willingness to treat displaced persons from the Soviet bloc as political refugees
(the 50,000 Czech nationals still in Germany and Austria at the time of the Febru-
ary 1948 Communist coup in Prague were immediately accorded this status). A total
of one and a half million Poles, Hungarians, Bulgarians, Romanians, Yugoslavs, So-
viet nationals and Jews thus successfully resisted repatriation. Together with Balts
these formed the overwhelming majority of displaced persons left in the western
zones of Germany and Austria, and in Italy. In 1951 the European Convention on
Human Rights would codify the protection to which such displaced aliens were en-
titled, and finally guarantee them against forcible return to persecution.

The question remained, however: what was to become of them? The refugees
and DPs themselves were in no doubt. In the words of Genét (Janet Flanner), writ-
ing in The New Yorker in October 1948, ‘[ The displaced persons] are willing to go
anywhere on earth except home. But who would take them? West European states,
short of labour and in the midst of economic and material reconstruction, were ini-
tially quite open to importing certain categories of stateless person. Belgium, France
and Britain especially needed coalminers, construction workers and agricultural
labourers. In 1946—47 Belgium took in 22,000 displaced persons (along with their
families) to work in the mines of Wallonia. France took in 38,000 people for man-
ual employment of various kinds. Britain took 86,000 persons in this way, includ-
ing many veterans of the Polish army and Ukrainians who had fought in the Waffen
SS ‘Halychnya’ Division.?

The criteria for admission were simple—western European states were interested
in strong (male) manual workers, and were not embarrassed to favour Balts, Poles
and Ukrainians on those grounds, whatever their wartime record. Single women
were welcome as manual workers or domestics—but the Canadian Labor Depart-
ment in 1948 rejected girls and women applying to emigrate to Canada for jobs in
domestic service if there was any sign that they had education beyond secondary
school. And no-one wanted older people, orphans or single women with children.
Refugees in general, then, were not met with open arms—post-war polls in the US
and western Europe revealed very little sympathy for their plight. Most people ex-
pressed a desire to see immigration reduced rather than increased.

The problem of the Jews was distinctive. At first the Western authorities treated
Jewish DPs like any other, corralling them in camps in Germany alongside many

8The Halychnya or Galician Division of the Waffen SS was made up of Ukrainians who had been citi-
zens of inter-war Poland and whose region of origin was incorporated into the USSR after the war. They
were thus not repatriated to the Soviet Union, despite having fought against it alongside the Wehrmacht,
and were treated by Western authorities as stateless persons.
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of their former persecutors. But in August 1945 President Truman announced that
separate facilities should be provided for all Jewish DPs in the American Zone of
Germany: in the words of a report the President had commissioned to look into
the problem, the previously integrated camps and centers were ‘a distinctly unre-
alistic approach to the problem. Refusal to recognize the Jews as such has the ef-
fect... of closing one’s eyes to their former and more barbaric persecution.’ By the
end of September 1945, all Jews in the US Zone were being cared for separately.

There had never been any question of returning Jews to the east—no-one in the
Soviet Union, Poland or anywhere else evinced the slightest interest in having them
back. Nor were Jews particularly welcome in the west, especially if educated or
qualified in non-manual professions. And so they remained, ironically enough, in
Germany. The difficulty of ‘placing’ the Jews of Europe was only solved by the cre-
ation of the state of Israel: between 1948 and 1951 332,000 European Jews left for Is-
rael, either from IRO centers in Germany or else directly from Romania, Poland
and elsewhere, in the case of those still left in these countries. A further 165,000
eventually left for France, Britain, Australia and North or South America.

There they would be joined by the remaining displaced persons and refugees
from World War Two, to whom should be added a new generation of political
refugees from east-central European countries in the years 1947—49. Overall the US
admitted 400,000 people in these years, with another 185,000 arriving in the course
of the years 1953—57. Canada allowed in a total of 157,000 refugees and DPs, Aus-
tralia took 182,000 (among them 60,000 Poles and 36,000 Balts).

The scale of this achievement needs to be emphasized. Some people, notably cer-
tain categories of ethnic Germans from Yugoslavia and Romania, were left in limbo
because the Potsdam agreements did not cover their case. But in the course of half
a dozen years, operating in a scarred, embittered and impoverished continent
emerging from six years of terrible war and already anticipating the divisions of the
Cold War, the Allied Military Governments and the UN civilian agencies succeeded
in repatriating, integrating or resettling unprecedented numbers—many millions—
of desperate people from all across the continent and dozens of different nations
and communities. By the end of 1951, when UNRRA and the IRO were replaced by
the newly-established United Nations High Commission for Refugees, there were
just 177,000 people left in displaced persons camps in Europe—mostly the aged and
the infirm, because no-one wanted them. The last DP camp in Germany, at
Foehrenwald in Bavaria, closed in 1957.

The displaced persons and refugees of Europe had survived not just a general war
but a whole series of local, civil wars. Indeed, from 1934 through 1949, Europe saw
an unprecedented sequence of murderous civil conflicts within the boundaries of
existing states. In many cases subsequent foreign occupation—whether by Ger-
mans, Italians or Russians—served above all to facilitate and legitimize the pursuit
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of pre-war political agendas and antagonisms by new and violent means. The oc-
cupiers were not neutral, of course. Typically they joined forces with factions within
the occupied nation to fight a common foe. In this way, a political tendency or eth-
nic minority that had been at a disadvantage in peacetime politics was able to ex-
ploit the altered circumstances to settle local scores. The Germans, especially, were
pleased to mobilize and exploit such sentiments not merely to divide and thus
more easily conquer, but also to reduce the trouble and cost of administering and
policing their conquered territories: they could rely on local collaborators to do it
for them.

Since 1945 the term ‘collaborators’ has acquired a distinctive and pejorative
moral connotation. But wartime divisions and affiliations often carried local im-
plications altogether more complicated and ambiguous than the simple post-war
attributions—of ‘collaboration’ and ‘resistance’—would imply. Thus in occupied
Belgium some Flemish-speakers, repeating a mistake they had already made in the
First World War, were tempted by the promise of autonomy and a chance to break
the French-speaking elite’s hold on the Belgian state, and welcomed German rule.
Here as elsewhere the Nazis willingly played the communal card so long as it suited
their purposes—Flemish-speaking Belgian prisoners of war were released in 1940
when hostilities ceased, whereas French-speaking Walloons remained in p-o-w
camps throughout the war.

In France and Belgium, as also in Norway, resistance against the Germans was
real, especially in the last two years of the occupation when Nazi efforts to press-
gang young men into forced labour in Germany drove many of them to opt for the
magquis (forests) as a lesser risk. But not until the very end of the occupation did
the number of active resisters exceed the numbers of those who collaborated with
the Nazis out of belief, venality or self-interest—in France it has been estimated that
the likely numbers of fully engaged men and women was about the same on both
sides, between 160,000-170,000 at most. And their main enemy, more often than
not, was each other: the Germans were largely absent.

In Italy, circumstances were more complicated. The Fascists had been in power
for twenty years when Mussolini was overthrown in a palace coup in July 1943. Per-
haps for this reason, there was little local resistance to the regime; most active anti-
Fascists were in exile. After September 1943, when the country officially became a
‘co-belligerent’ on the Allied side, the German-occupied north of the country was
torn between a puppet regime—Mussolini’s ‘Republic of Sald’—and a small but
courageous partisan resistance co-operating with and sometimes supported by the
advancing Allied armies.

