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Book Reviews
board may be a measure of the board’s activity and an indication of its access, but the
potential signiªcance of the fact that President John F. Kennedy’s meeting with the
board on 9 March 1963, lasted from precisely “10:23 to 11:15 a.m.” (p. 107) is harder
to conceive. This all-inclusive approach occasionally gives the book a raw, undigested
texture.
At some points, the authors seem to succumb to the vocational hazard of overestimating the importance of their chosen topic. It is hard to credit the view that the
PFIAB, a part-time advisory board, is one of the “potentially most inºuential parts of
the U.S. intelligence community” (p. 3). It is even harder to accept the claim that after
President Jimmy Carter disbanded the board he “paid a political price for doing so in
the 1980 election” (p. 2). It is difªcult to imagine that even a single vote could have
turned on the fate of the PFIAB (which was soon revived by President Ronald
Reagan).
Throughout the book, the authors seek to identify the sources of the board’s
value and its shifting inºuence. Key factors appear to be the qualiªcations of the
members, the board’s relationship to the president, the president’s own management
style, the pressure of events, and the “bureaucratic space” remaining after the growth
of the national security establishment, including the creation of the congressional
oversight committees.
Beyond its documentary and analytical components, the book also contains an
overlay of advocacy. The authors wish to see an invigorated advisory board, with formalized functions and responsibilities. To that end, they present a menu of recommendations, including term limits for members, annual reports, and even an independent panel to study the PFIAB itself. But because the board’s most fruitful periods
of activity derived from its informal, freewheeling character, as the book itself amply
shows, recommendations to institutionalize the PFIAB may strike readers as incongruous and even counterproductive.
✣

✣

✣

Elke Scherstjanoi, ed., Russlandheimkehrer: Die sowjetischen Kriegsgefangenen im
Gedächtnis der Deutschen. Munich: Oldenbourg Verlag, 2012. 264 pp.
Reviewed by Günter Bischof, University of New Orleans
The study of World War II prisoners of war (POWs) has been a cottage industry over
the past decade. The comparative treatment of POWs on all fronts has been the main
focus. Many diaries and other documents of POWs have been published, and exhibits
have been staged (an exhibit on U.S. POWs in Nazi Germany, “Guest of the Third
Reich,” enjoyed large audiences in the ªrst half of 2013 at the National World War II
Museum in New Orleans). Now comes this richly illustrated volume of essays on “representations” (visual, ªlm, literature, exhibitions) and the historical memory of returned German POWs in the Soviet Union after World War II. The German case of-
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fers complexity because circumstances for returning POWs in the two Germanys (the
Federal Republic of Germany and the Communist German Democratic of Germany)
differed so markedly. The reception of the “Heimkehrer” and the production of public
memories clashed. As Frank Biess has already shown in Homecomings: Returning
POWs and the Legacies of Defeat in Postwar Germany (2006), West Germany pampered
its returning POWs as “victims” of Stalinism, whereas East Germany eschewed any
mention of their traumatization in the Soviet camps. The horriªc tales of the returned
POWs helped form the core anti-Communist identity in the FRG, but similar accounts had to be suppressed in the GDR to demonstrate solidarity with the Soviet
ally. What later became known as post-traumatic stress disorder was treated among returnees to the FRG, but it had to be glossed over in the GDR and thus must have continued to weigh heavily on the returned POWs.
The essays in the volume under review add considerable depth to this tale of
POW returnees to the two postwar German states. The volume is based on papers
written for a 2008 conference organized by the German Historical Museum and the
Institute of Contemporary History in Berlin. The essays blend together unusually
well for an edited volume. Elke Scherstjanoi’s introduction on all kinds of “pictures” (Bilder) under discussion here—“constructs” of visual, acoustic, and both selfexperienced and mediated impressions (p. 2)—is tight; her historiographical grounding of the growing ªeld of POWs studies anemic. Scherstjanoi adds two more essays
to the volume—one on the images of POWs proliferating individual and (the formerly two) Germanys’ cultural memories, the other on Soviet female doctors. Based
on more than ten years of collecting oral histories of voennoplennye (Russian for
POWs), most of them living in the former East Germany, she constructs a multiplicity of competing images of German POWs kept in Soviet captivity. They are associated with the principal stations of their captivity (capture, transport in cattle cars, being robbed of all possessions, work and life behind barbed wire, tensions between
regular and privileged Antifa POWs, helpful Russian female doctors). These “images”
are also the principal topoi recurring in all the representations in ªlm and literature
discussed by the contributors to this book. They are richly illustrated by Günter
Agde’s documentation of images from the best-known West German postwar POW
movies and Soviet documentaries about World War II.
Both Birgit Schwelling’s and Andrea von Hengel’s contributions deal with the little-known Verband der Heimkehrer, Kriegsgefangenen und Vermisstenangehörigen
(VdH), a powerful West German organization started in 1950 to lobby for the return
of some 30,000 German POWs still held in Soviet captivity years after the war ended.
They had been put on trial in 1947–1949 and convicted as “war criminals,” often in
show trials. The VdR lobbied with the West German public to keep alive the memory
of the suffering German “victims” held in Soviet camps, some of them until 1956. In
addition, the VdH lobbied in the political arena to give the returnees compensation
for their suffering. Von Hegel analyzes the traveling exhibit the VdH put together in
1951 and sent to 138 German cities until the 1970s—with changing content over
time. Some 2.15 million Germans saw this traveling exhibit (p. 72), which deªned in

