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          Introduction
 
        
 
         
           
            For the first time in the history of the world a victor was willing to restore the vanquished as well as to help its allies.
 
            –President Harry S. Truman1
 
          
 
          In early June of 1945, Lieutenant Melvin J. Lasky, a combat historian in the Seventh Army, jotted down a scene in his diary that he observed in the rubble of occupied Nuremberg. It involved a leisurely American soldier (also known as a GI) and innocent looking German children, both of whom had become ubiquitous in the ruins of a devastated Germany in the aftermath of World War II. He wrote, “And there was the ineluctable pathos of the rubble; children playing in the ruins, a GI sitting in the skeleton of a bombed-out building, sitting in an improvised easy chair, reading a novel.”2 Lasky’s diary entry depicted members of two groups who had a marked presence in the rubble of the German nation after the madness of the Third Reich: a soldier of the occupation forces, perched as conqueror among the wreckage, and German children, a visible remnant of a destroyed society left to deal with the lingering consequences of the war.
 
          The American soldier was thus here to stay in the aftermath of World War II, with his casual pose marking his sense of belonging among the ruins of Germany in the American occupation zone.3 German youngsters also made their mark on occupied Germany, and their presence in the postwar rubble went beyond that of silent victims of war. German children and youth fundamentally impacted occupation-era relations, playing a role in shaping policies in the American occupation zone as well as spurring wide-ranging, long-term impacts on transatlantic relations. Moreover, the postwar presence of both American occupiers and German youngsters led to interactions that shaped personal experiences of the occupation. Above all, these transatlantic and multi-generational encounters between American soldiers and young Germans provide an important lens for examining the history of the American occupation zone.
 
          Throughout the occupation, American military personnel came into contact with young Germans in diverse ways, including in informal situations such as chance encounters on the streets or living nearby as neighbors in German cities, towns, and villages. These interactions on the ground helped lead to shifts in the occupation sphere, as the occupation authorities increasingly realized that these informal encounters could be harnessed for official occupation purposes, including for reeducation and democratization. Moreover, friendly relations between Americans and Germans, including children and youth, helped contribute to the wider shift of occupation policies away from punitive measures toward embracing (West) Germans as friends and allies rather than enemies, a shift that then fit well with the emerging geopolitical situation of the Cold War. It was the youngest of Germans who played a fundamental role in this shift. Their postwar needs and desires shaped an image of Germans as innocents in need of aid, and also impacted individual Americans in their interactions with youngsters.
 
          As American occupation policy moved away from punishment toward the rehabilitation of Germany, young Germans emerged as especially central figures within occupation navigations, seen as the future of a democratic (West) Germany. Occupation authorities thus increasingly encouraged encounters between Americans and young Germans, and the Army-sponsored German Youth Activities (GYA) program became a major occupation measure that aimed at teaching youngsters positive behaviors and democracy within the space of youth centers and youth clubs run by GI sponsors. Moreover, as the Cold War began to emerge, the focus on (West) German children and youth fit American geopolitical aims. American benevolence toward Germans (especially the youngest Germans) led to an infrastructure of German gratitude for American aid, which included CARE packages and a school feeding program, the Schulspeisung. The Berlin Airlift and the candy bombing initiative of Lieutenant Gail Halvorsen cemented this relationship, a moment in history that has become a staple in transatlantic collective memory practices, with reenactments continuing into the present day.4 Placing the youngest of the German population as the central focus of the period thus enables a greater understanding of the everyday lived realities of occupation, as it highlights the complexity of navigations made between the occupiers and the occupied, and shows how this transatlantic exchange made an impact on both personal and political levels. The encounter between the GI and the young German not only shaped individual experiences of the immediate postwar era in Germany for both GIs and young Germans but also fundamentally molded the face of the occupation.
 
          This work digs into the layers of the lived realities of the American occupation that have been obscured behind dominant collective memory narratives. Overall, a success story has emerged about the postwar occupation of Germany, which seems to be proven by Germany’s transformation into a strong democracy. This success story narrative tends to especially highlight the supposedly undoubted goodness of the American presence in postwar Germany, in the process transforming the complexities of occupation into a simplified narrative of the “good occupation.”5 This narrative shift has also occurred to a certain extent with World War II itself, as it has been transformed from the most devastating war in human history into the “good war” that has become “sanitized and romanticized almost beyond recognition,” as literary scholar Paul Fussell argues.6 Within the United States, a trend of nostalgia remains common in narratives of World War II, which glosses over the high costs of the war and the challenges of its aftermath, and often ignores the complex lived realities of combatants and civilians during the war.
 
          The postwar American occupation of Germany has thus gained a purified and celebratory image. Susan L. Carruthers marks this shift a “radical reconstruction” of the image of the occupation, furthered by a focus on positive stories rather than on complexities such as “the boredom, bafflement, and boorishness that pervaded daily life for occupation’s often reluctant foot soldiers.”7 Werner Sollors also notes that today’s image of the occupation as a success has overshadowed the reality that in postwar Germany, “the temptation of despair was omnipresent and exerted quite a powerful pull.” He argues that this reality is surprising “only in the retrospective glow of the success story.”8 Memory narratives about the American occupation tend to highlight positive, glowing stories including those that highlight the generosity showered upon young Germans by Americans, such as gifts of sweets, CARE packages, and the Schulspeisung. Popular narratives and images of the American occupation often focus on the friendliness of GIs, such as a friendly African American GI in a jeep handing out candy, or during the Berlin Airlift, children catching candy parachutes that dropped from American planes.9 According to this rhetoric, the Allies (and most especially the Americans) had arrived in Germany as liberators from fascism, with the Eighth of May serving as a Day of Liberation, which continues to be celebrated today and linked to Western values such as freedom and democracy.10 This selective focus on liberation is represented in the ubiquitous occupation encounter of the American soldier and the German child, which has become a common trope about the era. This encounter seems to portray the benevolent role of American occupiers, who were handing out Hershey bars to German children and providing helpful guidance to Germans on reorienting towards democracy.
 