But here, too, what was presented by both camps as a majority of right-thinking
Italians locked in conflict with a marginal band of murderous terrorists in league
with a foreign power was actually, for the years 194345, a genuine civil war, with
significant numbers of Italians engaged on either side. The Fascists of Sald were in-
deed the unrepresentative collaborators of a brutal occupier; but the domestic sup-
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port they could count on at the time was not negligible, and certainly not obviously
less than that of their most aggressive opponents, the Communist-led partisans.
The anti-Fascist resistance was in reality one side in a struggle among Italians
whose memory came to be conveniently occluded in the post-war decades.

In eastern Europe matters were more complicated still. Slovaks and Croats took
advantage of the German presence to establish notionally independent states in ac-
cordance with the cherished projects of pre-war separatist parties. In Poland the
Germans were not looking for collaborators; but further north—in the Baltic States
and even Finland—the Wehrmacht was initially welcomed as an alternative to oc-
cupation and absorption by the Soviet Union. Ukrainians especially did their best
to capitalize on German occupation after 1941 to secure their long-sought inde-
pendence, and the lands of eastern Galicia and western Ukraine saw a murderous
civil conflict between Ukrainian and Polish partisans under the aegis of both anti-
Nazi and anti-Soviet partisan warfare. In these circumstances, fine distinctions be-
tween ideological warfare, inter-communal conflict and the battle for political
independence lost their meaning: not least for the local populations, the primary
victims in every case.

Poles and Ukrainians fought with or against the Wehrmacht, the Red Army and
each other according to the moment and the place. In Poland this conflict, which
after 1944 transmuted into guerilla warfare against the Communist state, took the
lives of some 30,000 Poles in the years 1945—48. In the Soviet-occupied Ukraine, the
last partisan commander, Roman Shukhevych, was killed near Lviv in 1950, though
sporadic anti-Soviet activity persisted for a few years more in Ukraine and Esto-
nia in particular.

It was in the Balkans, however, that the Second World War was experienced
above all as a civil war, and a uniquely murderous one at that. In Yugoslavia the
meaning of conventional labels—collaborator, resister—was particularly opaque.
What was Draza Mihajlovi¢, the Serb leader of the Chetnik? partisans? A patriot?
A resister? A collaborator? What was it that moved men to fight? Resistance against
the (German, Italian) occupier? Revenge against domestic political enemies from
the inter-war Yugoslav state? Inter-community conflicts among Serbs, Croats and
Muslims? Pro- or anti-Communist goals? For many people more than one motive
was in play.

Thus Ante Pavelic’s Ustase regime in the Croatian puppet state murdered Serbs
(well over 200,000) and Muslims. But Mihajlovi¢’s (mostly Serb) royalist partisans
also killed Muslims. For this reason if no other the Muslims of Bosnia sometimes
cooperated with the German armies in their own defence. Tito’s Communist par-
tisans, despite their strategic goal of ridding Yugoslavia of German and Italian
forces, devoted time and resources to destroying the Chetniks first—not least just

*The wartime ‘Chetnik’ partisans were named after upland guerilla bands who had fought against Ser-
bia’s Ottoman rulers in the eighteenth century.
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because this was an objective within their reach. Writing a decade later and already
disillusioned with the outcome of the battles between partisans and Chetniks in
which he himself played a heroic role, Milovan Dijilas bore witness to the real ex-
perience of war and resistance in occupied Yugoslavia: ‘For hours both armies
clambered up rocky ravines to escape annihilation or to destroy a little group of
their countrymen, often neighbours, on some jutting peak six thousand feet high,
in a starving, bleeding, captive land. It came to mind that this was what had be-
come of all our theories and visions of the workers’ and peasants’ struggle against
the bourgeoisie’

Further south, Greece—like Yugoslavia—experienced World War Two as a cycle
of invasion, occupation, resistance, reprisals and civil war, culminating in five weeks
of clashes in Athens between Communists and the royalist-backing British forces
in December 1944, after which an armistice was agreed upon in February 1945.
Fighting broke out again in 1946, however, and lasted three more years, ending
with the rout of the Communists from their strongholds in the mountainous north.
While there is no doubt that the Greek resistance to the Italians and the Germans
was more effective than the better known resistance movements in France or Italy—
in 1943—44 alone it killed or wounded over 6,000 German soldiers—the harm it
brought to Greeks themselves was greater still by far. The KKE (Communist) gueril-
las and the Athens-based and western-backed government of the king terrorized
villages, destroyed communications and divided the country for decades to come.
By the time the fighting was over, in September 1949, 10 percent of the population
was homeless. The Greek civil war lacked many of the ethnic complexities of the
fighting in Yugoslavia and Ukraine, but in human terms it was costlier still

The post-war impact of these European civil wars was immense. In a simple
sense they meant that the war in Europe did not finish in 1945, with the departure
of the Germans: it is one of the traumatic features of civil war that even after the
enemy is defeated he remains in place; and with him the memory of the conflict.
But the internecine struggles of these years did something else. Together with the
unprecedented brutality of the Nazi and, later, Soviet occupations they corroded
the very fabric of the European state. After them, nothing would ever be the same.
In the truest sense of a much-abused term, they transformed World War Two—
Hitler’s war—into a social revolution.

To begin with, the serial occupation of territory by foreign powers inevitably
eroded the authority and legitimacy of local rulers. Purportedly autonomous in
name, the Vichy regime in France—like Father J6zef Tiso’s Slovak state or Pavelic’s
Ustase regime in Zagreb—was a dependent agent of Hitler and most people knew
it. At municipal level the collaborating local authorities in Holland or Bohemia re-
tained a degree of initiative, but only by avoiding any conflict with the wishes of

“But not all—the Greek Communists’ opportunistic post-war support for the annexation to Commu-
nist Bulgaria of ethnically Slav regions of northern Greece did little to advance their cause.
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their German masters. Further east the Nazis and later the Soviets replaced pre-
existing institutions with men and machinery of their own, except where it suited
them to exploit for a while local divisions and ambitions for their own advantage.
Ironically, it was only in those countries allied with the Nazis—Finland, Bulgaria,
Romania and Hungary—and thus left to rule themselves that a degree of real local
independence was preserved, at least until 1944.

With the exception of Germany and the heartland of the Soviet Union, every
continental European state involved in World War Two was occupied at least twice:
first by its enemies, then by the armies of liberation. Some countries—Poland, the
Baltic states, Greece, Yugoslavia—were occupied three times in five years. With
each succeeding invasion the previous regime was destroyed, its authority dis-
mantled, its elites reduced. The result in some places was a clean slate, with all the
old hierarchies discredited and their representatives compromised. In Greece, for
example, the pre-war dictator Metaxas had swept aside the old parliamentary class.
The Germans removed Metaxas. Then the Germans too were pushed out in their
turn, and those who had collaborated with them stood vulnerable and disgraced.

The liquidation of old social and economic elites was perhaps the most dramatic
change. The Nazis’ extermination of Europe’s Jews was not only devastating in its
own right. It had significant social consequences for those many towns and cities
of central Europe where Jews had constituted the local professional class: doctors,
lawyers, businessmen, professors. Later, often in the very same towns, another im-
portant part of the local bourgeoisie—the Germans—was also removed, as we
have seen. The outcome was a radical transformation of the social landscape—and
an opportunity for Poles, Balts, Ukrainians, Slovaks, Hungarians and others to
move up into the jobs (and homes) of the departed.