146

Book Reviews
the West German public memory the “martyrdom” of German POWs—the crimes of
perpetrators on the Eastern front were simply ignored. The exhibit contained personal
items smuggled out of the Soviet camps from returned POWs, as well as many works
of art and images. The exhibit was staged dramatically in a sacred space attacking Soviet abuses. The “one-sided” show sent a message that relied on Nazi propaganda of
“Bolshevist inferior human beings” and culturally superior Germans who nobly suffered the indignities of Soviet captivity. Iconic images of German POWs with a bald
pate suffering behind barbed wire illustrate this ªne analysis of a theme rarely addressed in POW research.
Essays on West German and East German literary works dealing with the fate of
POWs illustrate key themes. Berthold Petzinna’s two articles focus on autobiographical reports and illustrations in books by returned POWs from the 1950s. These starkly
illustrated autobiographical reports by returned POWs became huge bestsellers in the
FRG in the 1950s. The suffering, huddled masses of clean-shaven POWs behind
iconic barbed wire in far-ºung and snow-covered Siberian camps deªned this master
narrative (also advocated by the VdH), providing the FRG core images of Soviet captivity. Helmut Peitsch shows how West German writers such as Hans Bender wrote
novels in the 1960s demythologizing the heroization and the wallowing in self-pity
characteristic of the earlier uncritical autobiographical representations. Lenore
Krenzlin analyzes how the East German authorities put together a counternarrative to
challenge the West German image of the “barbaric” Soviet military prisons. The
ofªcial GDR publication Kriegsgefangene in der Sowjetunion (1949) reminded the
Germans that the Soviet Union had been attacked by Nazi Germany—with large
swaths of the country destroyed and millions killed. In the East German reading, the
German POWs made amends for German war guilt, rebuilding the suffering Soviet
Union in the form of labor reparations. In this competing East German narrative of
relative victimization, German POWs were treated decently in Soviet camps and suffered no more than Soviet civilians had during the war.
Cinematic production was similarly bifurcated between the two Germanys. West
German ªlm and television productions in the 1960s followed the lead of autobiographical and artistic narratives and portrayed heroic POWs who were “intellectually
and morally superior” (p. 158) to the barbaric and “Asiatic” Soviet captors. East German DEFA ªlm production ignored the topic of the Eastern front and German
POWs in the Soviet Union altogether until the 1970s. The few movies made in the
GDR about German POWs were differentiating and psychologically subtle, portraying anti-fascist heroes critical of the Nazis and rebutting Western tales of atrocities and
Soviet Untermenschen. Elena Müller adds an essay about German POWs in Soviet/
Russian ªlm production. Soviet citizens had private memories of German POWs, but
public memory ignored them. In postwar Soviet society the fate of German POWs
was a taboo subject. Literary and ªlm production during the perestroika years began
to pay attention to the millions of German POWs who had helped to rebuild the Soviet Union. Film production under Vladimir Putin returned to the image of German
POWs as “craven snitches” (p. 218), conforming to Putin’s desire for a set public nar-
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rative of the Great Patriotic War, a narrative that had been undermined by perestroika.
These essays raise many important topics, and we need not fear the demise of POW
research any time soon.
✣

✣

✣

Ludger Kuhnhardt, ed., Crises in European Integration: Challenges and Responses,
1945–2005. New York: Berghahn Books, 2009.
Reviewed by Simon Serfaty, Old Dominion University and Center for Strategic and International Studies
The theme of this short collection of essays is stated early and plainly: “In the end, crises have strengthened European integration” (p. 3), and “There has never been more
European integration than in the context or aftermath of crisis” (p. 6). These statements are true but are hardly new. The same point has been made by many in the
past. This is perhaps why the process “causes both fascination and frustration” (p. 79),
resulting in too much crisis talk that, Jurgen Elvert notes, is “inspired by staunch euroskeptics to back up their respective points of view” (p. 53). “Of all the international
bodies I have known,” Belgium’s Paul-Henry Spaak once thundered, “I have never
found any more timorous and more impotent.” This was when the European project
was small and rather modest, not yet even a Common Market. Even so, the theme is
worth repeating, especially now when an existential crisis threatens Europe’s capacity
to sustain its past achievements, let alone proceed with new steps toward institutional
ªnality.
The case studies presented by the authors of this volume, who are all Germans,
paradoxically make of each crisis a compelling reason for hope in the future. They take
the analyst away from fashionable predictions of an imminent collapse of European
institutions, an outcome that has often been announced but has never actually materialized. No surprise that the relance européenne to which this pattern refers escapes
translation: Europe, too, has a logic that is difªcult to comprehend—even in French.
What Mathias Jopp and Udo Diedrichs conclude from the Yugoslav crisis is meant
speciªcally for the foreign, security, and defense policy of the European Union (EU),
but it applies equally to the entire EU process: “It is more promising to analyze [Europe] in a long term perspective” and compare what the EU can do now to what it (in
its earlier incarnations) was able to do many years or decades before (p. 105).
These essays were written at a time when two negative referenda on the European
Constitutional Treaty, in France and the Netherlands, looked especially damaging and
potentially fatal. To guide the “time of reºection” ahead, Ludger Kuhnhardt, an able
scholar but also a past policy practitioner, helped organize a series of seminars at
St Antony’s College, Oxford. From the European Defense Community to the failed
ratiªcation of the Constitutional Treaty, we are reminded of past crossroads when Europe was seemingly about to go astray: the identity crises of the 1960s, the “empty
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