          A focus on encounters between German children and GIs proves particularly powerful today, as it appears to provide a sense of proof that World War II was worth the fight, since it rescued the youngest of the Germans from Nazism and sent them in the direction of democracy. In addition, such success stories imply that the American presence denoted that a new, fresh postwar era had dawned in Germany, one in which the horrors of the war and complicated grappling with the crimes of the Holocaust were left behind. In its place, Germany had become a land where a benevolent soldier could ensure that innocent children, including the children of the former enemy, were not denied a sweet, simple pleasure of life, such as chocolate or chewing gum, as (West) Germany moved on a straight line toward its democratic future. This implies that the encounter between the GI and the child represented all that was possible during Stunde Null, zero hour. Moreover, focusing on the benevolence of GIs toward youngsters furthers narratives of the occupation as a time of goodness, in which Americans acted with kindness towards the youngest members of the former enemy population who had caused the horror in the first place. According to such narratives, Americans active in the postwar occupation seemed to be continuing their duties and sacrifices as part of the “Greatest Generation.”11
 
          Although young Germans serve a prominent role in present-day memory culture about the occupation, their actual lived experiences have received little consideration, including in historical research. This work aims to complicate the dominant success story narrative by centering everyday experiences of both the occupiers and the youngest of the occupied, focusing on the wide range of their experiences during the time. The American occupation was more than just a time of goodness; it proved often quite chaotic and complex, a reality that can be grasped at through examining the folds of daily life.12 Lived experiences of the occupation thus complicate present-day collective memory and its simplified version of the postwar occupation of Germany. Interactions between American military personnel and young Germans did indeed frequently occur during the American occupation, but it is essential to move beyond simplistic narratives that focus on the supposedly undoubted success, greatness, and goodness of the occupation and its occupiers. Instead, a deeper examination of interactions between American occupation personnel and German youngsters provides a sharper view into the complex transition period of the occupation. Rather than serving as silent players, for example in the trope of the benevolent GI gifting chocolate to an innocent child, both Americans active in the occupation and German children need to be considered as important historical actors who documented the interactions with each other in materials ranging from diaries to drawings. In the background of kind gestures lurks a more complex reality, one of both sides undergoing ambivalent navigations made in the rubble of ruined cities and towns. Young Germans carved their own mindsets and interpretations about the occupiers, their behaviors, and their policies. Americans also viewed young Germans in diverse ways, not always merely as innocent victims in need of gifts of benevolence. Above all, although the kindness of American soldiers toward young Germans was undoubtedly often very real, the lived realities of the time highlight a more complicated story.
 
          Moreover, not all encounters between Americans and Germans were unequivocally positive within the power structure of the occupation. The occupation was a time in which Americans had power over Germans of all ages, including in a gendered context through a masculine military government run by victorious occupiers.13 According to Petra Goedde, “American power over Germans extended from the military government’s ability to set policy and appoint political officials in the American zone to the relationships between individual soldiers and German civilians.” GIs provided a masculine presence, filling the void left behind by the shortage of German men and stepping into the role of paternal provider. Goedde argues, “Women and children were often more willing to accept the presence of American soldiers, in part because they benefited most from the GIs’ relative economic wealth, but also because the soldiers’ presence did not challenge their role within German society.” Eventually, Goedde notes, postwar (West) Germany took on a new identity “of a feminized, victimized, and most importantly pacific, client state.”14 Within this framework of the hierarchies of a society under military occupation, GIs and Germans encountered each other in a wide range of ways, which could also include fraternization in a sexual context with unequal power dynamics. Fraternization between GIs and German women, although banned in the first months of occupation, took place at extremely high levels, and was mostly of a sexual nature. German women, including young women such as teenagers, experienced everyday life within this highly sexualized terrain in which the occupiers had access to material plenty (and thus easy access to women’s bodies), which stood in stark contrast to the deprivations that the occupied German civilians faced. Within this sexualized landscape, Germans had to navigate power structures and negotiate for their needs. For example, some German women traded sexual favors or provided non-sexual services such as washing clothes in order to get access to more food or other goods, navigating complexities including hierarchies of unequal power and hunger, desire, and need.15 Moreover, German children and youth navigated the power dynamics of occupation in diverse situations, for example in informal contexts such as begging GIs for chocolate that they could later trade on the black market, or in formal spaces such as in American-sponsored youth clubs, where American occupiers served as providers of material benefits as well as mentors.
 
          Overall, the occupation led to shifts in what was considered acceptable behavior in German society, with morally ambivalent practices taking place such as German women having sexual relations with GIs in exchange for goods, or youth participation in the black market, behaviors that often were linked to German attempts to provide for their needs.16 The occupation authorities aimed to push back against this moral ambivalence, and for example encouraged young Germans to behave properly, as they were seen as both the future hope and as a problem group. Occupation attempts to reeducate young Germans into future democratic citizens aimed at simultaneously decreasing juvenile delinquency and bringing about societal order.17 For example, this meant encouraging participation in youth clubs (in GYA or in German-run clubs such as religious or trade union clubs), where youngsters could participate in positive activities, including music, sports, and civic engagement. Moreover, for the authorities, proper behavior meant engaging in non-sexual activities. This also extended to GIs, who for example were encouraged to take part in GYA as a positive form of fraternization in contrast to sexual relations with German women, highlighting the attempts of the authorities to regain a sense of order and bring about the rebuilding of morals in postwar occupation society.18 Encounters between Americans and Germans took place within constant navigations of power and control among the occupiers and the occupied in a postwar society under transition. The lives of young Germans were thus caught up within the wider context of the power structures and hierarchies of occupation.
 
          This study places the everyday experiences of children and youth at the center of examining the history of the US occupation zone. It focuses on the multilayered experiences of young Germans and their contributions to the American occupation on personal and political levels, as well as the ways in which they came up against the contradictions and ambivalences of the time. Overall, the category of age was of major relevance during the occupation. The work considers the everyday experiences of young Germans of a range of ages, from young children to young adults. Moreover, this study will use various terms to describe young Germans, including children, youth, youngsters, and young people, unless a specific focus is on a certain term in original source material or regarding certain occupation policies and developments. For example, clubs were specifically designed for German youth (usually for those Germans around ten to eighteen years old). In addition, juvenile delinquency was frequently referred to as a major societal issue during the occupation. The term “teenager” will also be used in this book, although it was not yet in common usage in the late 1940s.
 