This leveling process, whereby the native populations of central and eastern Eu-
rope took the place of the banished minorities, was Hitler’s most enduring contri-
bution to European social history. The German plan had been to destroy the Jews
and the educated local intelligentsia in Poland and the western Soviet Union, re-
duce the rest of the Slav peoples to neo-serfdom and place the land and the gov-
ernment in the hands of resettled Germans. But with the arrival of the Red Army
and the expulsion of the Germans the new situation proved uniquely well adapted
to the more truly radicalizing projects of the Soviets.

One reason for this was that the occupation years had seen not just rapid and
bloodily-enforced upward social mobility but also the utter collapse of law and the
habits of life in a legal state. It is misleading to think of the German occupation of
continental Europe as a time of pacification and order under the eye of an omnis-
cient and ubiquitous power. Even in Poland, the most comprehensively policed and
repressed of all the occupied territories, society continued to function in defiance
of the new rulers: the Poles constituted for themselves a parallel underground
world of newspapers, schools, cultural activities, welfare services, economic ex-
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change and even an army—all of them forbidden by the Germans and carried on
outside the law and at great personal risk.

But that was precisely the point. To live normally in occupied Europe meant
breaking the law: in the first place the laws of the occupiers (curfews, travel regu-
lations, race laws, etc) but also conventional laws and norms as well. Most common
people who did not have access to farm produce were obliged, for example, to re-
sort to the black market or illegal barter just to feed their families. Theft—whether
from the state, from a fellow citizen or from a looted Jewish store—was so wide-
spread that in the eyes of many people it ceased to be a crime. Indeed, with gen-
darmes, policemen and local mayors representing and serving the occupier, and
with the occupying forces themselves practicing organized criminality at the ex-
pense of selected civilian populations, common felonies were transmuted into acts
of resistance (albeit often in post-liberation retrospect).

Above all, violence became part of daily life. The ultimate authority of the mod-
ern state has always rested in extremis on its monopoly of violence and its willing-
ness to deploy force if necessary. But in occupied Europe authority was a function
of force alone, deployed without inhibition. Curiously enough, it was precisely in
these circumstances that the state lost its monopoly of violence. Partisan groups and
armies competed for a legitimacy determined by their capacity to enforce their writ
in a given territory. This was most obviously true in the more remote regions of
Greece, Montenegro and the eastern marches of Poland where the authority of
modern states had never been very firm. But by the end of World War Two it also
applied in parts of France and Italy.

Violence bred cynicism. As occupying forces, both Nazis and Soviets precipitated
a war of all against all. They discouraged not just allegiance to the defunct au-
thority of the previous regime or state, but any sense of civility or bond between
individuals, and on the whole they were successful. If the ruling power behaved bru-
tally and lawlessly to your neighbour—because he was a Jew, or a member of an
educated elite or ethnic minority, or had found disfavour in the eyes of the regime
or for no obvious reason at all—then why should you show any more respect for
him yourself? Indeed, it was often prudent to go further and curry pre-emptive
favour with the authorities by getting your neighbour in trouble.

Throughout German-occupied (and even unoccupied) Europe until the very
end, the incidence of anonymous reports, personal accusations and plain rumours
was strikingly high. Between 1940 and 1944 there were huge numbers of denunci-
ations to the SS, the Gestapo and local police in Hungary, Norway, the Netherlands
and France. Many were not even for reward or material gain. Under Soviet rule,
too—notably in Soviet-occupied eastern Poland from 1939—41—the Jacobin-style
encouragement of informers and the (French) revolutionary habit of casting doubt
on the loyalty of others flourished unrestrained.

Everyone, in short, had good reason to be afraid of everyone else. Suspicious of
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other people’s motives, individuals were quick to denounce them for some pre-
sumed deviation or illicit advantage. There was no protection to be had from above:
indeed, those in power were often the most lawless of all. For most Europeans in
the years 1939—45 rights—civil, legal, political—no longer existed. The state ceased
to be the repository of law and justice; on the contrary, under Hitler’s New Order
government was itself the leading predator. The Nazis’ attitude to life and limb is
justifiably notorious; but their treatment of property may actually have been their
most important practical legacy to the shape of the post-war world.

Under German occupation, the right to property was at best contingent. Eu-
rope’s Jews were simply stripped of money, goods, homes, shops and businesses.
Their property was divided up among Nazis, collaborators and their friends, with
the residue made available for looting and theft by the local community. But se-
questration and confiscation went far beyond the Jews. The ‘right’ of possession was
shown to be fragile, often meaningless, resting exclusively on the goodwill, inter-
ests or whim of those in power.

There were winners as well as losers in this radical series of involuntary prop-
erty transactions. With Jews and other ethnic victims gone, their shops and apart-
ments could be occupied by local people; their tools, furniture and clothes were
confiscated or stolen by new owners. This process went furthest in the ‘killing zone’
from Odessa to the Baltic, but it happened everywhere—returning concentration
camp survivors in Paris or Prague in 1945 often found their home occupied by
wartime ‘squatters’ who angrily asserted their own claim and refused to leave. In
this way hundreds of thousands of ordinary Hungarians, Poles, Czechs, Dutch,
French and others became complicit in the Nazi genocide, if only as its benefici-
aries.

In every occupied country factories, vehicles, land, machinery and finished
goods were expropriated without compensation for the benefit of the new rulers
in what amounted to wholesale de facto nationalization. In central and eastern Eu-
rope especially, substantial private holdings and a number of financial institutions
were taken over by the Nazis for their war economy. This was not always a radical
break with precedent. The disastrous turn to autarky in the region after 1931 had
entailed a high level of state intervention and manipulation and in Poland, Hun-
gary and Romania the state-owned business sector had expanded considerably in
the immediate pre-war and early war years, as a pre-emptive defense against Ger-
man economic penetration. State-direction of the economy in eastern Europe did
not begin in 1945.

The post-war dispossession of the German populations from Poland to Yugoslavia
completed the radical transformation that had begun with the Germans’ own re-
moval of the Jews. Many ethnic Germans in the Sudetenland, Silesia, Transylvania
and northern Yugoslavia owned significant holdings in land. When these were
taken into state hands for redistribution the impact was immediate. In Czechoslova-
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kia, goods and property seized from the Germans and their collaborators amounted
to one-quarter of the national wealth, while the redistribution of farmland alone di-
rectly benefited over 300,000 peasants, agricultural labourers and their families.
Changes on this scale can only be described as revolutionary. Like the war itself, they
represented both a radical caesura, a clear break with the past, and a preparation for
even bigger changes still to come.

In liberated western Europe there was little German-owned property to redis-
tribute and the war had not been experienced as quite the cataclysm that it was fur-
ther east. But there, too, the legitimacy of constituted authorities was cast into
question. The local administrations in France, Norway and the Benelux countries
had not covered themselves in glory. On the contrary, they had on the whole per-
formed with alacrity the occupiers’ bidding. In 1941 the Germans were able to run
occupied Norway with just 806 administrative personnel. The Nazis administered
France with just 1,500 of their own people. So confident were they of the reliabil-
ity of the French police and militias that they assigned (in addition to their ad-
ministrative staff) a mere 6,000 German civil and military police to ensure the
compliance of a nation of 35 million. The same was true in the Netherlands. In post-
war testimony the head of German security in Amsterdam averred that ‘the main
support of the German forces in the police sector and beyond was the Dutch po-
lice. Without it, not 10 percent of the German occupation tasks would have been
fulfilled. Contrast Yugoslavia, which required the unflagging attention of entire
German military divisions just to contain the armed partisans.”

This was one difference between western and eastern Europe. Another was the
Nazis’ own treatment of occupied nations. The Norwegians, Danes, Dutch, Bel-
gians, French and, after September 1943, the Italians were humiliated and exploited.
But unless they were Jews, or Communists or resisters of one kind or another they
were, on the whole, left alone. In consequence, the liberated peoples of western Eu-
rope could imagine a return to something resembling the past. Indeed, even the
parliamentary democracies of the inter-war years now looked a bit less shabby
thanks to the Nazi interlude—Hitler had successfully discredited at least one rad-
ical alternative to political pluralism and the rule of law. The exhausted populations
of continental western Europe aspired above all to recover the trappings of normal
life in a properly regulated state.

The situation in the newly liberated states of western Europe, then, was bad
enough. But in central Europe, in the words of John ] McCloy of the US Control
Commission in Germany, there was ‘complete economic, social and political col-
lapse . . . the extent of which is unparalleled in history unless one goes back to the
collapse of the Roman Empire.’ McCloy was speaking of Germany, where the Al-

"Note though that the Protectorate of Bohemia was run in 1942 by just 1,900 German bureaucrats. In
these as other respects, Czechoslovakia was at least partly western.
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lied Military Governments had to build everything from scratch: law, order, serv-
ices, communications, administration. But at least they had the resources to do it.
Further east, matters were worse still.

Thus it was Hitler, at least as much as Stalin, who drove a wedge into the con-
tinent and divided it. The history of central Europe—of the lands of the German
and Habsburg Empires, the northern parts of the old Ottoman Empire and even
the westernmost territories of the Russian Czars—had always been different in de-
gree from that of the nation states of the West. But it had not necessarily differed
in kind. Before 1939 Hungarians, Romanians, Czechs, Poles, Croats and Balts might
look enviously upon the more fortunate inhabitants of France or the Low Coun-
tries. But they saw no reason not to aspire to similar prosperity and stability in their
own right. Romanians dreamed of Paris. The Czech economy in 1937 outperformed
its Austrian neighbour and was competitive with Belgium.

The war changed everything. East of the Elbe, the Soviets and their local repre-
sentatives inherited a sub-continent where a radical break with the past had already
taken place. What was not utterly discredited was irretrievably damaged. Exiled gov-
ernments from Oslo, Brussels or the Hague could return from London and hope
to take up the legitimate authority they had been forced to relinquish in 1940. But
the old rulers of Bucharest and Sofia, Warsaw, Budapest and even Prague had no
future: their world had been swept aside by the Nazis’ transformative violence. It
remained only to decide the political shape of the new order that must now replace
the unrecoverable past.
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Retribution

‘Belgians and French and Dutch had been brought up in the war to believe
that their patriotic duty was to cheat, to lie, to run a black market, to
discredit and to defraud: these habits became ingrained after five years’.
Paul-Henri Spaak (Foreign Minister of Belgium)

‘Vengeance is pointless, but certain men did not have a place in the world
we sought to construct’.
Simone de Beauvoir

‘Let a hard and just sentence be given and carried out,
as the honour of the nation demands and its greatest traitor deserves.
Resolution of Czechoslovak resistance organizations,
demanding severe punishment for Father J6zef Tiso, November 1946

In order for the governments of liberated Europe to be legitimate, to claim for
themselves the authority of properly-constituted states, they had first to deal with
the legacy of the discredited wartime regimes. The Nazis and their friends had
been defeated, but in view of the scale of their crimes this was obviously not
enough. If post-war governments’ legitimacy rested merely on their military vic-
tory over Fascism, how were they better than the wartime Fascist regimes them-
selves? It was important to define the latter’s activities as crimes and punish them
accordingly. There was good legal and political reasoning behind this. But the de-
sire for retribution also addressed a deeper need. For most Europeans World War
Two was experienced not as a war of movement and battle but as a daily degrada-
tion, in the course of which men and women were betrayed and humiliated, forced
into daily acts of petty crime and self-abasement, in which everyone lost something
and many lost everything.

Moreover, and in marked contrast to the still living memory of the Great War
in many places, there was in 1945 little of which to be proud and much about which
to feel embarrassed and more than a little guilty. As we have seen, most Europeans
experienced the war passively—defeated and occupied by one set of foreigners and
then liberated by another. The only source of collective national pride were the
armed partisan resistance movements that had fought the invader—which is why
it was in western Europe, where real resistance had actually been least in evidence,
that the myth of Resistance mattered most. In Greece, Yugoslavia, Poland or
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Ukraine, where large numbers of real partisans had engaged the occupation forces
and each other in open battle, things were, as usual, more complicated.

In liberated Poland, for example, the Soviet authorities did not welcome pub-
lic praise for armed partisans whose sentiments were at least as much anti-
Communist as anti-Nazi. In post-war Yugoslavia, as we have seen, some resisters
were more equal than others—at least in the eyes of Marshall Tito and his victo-
rious Communist fighters. In Greece, as in Ukraine, the local authorities in 1945
were rounding up, imprisoning or shooting every armed partisan they could find.

‘Resistance’, in short, was a protean and unclear category, in some places an in-
vented one. But ‘collaboration” was another matter. Collaborators could be uni-
versally identified and execrated. They were men and women who worked or slept
with the occupier, who threw in their lot with Nazis or Fascists, who opportunis-
tically pursued political or economic advantage under cover of war. Sometimes they
were a religious or national or linguistic minority and thus already despised or
feared for other reasons; and although ‘collaboration’ was not a pre-existing crime
with legal definitions and stated penalties, collaborators could plausibly be charged
with treason, a real crime carrying satisfactorily severe punishment.

The punishment of collaborators (real and imagined) began before the fight-
ing ended. Indeed it had been going on throughout the war, on an individual basis
or under instructions from underground resistance organizations. But in the in-
terval between the retreat of the German armies and the establishment of effective
control by Allied governments, popular frustrations and personal vendettas, often
coloured by political opportunism and economic advantage, led to a brief but
bloody cycle of score-settling. In France some 10,000 people were killed in ‘extra-
judicial’ proceedings, many of them by independent bands of armed resistance
groups, notably the Milices Patriotiques, who rounded up suspected collaborators,
seized their property and in many cases shot them out of hand.

About a third of those summarily executed in this way were dispatched before
the Normandy landings of June 6th 1944, and most of the others fell victim dur-
ing the next four months of fighting on French soil. If anything, the numbers are
rather low considering the level of mutual hatred and suspicion abroad in France
after four years of occupation and Marshall Pétain’s regime at Vichy; no-one was
surprised at the reprisals—in the words of one elderly former French prime min-
ister, Edouard Herriot, ‘France will need first to pass through a blood bath before
republicans can again take up the reins of power.

The same sentiment was felt in Italy, where reprisals and unofficial retribution,
especially in the Emilia-Romagna and Lombardy regions, resulted in death tolls
approaching 15,000 in the course of the last months of the war—and continued,
sporadically, for at least three more years. Elsewhere in western Europe the degree
of bloodshed was much lower—in Belgium about 265 men and women were
lynched or executed in this way, in the Netherlands less than 100. Other forms of
revenge were widespread, however. Accusations against women, for what French-
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speaking cynics were already calling ‘collaboration horizontale’, were very com-
mon: ‘moffenmeiden’ in the Netherlands were tarred and feathered, and all over
France there were scenes of women stripped and shaved in public squares, often
on the day of local liberation from the occupiers or very shortly thereafter.