          
            On Occupation and Age
 
            The American occupation of Germany included an infrastructure of official policies that impacted the daily existence of German youngsters, ranging from rationing levels based on age groups, denazification, and an initial ban on fraternization to reeducation. These policies were part of official plans for the governance of Germany after the war. At the end of the war, the Allies divided the former enemy nation into four occupation zones: American, British, French, and Soviet. The American zone included the states of Bavaria, Greater Hesse, and Württemberg-Baden, as well as the American sector of Berlin and the Bremen Enclave. At the Potsdam Conference in July and August 1945, the Allies established the Four Ds as the basis for occupation policies: demilitarization, denazification, decentralization, and democratization.19 In the US zone of occupation, the American military served as the supreme power. Military government was administered through the Office of Military Government, United States (OMGUS), a structure with a military governor at its head, which lasted until the official establishment of the West German state, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), in 1949.20
 
            After the end of military government in the Western Allies’ zones of occupation, the Allied High Commission through the United States, Great Britain, and France took over supervision of the new state. American participation was handled by the US State Department through a civilian US High Commission for Germany (HICOG). The FRG was not yet a fully sovereign state, as an occupation statute continued to apply, lasting until May 1955, when it expired and the United States established formal political relations with the FRG through the US embassy in Bonn.21 John J. McCloy, who served as the first US High Commissioner for Germany, described the circumstances of the role of the occupation’s military governor as “a pretty heady job. It was the nearest thing to a Roman proconsulship the modern world afforded … It was a challenging job to an ambitious man. Benevolent despotism.”22
 
            American occupation policies were modeled on Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) directive 1067 from April 1945, which was largely based on the plan of Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau Jr.23 Overall, JCS 1067 aimed at punitive measures, including ensuring that the living standard for Germans would remain below that of its neighboring countries. The directive noted that “Germany will not be occupied for the purpose of liberation but as a defeated enemy nation.” In addition, the directive stated, “The principal Allied objective is to prevent Germany from ever again becoming a threat to the peace of the world.” The text highlighted that the destruction of the German economy and the inevitable suffering and chaos that emerged was caused by the Germans themselves due to their “ruthless warfare and the fanatical Nazi resistance.” Germans, thus, were responsible for facing the consequences of their warmongering, destruction, and fanaticism, and the Allies were present as occupiers to impose a new system that would prevent Germany’s powerful rise again. For the world’s safety, Germans could not be allowed to create a new system on their own.24 Early official American occupation rhetoric and policies emphasized collective guilt, claiming that all Germans were undoubtedly guilty, including the youngest of the Germans.25 These policies remained officially in effect in the US zone until July 1947, when a new directive, JCS 1779, was released. This directive reflected the shift that had already been occurring in the American occupation sphere, with official policies moving away from punishment toward the rehabilitation of Germany into a democratic state, and focusing on “a stable and productive Germany,” which could contribute to order and prosperity in Europe as a whole.26
 
            For many German civilians, Americans emerged as the preferred occupiers among the four Allies, especially in comparison to the Soviets. The results of an official OMGUS survey from October 29, 1947 indicated that “of the four Allies, the Germans most trusted the United States to treat Germany fairly.” In addition, “an overwhelming number of AMZON [American zone] Germans (84%) would have picked the United States as an occupying power if history could have been turned back.” Respondents also believed that they were better off in the American zone than Germans in the other three zones.27 This survey, taken after the official shift in policies toward rehabilitation rather than punishment, perhaps reflects the increasing role of friendly relations between (West) Germans and Americans, in which Germans were seen as allies rather than enemies within a few years after the end of the war.
 
            Overall, encouraging encounters between young Germans and American soldiers was not an official part of the initial Allied planning for the occupation of Germany after World War II. Moreover, in the first months of occupation, these encounters were even illegal, as a fraternization ban was in place between American soldiers and German civilians, including children. The ban was put in place to help protect occupation soldiers from potential German sabotage, subversion, and resistance, as well as to serve to punish Germans and point out their total defeat. The policy was also meant to prevent German propaganda from influencing the minds of individual occupation soldiers. In addition, military planners believed that nonfraternization could evoke respect from Germans, who would be impressed by the aloofness of the American troops.28
 
            Being friendly to Germans, including children, was contrary to the initial punitive aims of the occupation, and such encounters were even seen as dangerous and worrisome. Early plans for the postwar occupation assumed that German civilians would not easily lay down their arms and give up their seeming propensity toward militarism and authoritarianism. Moreover, Americans worried about whether the German mindset and their “alarming” behavior could even be cured.29 German youngsters were seen as especially dangerous, as they had grown up only knowing life under the National Socialist regime, and they had been indoctrinated in Nazi values in the Hitlerjugend (HJ) or the Bund Deutscher Mädel (BDM). Allied troops anticipated facing heavy German resistance at the immediate end of the war, including stiff fights by Werwolf resistance groups, made up of fanatical Hitler Youth and SS members. Initial occupation polices such as nonfraternization were put in place upon the basis of the assumption that the safety of the occupiers would constantly be in danger, including due to indoctrinated youngsters who grew up during the Nazi regime.30
 
            However, these predictions about civilian resistance did not become a reality, and troops were surprised at the lack of fight that ordinary Germans put up. Instead, during the occupation, most Germans tended to focus on getting their daily needs met, and they largely came to accept that cooperation was the best option for them.31 By and large, although there were isolated instances of sabotage, they did not fundamentally impact the occupation, and fraternization between the population and troops occurred at increasing levels.32 Americans at home supported the fraternization ban, and reports of friendly GIs and German civilians mingling as early as September 1944 caused uproar within the United States.33 However, the ban soon became a nightmare for American public relations due to the lack of adherence to the policy on the ground, especially regarding fraternization between German women and GIs, which reached extremely high levels after the war was over. In June 1945, the policy was overturned for troop fraternization with small children (no specific age was given, and thus the term “children” was interpreted widely, defeating the purpose of continuing to have a nonfraternization policy in force, according to an official United States European Command (EUCOM) report).34 By October 1, 1945, the policy was completely abandoned, allowing fraternization with Germans of all ages.35 Overall, as the occupation progressed and shifted away from punitive policies, young Germans were no longer seen as dangerous elements, but as a group that could even help aid the occupation and its increasingly forward-looking aims.
 
            In addition, the Allies crafted policies that defined age and innocence under denazification procedures, with a Youth Amnesty enacted in the American, British, and French zones. In the American zone, beginning in August 1946, anyone born after January 1, 1919 was released from denazification procedures, which included bureaucratic measures such as filling out a questionnaire (known as the Fragebogen) and potentially attending a tribunal. The amnesty applied to all young Germans born after that date unless they were chargeable under the categories of “Major Offenders” or “Offenders.” Together with the 1946 Christmas Amnesty in the US zone, which released Germans of low income and those with a disability of at least 50%, the amnesties greatly reduced the number of Germans still being processed under denazification, with over two million people coming under the amnesties by June 1, 1948.36 Thus, young Germans who were affected by the Youth Amnesty would have included young adults up to 26 years old at the end of the war. This policy was significant to the everyday lives of young Germans, marking levels of culpability for Nazism by age.
 
            The Youth Amnesty illustrates the shifting logic of official occupation policies, which increasingly saw German youth as an audience for its efforts. By mid-1946, it had become more important to focus on the reeducation of young Germans toward democracy rather than require them to go through occupation denazification processes. The majority of young Germans were thus seen as not at fault for coming of age and only knowing life under National Socialism. This contrasted with earlier occupation rhetoric, which marked all youngsters as potential dangers and as part of a collectively guilty Germany. A July 1946 article in the New York Times included a statement from Deputy Military Governor Lucius D. Clay, who declared:
 
             
              It is the desire of the United States military government in Germany to offer encouragement to the youth of Germany to understand and to develop a democratic way of life, which was denied to them under the Nazi regime. We are fully aware of the insidious indoctrination in Nazi ideology to which this age group was subjected during its impressionable years. We expect the penalties fixed under the law for Class 1 and Class 2 offenders to provide punishment for those in this age group who were eager to accept the Nazi ideology and to assist in fostering its growth and power among the German people.37
 
            
 
            Clay’s statement highlights the shift of the occupation’s focus, which increasingly aimed to reeducate youngsters, turning them toward the democratic way of life. The official focus of occupation policies regarding youth thus shifted by mid-1946 toward the rehabilitation of the vast majority of German youth who had been indoctrinated yet were not high-level offenders who had profited from or played a leading role in Nazism. Occupation authorities saw German youth increasingly as a potentially highly receptive audience for their aims. They realized that American interactions with youth could be used “as a tool of re-education,” as Petra Goedde argues. Goedde notes how the authorities aimed to “regain control over the process of interaction” between American soldiers and German youth.38 This played a role in the official decision to create the Army Assistance to German Youth Activities (GYA) program beginning in April 1946.39 Interactions between Americans and Germans were thus co-opted for their potential as a means of reeducation, taking on a central role in official occupation policies. Encounters between German youngsters and Americans, which had been occurring since the first moments of contact despite the initial fraternization ban, became a major part of the occupation.
 
            Overall, young Germans’ lives were wrapped up in the circumstances of the occupation and were impacted by their previous wartime experiences, which were dependent on their age at the time. The generation born under National Socialism and shortly before had a unique and challenging role in postwar German society. As Rolf Schörken notes, they were too young to have had voted for Hitler, too young to have had a major influence in German politics or the military, and thus had only really known Nazi Germany.40 Age therefore determined not only the shape of experiences during the period of Nazism, such as membership in the Hitler Youth or the BDM, but also marked the level of exposure to violence and indoctrination. Recently, various categorizations of a German generation with similar experiences of growing up under National Socialism and war have emerged, such as the Hitler Youth generation or the Flakhelfer generation, those born between 1926 and 1929, who were recruited in the last years of the war to assist the Luftwaffe, a task which became increasingly dangerous in the last weeks of the war.41 Germans born in 1929 had the potential to experience significant roles in the war years, as they were ten years old in 1939, when membership in Hitler Youth organizations became mandatory for all Germans between ten and 18, and then were 16 years old at the end of the war, thus able to serve as Flakhelfer or in the Volkssturm.42 Many of the young Germans in this work did grow up within the context of National Socialism and played a role in the fascist system in various ways, such as taking part in Hitler Youth activities. Depending on their age, they also had various levels of awareness of Nazism and participation in Nazi wartime efforts. With this in mind, however, the focus of this work is on the complexities of a broad range of young Germans’ experiences in postwar interactions with Americans and shifts in official occupation policies, rather than on drawing wide-reaching conclusions about common generational experiences.
 
            Age is a shifting category based on societal needs, including for wartime purposes. In addition, young people themselves could use age to serve their own purposes. For example, underage boys who wished to serve in World War II sometimes lied about their ages while enlisting. In 1942, the draft age in the United States was lowered from 21 to 18, sending countless young adult males into the battlefield, although boys had already often historically been used to serve in armies in various wars, including in the American Revolutionary War and the Civil War.43 Paul Fussell examines the nature of age and combat, citing Herman Melville, who in 1861 wrote, “All wars are boyish, and are fought by boys” in his poem “The March into Virginia.”44 Fussell argues that “war must thus rely on the young, for only they have the two things fighting requires: physical stamina and innocence about their own mortality … Knowledge will come after a few months, and then they’ll be used up and as soldiers virtually useless—scared, cynical, debilitated, unwilling.”45 The phenomenon of the militarization and mobilization of youth thus reached high levels in World War II. In Germany in August 1944, 70% of German 16-year-old Hitler Youth members signed up for military service in response to a call from Artur Axmann, Reich Hitler Youth Leader. This followed in October 1944 with mandatory service in the Volkssturm for those 16 and older.46
 