The frequency with which women were charged—often by other women—with
consorting with Germans is revealing. There was some truth to many of the accu-
sations: offering sexual services in exchange for food or clothing or personal help
of one kind or another was one avenue, often the only one, open to women and
families in desperate straits. But the popularity of the charge and the vindictive
pleasure taken in the punishment is a reminder that for men and women alike the
occupation was experienced above all as a humiliation. Jean-Paul Sartre would later
describe collaboration in distinctly sexual terms, as ‘submission’ to the power of the
occupier, and in more than one French novel of the 1940s collaborators are depicted
as either women or weak (‘effeminate’) men, seduced by the masculine charms of
their Teutonic rulers. Wreaking revenge on fallen women was one way to over-
come the discomforting memory of personal and collective powerlessness.

Anarchic acts of retributive violence in liberated eastern Europe were also wide-
spread but took different forms. In the West the Germans had actively sought col-
laborators; in occupied Slav lands they ruled directly and by force. The only
collaboration they encouraged on a sustained basis was that of local separatists, and
even then only so long as it served German ends. As a result, once the Germans re-
treated the first victims of spontaneous retribution in the East were ethnic mi-
norities. The Soviet forces and their local allies did nothing to discourage this. On
the contrary, spontaneous score-settling (some of it not altogether unprompted)
contributed towards a further removal of local elites and politicians who might
prove an impediment to post-war Communist ambitions. In Bulgaria, for exam-
ple, the newly-constituted Fatherland Front encouraged unofficial retribution
against wartime collaborators of all colours, invoking the charge of ‘Fascist sym-
pathiser’ on a wholesale basis and inviting denunciations of anyone suspected of
pro-Western sentiments.

In Poland, the main target of popular vengeance was frequently Jews—150 Jews
were killed in liberated Poland in the first four months of 1945. By April 1946 the
figure was nearly 1,200. Attacks on a smaller scale took place in Slovakia (at Velké
Topolcany in September 1945) and in Kunmadaras (Hungary) in May 1946, but the
worst pogrom occurred in Kielce (Poland), on July 4th 1946, where 42 Jews were
murdered and many more injured following a rumour of the abduction and rit-
ual murder of a local child. In a sense these, too, were reprisals against collabora-
tors, for in the eyes of many Poles (including former anti-Nazi partisans) Jews
were suspected of sympathy for the Soviet occupiers.

The exact number of people killed in Soviet-occupied eastern Europe, or in Yu-
goslavia, during the first months of ‘unauthorised” purging and killing is not
known. But nowhere did the unregulated settling of accounts last very long. It was
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not in the interest of fragile new governments, far from universally accepted and
often distinctly makeshift, to allow armed bands to roam the countryside arrest-
ing, torturing and killing at will. The first task of the new authorities was to assert
a monopoly of force, legitimacy and the institutions of justice. If anyone was to be
arrested and charged with crimes committed during the occupation, this was the
responsibility of the appropriate authorities. If there were to be trials, they should
take place under the rule of law. If there was to be bloodletting, then this was the
exclusive affair of the state. This transition took place as soon as the new powers
felt strong enough to disarm the erstwhile partisans, impose the authority of their
own police and damp down popular demands for harsh penalties and collec-
tive punishment.

The disarming of the resisters proved surprisingly uncontentious in western
and central Europe at least. A blind eye was turned to murders and other crimes
already committed in the frenzied liberation months: the provisional government
of Belgium issued an amnesty for all offences committed by and in the name of the
Resistance for a period of 41 days following the official date of the country’s liber-
ation. But it was tacitly understood by all that newly re-constituted institutions of
government must take upon themselves the task of punishing the guilty.

Here the problems began. What was a ‘collaborator’? With whom had they col-
laborated and to what end? Beyond straightforward cases of murder or theft, of
what were ‘collaborators’ guilty? Someone had to pay for the suffering of the na-
tion, but how was that suffering to be defined and who could be assigned respon-
sibility for it? The shape of these conundrums varied from country to country but
the general dilemma was a common one: there was no precedent for the European
experience of the preceding six years.

In the first place, any law addressing the actions of collaborators with the Ger-
mans would necessarily be retroactive—before 1939 the crime of ‘collaboration
with the occupier’ was unknown. There had been previous wars in which occu-
pying armies sought and obtained cooperation and assistance from the people
whose land they had overrun, but except in very particular instances—Ilike that of
the Flemish nationalists in German-occupied Belgium during 1914—18—this was
regarded not as an invitation to crime but simply as part of the collateral damage
of war.

As noted, the only sense in which the crime of collaboration could be said to
fall under existing law was when it amounted to treason. To take a representative
instance, many collaborators in France—whatever the details of their behaviour—
were brought to trial and convicted under Article 75 of the 1939 Penal Code, for ‘in-
telligence with the enemy’. But men and women brought before French courts had
often worked not for the Nazis but rather with the regime of Vichy, led and ad-
ministered by Frenchmen and ostensibly the legitimate heir to the pre-war French
state. Here, as in Slovakia, Croatia, the Protectorate of Bohemia, Mussolini’s Social
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Republic at Saldo, Marshal Ion Antonescu’s Romania and in wartime Hungary, col-
laborators could and did claim in their defence that they had only ever worked for
or with the authorities of their own state.

In the case of senior police or government officials who were palpably guilty of
serving Nazi interests via the puppet regimes that employed them, this defence
was at best disingenuous. But lesser figures, not to speak of the many thousands
charged with accepting employment in these regimes or in agencies or businesses
that worked with them, could point to a genuine confusion. Was it right, for ex-
ample, to charge someone with membership after May 1940 of a political party that
had been legally represented in a pre-war parliament but had gone on to collabo-
rate with the Germans during the occupation?

The French, Belgian and Norwegian governments-in-exile had tried to antici-
pate these dilemmas by issuing wartime decrees warning of harsh post-war retri-
bution. But these were intended to deter people from cooperating with the Nazis;
they did not address the broader questions of jurisprudence and fairness. Above all,
they could not resolve in anticipation the problem of weighing individual against
collective responsibility. The balance of political advantage in 1944—45 lay in as-
signing blanket responsibility for war crimes and crimes of collaboration to pre-
determined categories of people: members of certain political parties, military
organizations and government agencies. But such a procedure would still pass over
many individuals whose punishment was widely demanded; it would include peo-
ple whose chief offence was inertia or cowardice; and above all it would entail a
form of collective indictment, something anathema to most European jurists.

Instead, it was individuals who were brought to trial, with results that varied
greatly with time and place. Many men and women were unfairly singled out and
punished. Many more escaped retribution altogether. There were multiple proce-
dural irregularities and ironies, and the motives of governments, prosecutors and
juries were far from unsullied—by self-interest, political calculation or emotion.
This was an imperfect outcome. But as we assess the criminal proceedings and as-
sociated public catharsis that marked the transition in Europe from war to peace,
we need to keep constantly in mind the drama of what had just taken place. In the
circumstances of 1945 it is remarkable that the rule of law was re-established at all—
never before, after all, had an entire continent sought to define a new set of crimes
on such a scale and bring the criminals to something resembling justice.