            This work centers on the intersections of childhood and war, highlighting the tensions between militarized societies and modern notions of a protected childhood based on conceptions of age. Age is not simply a number: as Corinne T. Field and Nicholas L. Syrett point out, age is “both a biological reality and a social construction.”47 In their work on modern warfare and childhood, Mischa Honeck and James Marten highlight that a paradox of modern societies is that a central aim is to protect children from harm, yet also “to integrate them into the body politic,” which may even include mobilization of children for war.48 Thus, they argue, “modern warfare would not have been possible without modern childhood,” noting that children served not only as victims of war but as “future citizens, as future defenders, as one of the objects about which wars were fought, and as one of the resources for fighting them.”49 Honeck and Aaron William Moore have explored the diverse range of children’s wartime and postwar experiences, noting that it was adult decisions that sometimes caused children to become “soldiers, evacuees, refugees, orphans,” despite simultaneous “discourses that celebrate young people as precious or invaluable for the future.”50 During World War II, American children were also actively encouraged to help out on the home front, highlighting the all-encompassing nature of the war in American society.51 With such an active militarization of youngsters common during the war and the war’s often brutal consequences impacting youngsters’ lives throughout the world, childhood was hardly the protected status it was claimed to be. The war also disrupted the system of knowledge about age, highlighting its fragility despite its centrality to modern Western societies. After the war, restoring this system of the certainty of age enabled nation states and humanitarian organizations to attempt to rebuild postwar normalcy.52
 
            This study acknowledges the significance of age for occupation policies such as nonfraternization, denazification, and reeducation, in addition to influencing on-the-ground, personal reactions of Americans toward Germans. American soldiers behaved in ways that were dependent on the age of the Germans they encountered, with younger German children and youth often spurring American soldiers’ desire to help or give a gift of candy. In addition, the age of the Americans themselves may have impacted their relations with German youngsters, with younger men perhaps reacting in a way that yearned for a sense of boyhood to ease the tensions of grappling with the aftermath of a terrible war. In addition, American men who had their own families at home perhaps wished to take on a fatherly role towards the young Germans they encountered to provide a temporary substitute for their children back home. Above all, in the postwar era, German children and youth experienced the occupation in ways that were shaped by their age at the time and by their wartime experiences, which influenced the level of understanding about what they were witnessing. Even the youngest German children could be aware of occupation circumstances that affected their daily lives, such as the presence of American soldiers. The category of age during the occupation thus molded both personal experiences and occupation policies.
 
           
          
            A New Approach to the History of the Occupation of Post-World War II Germany
 
            Overall, this book takes a multilayered approach to explore the role of German children and youth during the US military occupation of Germany after World War II, using the lens of cultural history to attempt to capture a glimpse of lived realities and cultural dynamics during the period of the occupation. In addition, it blends this approach with the history of children and youth, Alltagsgeschichte (the history of everyday life), occupation studies, and new military history. Taking this combined path merges the everyday experiences of children with the context of a military occupation, providing a new look into a postwar society. This work thus takes on an innovative approach to explore the sphere of the US military occupation of Germany, also examining the experiences of ordinary occupation soldiers and highlighting the interactions of these military personnel with young German civilians. Above all, it centers young Germans’ roles in the immediate postwar era in Germany.
 
            This study thus contributes to the field of new military history through its approach of linking everyday cultural dynamics and the history of children within a postwar occupation landscape. New military history denotes the decades-long attempt to bring innovation to the field of military history, moving beyond a focus on analyzing battlefield operations towards an examination of the intersections of war and society, such as military-civilian relations.53 In addition, this work marks the occupation of Germany as a specific historical period in need of deep examination, following the work of scholars in the emerging field of occupation studies, who highlight the importance of looking into “military occupation as a subject in its own right,” as Camilo Ehrlichman and Christopher Knowles argue.54 Examining the power structures and the relations on the ground between foreign occupiers and the occupied population portrays the complexities of everyday relations in a dynamic time period, providing a glimpse into lived realities.55
 
            Within the United States during the 1940s, the idea of a military occupation of a foreign country was not without debate. The concept of conducting an occupation made some Americans uncomfortable due to its imperial-seeming nature and its requirement of a large standing army. With its anti-colonial past, many Americans distrusted these factors, despite the fact that the US had indeed already engaged in empire-building activities, for example in the Pacific Islands and in Central America. Susan L. Carruthers examines the debates within the United States about having the US military serve as occupiers of Germany, rather than civilian experts, such as welfare and municipal administrative personnel. As Carruthers notes, imperialism, empire, and the occupation of foreign places went against the country’s “self-understanding as a nation that repelled oppressive British rule to establish itself as a shining beacon of republican liberty.” The notion of occupation was “inescapably entwined with thorny questions of national history and self-image, particularly with regard to imperialism overseas and the Civil War and Reconstruction at home,” and was thus linked to “uncomfortable issues of race and empire,” Carruthers notes.56
 
            However, the end of World War II came about in a time when the United States was evolving into a world power rather than an isolated country, a time denoted as the American Century, as publisher Henry Luce termed America’s rise.57 The American Century was partially forged by the strength of the US military in foreign lands after World War II, including in the occupation of Germany. After the end of the occupation, the new West German state largely accepted the continued US military presence. US power thus gained a permanent presence in Europe, represented through the US military, a relationship that continues today. American citizens at the time also began to view their military in shifting ways: John Willoughby argues that military and civilian life increasingly looked like each other, as the military became domesticated. Furthermore, Willoughby states, “Americans became used to the idea that the world required their military presence,” and the US military became a “legitimate and popular institution essential to the maintenance and extension of contemporary American power.”58 Overall, the US occupation of Germany was thus a phase of transition in twentieth-century history, a time period shaped by occupiers and ordinary citizens grappling with notions of military occupation, empire, and democracy. This work enables a glimpse at the occupation developments that molded German society and everyday experiences in the latter half of the 1940s, some of which continue to impact German-American relations to this day. The very foundations of present-day democratic Germany were created in the midst of the occupation with the presence of the Allies among the rubble.
 
            This book examines the experiences of young Germans in the aftermath of World War II, focusing on the young German population in general, not on the experiences of the surviving victims of the Holocaust and the National Socialist regime. During the war, non-“Aryan” and “Aryan” children experienced differing levels of violence. Children marked as non-“Aryan” by the National Socialist system experienced extreme levels of atrocities and high rates of death in the Holocaust. “Aryan” children who were able to remain in Germany during the war did experience violence and traumatic events such as Allied bombings but escaped the levels of systematic violence and genocide that Holocaust victims experienced. Despite the fact that “death and violence were ubiquitous” throughout Europe during World War II, scholars such as Dirk Schumann have argued that describing non-victim German children as “collectively traumatized would be going too far and would gloss over crucial differences between the causes of their losses and wounds.”59 Although some of the young victims of the Nazi regime survived in hiding or by being sent abroad, for example to Great Britain through the Kindertransport, children who were victims of the Nazis were the least likely group to survive in concentration and death camps. Over one million children died as a consequence of the Final Solution.60 Holocaust diaries such as Anne Frank’s as well as material culture from Holocaust victims including children’s drawings from the Theresienstadt camp provide an unsettling view into children’s creative work during the mass atrocities of the Holocaust.61 On the whole, however, in contrast to the victims of the Holocaust and the Nazi euthanasia program who did not survive, the majority of non-victim “Aryan” German witnesses of the war survived, and were able to record down their experiences of the war and the postwar occupation. Later in their lives, they also were able to decide whether to donate items such as their diaries to archives for preservation, or whether to give interviews, write memoirs, or participate in oral histories about their experiences of war and occupation.
 
            The purpose of this study is not to focus on wartime suffering or on debates on levels of victimhood as a consequence of the war but rather to examine the roles of young Germans under the immediate postwar American occupation in ways that explore the complexities of life in the aftermath of a war of one’s society’s own making. “Aryan” German children grew up in a regime that marked them as safe from deportation and mass murder during the war, which led to complicated navigations in the aftermath of war when they came face-to-face with the former enemy, Allied soldiers. This work looks at how both sides of the occupation encounter, Americans and Germans, had to grapple with memories of the war and face challenging questions over guilt. It highlights German youngsters’ roles under occupation, while also acknowledging the fact that German children did face traumatic experiences during the war, which could include Allied bombings, loss of parent(s) and family members, loss of housing, and being uprooted from their hometowns. In addition, some children did pass away during the postwar occupation period. For example, there were high rates of infant mortality, and sometimes children were killed or injured when playing in the ruins, where dangers such as bombs that had not yet exploded were aplenty.62
 
            This work thus links the Alltagsgeschichte of a military occupation to the history of children, youth, and childhood. This dynamic lens highlights the interplay of personal experiences, agency, and the emotions of occupation actors including both Americans and Germans, and also explores societal developments regarding categories based on age. Alltagsgeschichte “attempts to show how ‘ordinary people’ refused to accept their assigned roles as the passive ‘objects’ of impersonal historical developments and attempted, instead, to become active historical ‘subjects,’” as David F. Crew writes.63 Through an analysis of the personal experiences of individual actors, this work considers the agency and personal judgments of both Americans and Germans, examining understudied populations including children and youth in addition to racial and ethnic minorities. It aims to capture the individual lived-ness of the occupation and the ways in which regular citizens navigated encounters, centering the experiences and views of ordinary American soldiers and young Germans. The individual stories of young Germans serve to highlight the complexity of childhood at that time as an experience dependent on many individual factors, from family situation to lingering wartime memories.
 
            Remarkably, childhood has only recently emerged as a significant factor in the examination of the past. Although scholarly studies about children occurred earlier in other fields such as psychology, historical study of children’s roles and childhood remained overlooked. Scholars of the humanities only began to seriously consider children’s history as important in the second half of the twentieth century with the rise of social history about marginalized groups.64 Colin Heywood notes that, previously, childhood had been marked as unimportant to research, being seen as a “‘natural’ phenomenon” of little interest. In addition, the assumption “that the biological immaturity of children would be the overriding influence on this stage of life” impacted researchers’ disinterest, as children remained seen as “deficient” in comparison to fully developed adults. This lack of interest in studying childhood in ways that admit to the role of children as actors rather than “passive receptacles of adult teaching” began to shift, especially in the 1990s. Heywood highlights that the category of childhood is a “variable of social analysis,” intersecting with other factors such as class, race, ethnicity, and gender. Finally, he notes, children play an active role in “determining their own lives and the lives of those around them.”65
 
            Childhood itself has undergone transformations in the past centuries. Paula S. Fass, whose work has been foundational for the field of children’s history, notes that “modern views of children and the values we attach to childhood” are mutable.66 In addition, she argues, everyone has a childhood, when “defined as a period of growth—physical, emotional, and cognitive,” but that childhood “as a realm of protected development, an extended time of leisured maturation … has historically been enjoyed by few” since the Ancient World. In addition, the “belief in the possibilities of childhood for all children” only began to emerge beginning in the eighteenth century.67 Moreover, Fass argues that both children’s experiences and the linkages between childhood and cultural, economic, and political changes are of great importance to historical study. She highlights, “Just as no understanding of the past is now complete if we leave out women, so too no real understanding of the past is possible if children are excluded as participants in the events.”68 Steven Mintz also argues for the importance of historical analysis of childhood, highlighting that childhood “is the true missing link: connecting the personal and the public, the psychological and the sociological, the domestic and the state.”69 Children are not isolated from the shifting circumstances they live in and the changing social, political, and cultural dynamics.70
 
            The history of children and youth continues to be a dynamic field, and present-day historians continue to debate the role of children in history and their level of agency.71 However, Mintz counteracts debates that question children’s roles in history, highlighting the importance of children’s history and the necessity of seeing children as historical actors. He argues that just as adults do, children take on a range of roles, take various actions, experience different emotions, and make a diverse array of choices, even though their “agency exists along a spectrum or continuum, and their ability to make choices and decisions and exert influence varies widely depending on a child’s age and on social and cultural context.” Mintz highlights that children remain essential to historical study, as they “clearly are social actors, who attempt to make sense of the world around them and who are capable of various kinds of action.”72 The focus of this work is not to argue about the level of agency of children in postwar Germany but to examine the intersections of childhood with war and its aftermath during an occupation. This project centers German children and youth as actors, and explores not only official policies and adult-generated discourses about children and childhood but also aims to consider the nuanced picture of the experiences of German children themselves. This includes not only how they were depicted in adult sources but also how they themselves viewed, interpreted, depicted, and felt about their complex circumstances and everyday lives.
 