The numbers of people punished, and the scale of their punishments, varied
enormously from country to country. In Norway, a country with a population of
just 3 million, the entire membership of the Nasjonal Sammlung, the main organ-
isation of pro-Nazi collaborators, was tried, all 55,000 of them, along with nearly
40,000 others; 17,000 men and women received prison terms and thirty death sen-
tences were handed down, of which twenty-five were carried out.

Nowhere else were the proportions so high. In the Netherlands 200,000 people
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were investigated, of whom nearly half were imprisoned, some of them for the
crime of giving the Nazi salute; 17,500 civil servants lost their jobs (but hardly any-
one in business, education or the professions); 154 people were condemned to
death, forty of them executed. In neighbouring Belgium many more death sen-
tences were passed (2,940), but a smaller percentage (just 242) carried out. Roughly
the same numbers of collaborators were sent to prison but whereas the Dutch soon
amnestied most of those convicted, the Belgian state kept them in prison longer
and former collaborators convicted of serious crimes never recovered their full
civil rights. Contrary to longstanding post-war myth the Flemish population was
not disproportionately targeted for punishment, but by effectively repressing the
(mostly Flemish) supporters of the wartime New Order the pre-war Belgian elites—
Catholic, Socialist, Liberal—re-established their control of Flanders and Wallo-
nia alike.

The contrast between Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands (and Denmark), where
the legitimate governments had fled into exile, and France, where for many peo-
ple the Vichy regime was the legitimate government, is suggestive. In Denmark the
crime of collaboration was virtually unknown. Yet 374 out of every 100,000 Danes
were sentenced to prison in post-war trials. In France, where wartime collabora-
tion was widespread, it was for just that reason punished rather lightly. Since the
state itself was the chief collaborator, it seemed harsh and more than a little divi-
sive to charge lowly citizens with the same crime—the more so since three out of
four of the judges at the trials of collaborators in France had themselves been em-
ployed by the collaborationist state. In the event, 94 people in every 100,000—less
than 0.1 percent of the population—went to prison for wartime offences. Of the
38,000 imprisoned, most were released under the partial amnesty of 1947 and all
but 1,500 of the remainder under an amnesty in 1951.

In the course of the years 194451, official courts in France sentenced 6,763 peo-
ple to death (3,910 in absentia) for treason and related offences. Of these sentences
only 791 were carried out. The main punishment to which French collaborators
were sentenced was that of ‘national degradation), introduced on August 26th 1944,
immediately after the Liberation of Paris and sardonically described by Janet Flan-
ner: ‘National degradation will consist of being deprived of nearly everything the
French consider nice—such as the right to wear war decorations; the right to be a
lawyer, notary, public-school teacher, judge or even a witness; the right to run a
publishing, radio or motion-picture company; and above all the right to be a di-
rector in an insurance company or a bank.

49,723 Frenchmen and women received this punishment. Eleven thousand civil
servants (1.3 percent of state employees, but a far smaller number than the 35,000
who had lost their jobs under Vichy) were removed or otherwise sanctioned, but
most of them were re-instated within six years. All in all the épuration (purge), as
it was known, touched some 350,000 persons, most of whose lives and careers were
not dramatically affected. No-one was punished for what we should now describe
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as crimes against humanity. Responsibility for these, like other war crimes, was im-
puted to the Germans alone.

The Italian experience was distinctive, for a number of reasons. Although a for-
mer Axis power, Italy was authorized by the Allied governments to carry out its own
trials and purges—it had, after all, switched sides in September 1943. But there was
considerable ambiguity as to what and who should be prosecuted. Whereas else-
where in Europe most collaborators were by definition tarred with ‘Fascism’, in Italy
the term embraced too broad and ambiguous a constituency. Having been governed
by its own Fascists from 1922—43, the country was initially liberated from Mus-
solini’s rule by one of his own marshals, Pietro Badoglio, whose first anti-Fascist
government itself consisted largely of former Fascists.

The only obviously prosecutable Fascist crime was collaboration with the enemy
after (the German invasion of) September 8th 1943. As a result, most of those
charged were in the occupied north and were connected to the puppet government
installed at Sald on Lake Garda. The much-mocked ‘Were you a Fascist?” ques-
tionnaire (the ‘Scheda Personale’) circulated in 1944 focused precisely on the dif-
ference between Salo and non-Salo Fascists. Sanctions against the former rested on
Decree #159, passed in July 1944 by the interim legislative Assembly, which de-
scribed ‘acts of special gravity which, while not in the bounds of crime, [were]
considered contrary to the norms of sobriety and political decency’.

This obscure piece of legislation was designed to get around the difficulty of
prosecuting men and women for acts committed while in the employ of recognised
national authorities. But the High Court established in September 1944 to try the
more important prisoners was staffed by judges and lawyers who were themselves
mostly ex-Fascists, as were the personnel of the Extraordinary Assize Courts set up
to punish minor employees of the collaborationist regime. In these circumstances
the proceedings were hardly calculated to garner much respect among the popu-
lation at large.

Unsurprisingly, the outcome satisfied no-one. By February 1946, 394,000 gov-
ernment employees had been investigated, of whom just 1,580 were dismissed.
Most of those questioned claimed gattopardismo (‘leopardism’ or ‘spot-changing’),
arguing that they had played a subtle double game in the face of Fascist pressure—
after all, membership of the Fascist Party had been obligatory for civil servants.
Since many of those doing the questioning could just as easily have found them-
selves on the other side of the table, they were decidedly sympathetic to this line
of defense. Following the highly-publicized trials of a few senior Fascists and gen-
erals the promised purge of government and administration petered out.

The High Commission assigned the task of administering the purge was shut
down in March 1946 and three months later the first amnesties were announced,
including the cancellation of all prison sentences under five years. Virtually every
prefect, mayor and mid-level bureaucrat purged in the years 1944—45 would get his
job back or avoid payment of the fines imposed, and most of the nearly 50,000 Ital-
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ians imprisoned for Fascist activities spent little time in jail.' At most 50 people were
judicially executed for their crimes, but that does not include 55 Fascists massacred
by partisans in Schio Prison on July 17th 194s5.

During the Cold War, Italy’s suspiciously painless transition from Axis power to
democratic ally was often blamed upon foreign (American) pressure as well as the
political influence of the Vatican. In reality matters were more complex. To be sure,
the Catholic Church got off very lightly indeed, in view of Pius XII’s warm rela-
tions with Fascism and the pro-actively blind eye he turned to Nazi crimes in Italy
and elsewhere. Church pressure was brought to bear. And the Anglo-American
military authorities certainly were reluctant to remove compromised administra-
tors while they were trying to re-establish normal life throughout the peninsula.
And on the whole the purge of Fascists was more efficiently carried out in regions
where the left-wing Resistance and its political representatives held sway.

But it was Palmiro Togliatti, the 51—year old leader of the Italian Communist
Party who, as Minister of Justice in the post-war coalition government, drafted the
June 1946 Amnesty. After two decades in exile and many years as a high-ranking
official in the Communist International, Togliatti had few illusions about what
was and what was not possible in the aftermath of the European war. Upon his re-
turn from Moscow, in March 1944, he announced in Salerno his Party’s commit-
ment to national unity and parliamentary democracy—to the confusion and
surprise of many of his followers.

In a country where many millions of people, by no means all of them on the po-
litical Right, were compromised by their association with Fascism, Togliatti saw lit-
tle advantage in pushing the nation to the brink of civil war—or, rather, in
prolonging a civil war already under way. Far better to work for the re-
establishment of order and normal life, leave the Fascist era behind, and seek power
through the ballot box. Moreover Togliatti, from his privileged standpoint as a
senior figure in the international Communist movement whose strategic perspec-
tive reached beyond the shores of Italy, had the Greek situation in mind as a cau-
tion and a warning,.

In Greece, despite a significant level of wartime collaboration among the bu-
reaucratic and business elites, post-war purges were directed not at the Right but
the Left. This was a unique case but a revealing one. The civil war of 1944—45 had
convinced the British that only the firm re-establishment of a conservative regime
in Athens would stabilize this small but strategically vital country. To purge or oth-
erwise threaten businessmen or politicians who had worked with Italians or Ger-
mans could have radical implications in a country where the revolutionary Left
" seemed poised to seize power.

'As late as 1960, 62 out of the 64 prefects responsible for Italy’s provincial administration had held of-
fice under Fascism, as had all 135 police chiefs.
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In short order, then, the threat to stability in the Aegean and south Balkans
switched from the retreating German army to the well-dug-in Greek Communists
and their partisan allies in the mountains. Very few people were severely punished
for wartime collaboration with the Axis powers, but the death penalty was liber-
ally assigned in the war against the Left. Because no consistent distinction was
drawn in Athens between left-wing partisans who had fought against Hitler and
Communist guerillas trying to bring down the post-war Greek state (and indeed,
more often than not, they were the same men), it was wartime resisters rather than
their collaborationist enemies who were likely to find themselves tried and im-
prisoned in the coming years—and excluded from civil life for decades afterwards:
even their children and grandchildren would pay the price, often being refused em-
ployment in the bloated state sector until well into the 1970s.

The purges and trials in Greece were thus blatantly political. But so, in a sense,
were the more conventional proceedings in western Europe. Any judicial process
brought about as the direct consequence of a war or a political struggle is politi-
cal. The mood at the trials of Pierre Laval or Philippe Pétain in France, or the po-
lice chief Pietro Caruso in Italy, was hardly that of a conventional judicial
proceeding. Score-settling, blood-letting, revenge and political calculation played
a crucial role in these and many other post-war trials and purges. This considera-
tion needs to be borne in mind as we turn to official post-war retribution in cen-
tral and eastern Europe.

There is no doubt that from the point of view of Stalin and the Soviet occupa-
tion authorities throughout the territories under Red Army control, the trials and
other punishments of collaborators, Fascists and Germans were always and above
all a way of clearing the local political and social landscape of impediments to
Communist rule. The same applied to Tito’s Yugoslavia. Many men and women
were accused of Fascist felonies when their major crime was membership of the
wrong national or social group, association with an inconvenient religious com-
munity or political party, or simply an awkward visibility or popularity in the local
community. Purges, land expropriation, expulsions, prison sentences and execu-
tions aimed at extirpating incriminated political opponents were important stag-
ing points in a process of social and political transformation, as we shall see. But
they also targeted and punished genuine Fascists and war criminals

Thus in the course of his attack on the Catholic church in Croatia Tito also pros-
ecuted the notorious Cardinal Alois Stepinac of Zagreb, apologist for some of the
worst crimes of the Croat Ustase regime, who might well have considered himself
fortunate to spend the next fourteen years under house arrest before dying in his
bed in 1960. Draza Mihajlovi¢, the Chetnik leader, was tried and executed in July
1946. In his wake many tens of thousands of other non-Communists were killed
in the two years following Yugoslavia’s liberation. They were all victims of a
politically-motivated policy of revenge; but considering their wartime actions in
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the Chetniks, the Ustasa, the Slovenian White Guard or as armed Domobranci
many of them would have received heavy sentences under any system of law.” The
Yugoslavs executed and deported many ethnic Hungarians for their role in Hun-
garian military massacres in the Vojvodina during January 1942, and their land
was made over to non-Hungarian supporters of the new regime. This was a calcu-
lated political move, but in many cases the victims were surely guilty as charged.

Yugoslavia was a particularly tangled case. Further north, in Hungary, post-war
Peoples’ Courts really did begin by trying actual war criminals, notably activists in
the pro-German regimes of Dome Sztéjay and Ferenc Szélasi during 1944. The
ratio of fascists and collaborators condemned in Hungary did not exceed the num-
bers found guilty in post-war Belgium or the Netherlands—and there is no doubt
that they committed serious crimes, including anticipating and enthusiastically
executing German plans to round up and transport to their death hundreds of
thousands of Hungarian Jews. Only later did the Hungarian authorities add cate-
gories like ‘sabotage’ and ‘conspiracy’, whose overt purpose was to net a broader
range of opponents and others likely to resist a Communist takeover.

In Czechoslovakia the Extraordinary Peoples’ Courts, established by Presiden-
tial Decree on May 19th 1945, handed out 713 death sentences, 741 life sentences and
19,888 shorter prison terms to ‘traitors, collaborators and fascist elements from the
ranks of the Czech and Slovak nation’. The language is redolent of Soviet legalspeak
and certainly anticipates Czechoslovakia’s grim future. But there really had been
traitors, collaborators and Fascists in occupied Czechoslovakia; one of them, Fa-
ther Tiso, was hanged on April 18th 1947. Whether Tiso and others received a fair
trial—whether they could have received a fair trial in the atmosphere of the time—
is a legitimate question. But the treatment they got was no worse than that accorded
to, say, Pierre Laval. Post-war Czech justice was much preoccupied with the trou-
bling and vague category of ‘crimes against the nation, a device for visiting collec-
tive punishment on Sudeten Germans especially. But the same was true of French
justice in those years, with perhaps less cause.

It is hard to judge the success of the post-war trials and anti-Fascist purges in
formerly-occupied Europe. The pattern of sentencing was much criticized at the
time—those who were tried while the war was still going on, or immediately fol-
lowing a country’s liberation, were apt to receive tougher punishments than those
prosecuted later. As a result, minor offenders dealt with in the spring of 1945 re-
ceived far longer prison terms than major collaborators whose cases did not come
to court for another year or more. In Bohemia and Moravia a very high percent-
age (95 percent) of death sentences was carried out because of a rule requiring that
prisoners be executed within two hours of the passing of judgment; elsewhere,

*The Domobran was the wartime Croatian Home Guard. Of course Tito’s Communist partisans had
frequently behaved no better: but they won.
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anyone who avoided immediate execution could anticipate a commutation of his
sentence.

Death sentences were frequent at the time and provoked scant opposition: the
wartime devaluation of life made them seem less extreme—and better warranted—
than under normal circumstances. What caused greater offence, and may ulti-
mately have undercut the value of the whole proceedings in some places, was the
manifest inconsistency of the punishments, not to mention that many of them
were being passed by judges and juries whose own wartime record was spotty or
worse. Writers and journalists, having left a written record of their wartime alle-
giance, came off worst. Highly publicized trials of prominent intellectuals—like that
of Robert Brasillach in Paris in January 1945—provoked protests from bona fide
resisters like Albert Camus, who thought it both unjust and imprudent to condemn
and execute men for their opinions, however ghastly these might be.