            Ego-documents including diaries play a central role in this work. Diaries are usually written as a sort of individual performance, often for personal usage, not to be read by strangers. They are often written in secret, to be re-read, perhaps also edited and commented on later.73 Diaries highlight the ways that people directly witnessed and interpreted events in complicated, individual ways, creating their own narratives of the past. Thus, such personal materials can lead to a better understanding of individual experiences within a larger framework, enabling analysis of common reactions to and depictions of events during that time period itself. Children’s diaries are especially fascinating in the often-unexpected ways young people conceptualized and described their experiences and emotions, as well as in how they portrayed adults’ reactions to events. As Sarah Wallis and Svetlana Palmer write in the introduction to their collection of children’s World War II diaries, children’s diaries are “intimate and often more direct than those of adults.” In addition, Wallis and Palmer write, “these diaries were a place to confide and to question, to preserve one’s dignity, or maintain independence of spirit and thought.”74
 
            Sources from the time including diaries enable a glimpse into personal experiences of a society under military occupation. The set of young Germans considered in this work is in no way representative of an entire generation, nor do their materials provide a pure autobiographical picture into their inner lives. Nicholas Stargardt, who has explored children’s drawings made during the Holocaust, argues that these materials, created in the historical moment they were living in, should be seen as “frozen moments of a social history lived in a very particular time and location,” as “snapshots” rather than as “individual biographies,” as we do not know if these were the only stories they wanted to tell.75 Alexandra Zapruder, who has researched and published a collection of children’s Holocaust diaries, also notes the fact that a diary is but a “fragment” out of the life of the writer. However, despite this, she believes that these “historical fragments” can “shed light on aspects of the Holocaust as it was lived by individual young writers,” and that they stand “as a mark of the writer’s place in the world, a gesture taken against obliteration.”76 Although written in a completely different context than Holocaust diaries, young Germans’ occupation diaries provide insight into their lived realities and their places in the world. In their own words, they described their experiences of life under occupation in the aftermath of a devastating war, allowing for a glimpse into the ways that wider events impacted the lives of young Germans.
 
            In addition, scholars must consider the tension between considering children’s directly documented experiences and the (adult) interpretations and descriptions of their experiences, including the scholar’s own. A major difficulty for historians of childhood is the role of materials, since children often leave behind few items that make their way into official archives and records. However, this work aims to use as many sources from the time as possible, including everyday records from children and youth such as diaries and drawings. This approach ensures that present-day discourses about the past such as collective memory narratives do not influence the sources, since the witnesses were describing their navigations within that historical moment. However, care must be taken when using these materials. Scholars create their own subjective interpretations of a text, creating a discourse that produces knowledge and meaning about the text from a position of power as the interpreter.77 In addition, adults or even other children may also have directly intervened in the making of children’s documents.78 However, despite these limitations, such materials still provide crucial knowledge about society at a certain moment and the everyday lives lived within those times. In addition, using sources such as diaries and letters highlights pieces of evidence that depict events at the time within the folds of ordinary people’s lives, without the knowledge of what was to come next.
 
            This work analyzes encounters between young Germans and American GIs using materials written at the time, as well as memoirs and oral histories created later on. Materials created after the end of the occupation, although potentially impacted by the knowledge of what came next, as well as by dominant collective memory narratives, still can provide evidence into lived experiences. Many of these materials document the confusion and chaos of the aftermath of the war, and attempt to grapple with the complexities of trying to describe the level of destruction and devastation the witnesses experienced. These sources are important yet are considered with care, because they were created after the time of the occupation, when witnesses were remembering and recollecting about the occupation. Overall, various modes of remembrance and forgetting not only play a role in crafting collective memory and national narratives of history but also shape what individuals remember about a historical period.79
 
            This study uses a diverse set of sources from witnesses of the period of the occupation of Germany, with authors cutting across a wide range of ages, religions, and racial and ethnic backgrounds, from German children as young as seven years old to American GIs, to American and German Jews employed in the occupation forces, to American military family members, to German teenagers. These sources include the published memoirs of major figures such as President Harry Truman and Military Governor Lucius Clay.80 Also examined are the published diaries of soldiers active in the immediate aftermath of the war, including the diaries of Melvin J. Lasky and Forrest C. Pogue.81 The photographs of Tony Vaccaro and those of Signal Corps photographer Malcolm L. Fleming enable an additional glance into the time.82 Memoirs and reflections by Germans who were young during the time of the occupation also provide various perspectives about their childhoods, such as Henry Beissel’s long poem memoir.83 Jürgen Kleindienst’s published collections of reflections of German adults who were children and youth in postwar Germany depict diverse stories of life in the postwar era.84 Unpublished items held at the Veterans History Project at the Library of Congress provide extra insight for this project, including oral histories, letters, and diaries from American soldiers. Moreover, this study uses unpublished German children’s diaries from the collection of the Deutsches Tagebucharchiv (German Diary Archive) in Emmendingen, Germany. In addition, a variety of children’s letters, drawings, school essays, and other creative work are used from both published and unpublished sources, including from the records of the Harry S. Truman Presidential Library, which for example holds various children’s drawings and letters sent as a gesture of thanks to President Truman. This work also examines materials including official American military government documents to explore the discourses which demarcated official occupation roles for American soldiers and German children and youth.
 
            Using this wide range of primary sources in a critical way enables a better understanding of the complexity of historical experiences and provides a fuller picture of the past that moves closer to “history which Happens [sic] to people,” in the words of Melvin J. Lasky in his diary.85 As Paul Fussell mentions, quoting Walt Whitman, “The real war will never get in the books.”86 This work does not claim to provide an examination of the occupation as truly lived by all witnesses, but it attempts to get closer to the lived realities of historical experiences, for example through its usage of diaries. Without such sources, voices such as those from historically marginalized and less powerful groups including children would be weakened and potentially even erased from interpretations and documentation of the past. Moreover, a rich variety of sources from witnesses of various ages enables an exploration that complicates present-day collective memory narratives. In addition, these sources portray how processes of exchange and transfer occurred not only on an official level during the occupation but in multi-directional ways between both Germans and Americans. This focus on lived experiences also helps grapple with the wide-ranging effects of the tensions apparent even at a grassroots level of the contradictions of the US military occupation and debates over understandings of concepts of democracy and liberty, and also allows for a critical lens to the growth of global American military power.87 All in all, this work aims to delve into the complexities of the lived experiences of the occupation by centering young Germans’ experiences in the aftermath of World War II.
 