In contrast, businessmen and high officials who had profited from the occupa-
tion suffered little, at least in western Europe. In Italy the Allies insisted that men
like Vittorio Valletta of FIAT be left in place, despite his notorious engagement with
the Fascist authorities. Other Italian business executives survived by demonstrat-
ing their erstwhile opposition to Mussolini’s Social Republic at Salo—and indeed
they had often opposed it, precisely for being too ‘social’ In France, prosecutions
for economic collaboration were pre-empted by selective nationalization—of the
Renault factories, for example, in retribution for Louis Renault’s considerable con-
tribution to the German war effort. And everywhere small businessmen, bankers
and officials who had helped administer occupation regimes, build the ‘Atlantic
Wall’ against an invasion of France, supply German forces and so forth were left
in place to perform similar services for the successor democracies and provide
continuity and stability.

Such compromises were probably inevitable. The very scale of destruction and
moral collapse in 1945 meant that whatever was left in place was likely to be needed
as a building block for the future. The provisional governments of the liberation
months were almost helpless. The unconditional (and grateful) cooperation of the
economic, financial and industrial elites seemed vital if food, clothing and fuel
were to be supplied to a helpless and starving population. Economic purges could
be counter-productive, even crippling.

But a price for this was paid in political cynicism and a sharp falling away from
the illusions and hopes of the liberation. As early as December 27th 1944, the
Neapolitan writer Guglielmo Giannini wrote as follows in L'Uomo Qualunque, the
newspaper of a new Italian party of the same name that appealed precisely to this
sentiment of derisive disenchantment: ‘T am the guy who, meeting an ex-gerarca,
asks ‘how did you get to be a purger?’. .. I am the guy who looks around and says,
“These are Fascists methods and systems’. . . I am the guy who no longer believes
in anything or anyone.
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Italy, as we have seen, was a hard case. But sentiments like those of Giannini were
widespread in Europe by late 1945 and prepared the way for a rapid shift in mood.
Having assigned blame for the recent past, and punished those whose cases were
the most egregious or psychologically satisfying, the majority of people in the lands
recently occupied by the Germans were more interested in putting uncomfortable
or unpleasant memories behind them and getting on with their fractured lives. In
any case, very few men and women at the time were disposed to blame their coun-
trymen for the worst crimes. For these, it was universally agreed, the Germans
must take full responsibility.

Indeed, so widespread was the view that ultimate blame for the horrors of World
War Two must fall on German shoulders alone that even Austria was held exempt.
Under an Allied agreement of 1943, Austria had been officially declared Hitler’s ‘first
victim’ and was thus assured different treatment from Germany at the war’s end.
This appealed to Winston Churchill’s insistence on the Prussian origins of Nazism,
a view driven by his generation’s obsession with the emergence of the Prussian
threat to European stability in the course of the last third of the nineteenth cen-
tury. But it also suited the other Allies—Austria’s pivotal geographical position
and the uncertainty over central Europe’s political future made it seem prudent to
detach her fate from that of Germany.

Nevertheless, Austria could hardly be treated as just another Nazi-occupied
country whose local Fascists and Nazi-collaborators would need to be punished,
after which normal life could be resumed. In a country of under 7 million inhab-
itants there had been 700,000 NSDAP members: at the war’s end there were still
536,000 registered Nazis in Austria; 1.2 million Austrians had served in German
units during the war. Austrians had been disproportionately represented in the SS
and in concentration camp administrations. Austrian public life and high culture
were saturated with Nazi sympathizers—45 out of 117 members of the Viennese
Philharmonic Orchestra were Nazis (whereas the Berlin Philharmonic had just 8
Nazi Party members out of 110 musicians).

In the circumstances, Austria got off lightly, astonishingly so. 130,000 Austrians
were investigated for war crimes, of whom 23,000 were tried, 13,600 condemned,
43 sentenced to death and just 30 executed. Some 70,000 civil servants were dis-
missed. The four occupying Allied powers agreed in the autumn of 1946 to let
Austria thenceforth handle its own criminals and ‘denazification’ The education
system, particularly infested, was duly denazified: 2,943 primary school teachers
were dismissed and 477 secondary school teachers, but just 27 university
professors—despite the notoriously pro-Nazi sympathies of many senior aca-
demics.

In 1947 the Austrian authorities passed a law distinguishing between ‘more’ and
‘less’ incriminated Nazis. 500,000 of the latter were amnestied the following year
and their voting rights restored. The former—about 42,000 in all—would all be
amnestied by 1956. After that Austrians simply forgot about their involvement with
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Hitler altogether. One reason for the ease with which Austria emerged from its
dalliance with Nazism is that it suited all local interests to adjust the recent past to
their advantage: the conservative People’s Party, heir to the pre-war Christian So-
cial Party, had every reason to burnish its own and Austria’s ‘un-German’ creden-
tials so as to divert attention from the corporatist regime they had imposed by force
in 1934. The Austrian Social Democrats, indisputably anti-Nazi, had nonetheless to
overcome the record of their pre-1933 calls for Anschluss with Germany. Another
reason is that all parties were interested in massaging and flattering the votes of ex-
Nazis, a significant electoral constituency that would shape the country’s political
future. And then, as we shall see, there were the new configurations shaped by the
onset of the Cold War.

Calculations like these were far from absent in Germany. But there the local
population was not offered a say in its own fate. In the same Moscow Declaration
of October 30th 1943 that relieved Austria of responsibility for its Nazi allegiance,
the Allies warned the Germans that they would be held responsible for their war
crimes. And so they were. In a series of trials between 1945 and 1947 the Allied oc-
cupying powers in Germany prosecuted Nazis and their collaborators for crimes
of war, crimes against humanity, murder and other common felonies committed
in pursuit of Nazi goals.

Of these procedures the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg that tried
the major Nazi leadership between October 1945 and October 1946 is the best
known, but there were many others: US, British and French military courts tried
lower-level Nazis in their respective zones of occupied Germany and together with
the Soviet Union they delivered Nazis to other countries—notably Poland and
France—for trial in the places where their crimes had been committed. The pro-
gramme of War Crimes Trials continued throughout the Allied occupation of Ger-
many: in the Western zones more than 5,000 people were convicted of war crimes
or crimes against humanity, of whom just under 800 were condemned to death and
486 eventually executed—the last of these in Landsberg prison in June 1951 over vo-
ciferous German appeals for clemency.

There could hardly be a question of punishing Germans merely for being Nazis,
despite the Nuremberg finding that the Nazi Party was a criminal organization. The
numbers were too great and the arguments against collective guilt too compelling.
In any case, it was not clear what could follow from finding many millions of peo-
ple guilty in this way. The responsibilities of the Nazi leaders were clear, however,
and there was never any doubt about their likely fate. In the words of Telford Tay-
lor, one of the US prosecutors at Nuremberg and Chief Prosecutor at subsequent
trials: “Too many people believed they had been wrongfully hurt by the leaders of
the Third Reich and wanted a judgment to that effect’

From the outset the German War Crimes trials were as much about pedagogy
as justice. The main Nuremberg Trial was broadcast twice daily on German radio,
and the evidence it amassed would be deployed in schools, cinemas and re-
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education centers throughout the country. However, the exemplary benefits of tri-
als were not always self-evident. In an early series of trials of concentration camp
commanders and guards, many escaped punishment altogether. Their lawyers ex-
ploited the Anglo-American system of adversarial justice to their advantage, cross-
examining and humiliating witnesses and camp survivors. At the Liineberg trial of
the staff of Bergen-Belsen (September 17th—November 17th 1945), it was British de-
fence lawyers who argued with some success that their clients had only been obey-
ing (Nazi) laws: 15 of the 45 defendants were acquitted.

It is thus hard to know how far the trials of Nazis contributed to the political
and moral re-education of Germany and the Germans. They were certainly re-
sented by many a