           
          
            Previous Studies of Occupation
 
            This book examines the US occupation in a way that moves away from a top-down examination of the occupation through its focus on personal encounters. Numerous early scholarly studies of the US occupation examined official policies in Germany, but few engaged with everyday experiences under the occupation, with a few exceptions, such as John Gimbel’s 1961 examination of experiences in the city of Marburg during the occupation.88 More recent scholarship has examined case studies of specific locations and the effects of the American presence, including in the cities of Heidelberg, Berlin, Wiesbaden, and the small town Wildflecken.89 Dewey A. Browder’s work provides a thorough glimpse into the various roles of the American occupiers of Germany and the impacts on German-American relations, looking at the “human dimensions” of the occupation.90 Recent scholarship has also focused on gender and the experience of German women during the occupation in ways that critically examine postwar German women’s roles.91 Petra Goedde’s work provides a valuable study of the effects of everyday encounters between American soldiers and Germans, including women and children. Goedde argues that it was these very encounters that helped shift American views of Germans from enemies into that of infantile, feminized citizens in need of protection by the US Forces, a process that began even before the emergence of the Cold War.92 Atina Grossmann has focused on the triangular, entangled relationship between Americans, Germans, and the victims of the Nazi regime.93
 
            There are few major studies that use an age-focused lens of the German-American postwar encounter. Most works examine adult-created policies and official rhetoric that affected children’s lives during the occupation period, rather than highlighting the personal experiences of children and young people themselves. This focus has occurred despite the fact that youth were essential for American occupation efforts. Studies published in the decades immediately after the war focused more on childhood development, educational studies, and community case studies.94 Scholarly research into official occupation policies that impacted children and youth tends to examine topics such as food policies, humanitarian aid, schools, and formal education, rather than navigations on the ground or children’s direct experiences.95
 
            As the occupation developed, reeducation (later termed reorientation) became one of the central tenants of the US occupation, especially after JCS 1779 shifted the focus of occupation to the rehabilitation of Germans.96 Scholarly research on American reeducation policies includes works by James F. Tent and Karl-Heinz Füssl, which examine various occupation policies affecting youth, including attempts at school reform, which largely failed in the American zone due to strong German educational traditions. Tent argues that this failure exposed the “naiveté” of American attempts to reeducate another population toward democracy.97 Moreover, stemming from psychiatry, the term reeducation itself never even “received a precise definition,” Tent notes.98 Füssl discusses American reeducation policies and the American sponsored youth activities program, GYA.99 Most works on reeducation in the immediate postwar era tend to mention GYA merely in passing (if at all).100 Some previous studies have even included misleading information about the American efforts to impact youth on the ground, for example stating that one GI founded GYA in 1945, which is incorrect.101 Soldiers on the ground did indeed engage in youth work as early as 1945, but they did not found GYA. Their early work with youth activities provided a model which was then taken on as an official military policy and, by mid-1946, GYA became one of the central tenants of occupation reeducation work aimed at children and youth.
 
            However, in addition to Füssl’s work, there is some scholarship that has explored reeducation efforts such as GYA and the direct impacts on German youth. For example, Heather L. Dichter has provided a valuable look into youth sports clubs and their role in American and British democratization aims.102 Additionally, a 1987 work in German exclusively examined GYA.103 More recent scholarship has provided a fresh lens into reeducation and also has examined the intersections between humanitarianism and young Germans. A volume edited by Katharina Gerund and Heike Paul examines various tenants of American reeducation policies, including the Amerikahäuser, documentary films, and the role of humanitarian aid through organizations such as CARE.104 In addition, Kaete O’Connell has provided impactful studies of American humanitarian food aid in postwar Germany, focusing on the role of this aid in attempts to win the peace after World War II and in portraying the power of American democracy in a heightening Cold War context, especially when aid was directed toward German children.105
 
            Scholarly studies have also focused on children’s societal roles in postwar Germany, including in families. For example, children played a central role as the female-centric German family was shaped into a major actor of the postwar period: Dorothee Wierling has shown that having children in postwar German society became seen as a Glücksauftrag, a task of happiness.106 In addition, Tara Zahra has examined how children played a role in postwar humanitarian rhetoric, which focused on the central role of the family in returning Germany to normalcy.107 Young Germans were also placed at the center of contentious postwar societal debates over juvenile delinquency. German fears of juvenile crimes intersected with American aims of controlling crime during the occupation, including youth crime. Martin Kalb and Jaimey Fisher have both explored how postwar discourse about controlling youth was essential to harnessing a sense of societal order and recovery in Germany. Fisher argues that this postwar focus on “youth and particularly youth crises served as discursive sites onto which to displace, and with which to distract from the wider challenges of coming to terms with Germany’s burdensome past,” shifting postwar discussions “from difficult questions of guilt to manageable challenges of generational discipline.”108 Kalb argues that “juvenile delinquency was never about crime. Instead, it had become an almost mystical symbol embodying a variety of societal fears: disorder, disillusionment, and destitution.”109 In addition, Thomas Kehoe’s work on criminality during the American occupation includes a section on “juvenile disorder” as a major social problem in the fraught aftermath of the war. American occupation authorities especially viewed Edelweiss Piraten youth gangs as a threat, conducting raids and even allowing for Army Counter Intelligence Corps (CIC) surveillance (code named “Operation Valentine”). The Edelweiss Piraten had been a youth resistance movement during the war, but after the war, the term referred to gangs that supposedly formed a subversive, pro-Nazi, anti-occupation faction. American surveillance did not lead to any proof of a highly organized, centralized crime network, but rather the Edelweiss Piraten members appear to have been petty criminals or youth who were having difficulties such as homelessness or dealing with life as an orphan.110
 
            Young Germans who may have been struggling with their circumstances in the aftermath of the war were thus seen by adults as a threat that needed to be taken care of in order to establish a stable postwar status quo. American occupation policies also tended to focus on the symbolic role of German youngsters, who gained a central status in democratization efforts. In the view of American officials, the occupation could be seen as successful if only the youngest Germans, the future of Germany, embraced the offerings of American-style democracy, rather than the dangers of youth criminality and juvenile delinquency. Thus, American reeducation policies were double-edged: they focused not only on impacting German youth in a positive manner, with youth playing a role as future democratic citizens, but they also illustrated the occupiers’ anxieties about juvenile criminality’s potential societal harms and disruption to order.
 
            Rather than focus on the symbolic nature of the category of youth and adult-focused views of the potential negative societal impacts of youth, this work shifts its focus instead to the actual experiences and navigations of German young people during the occupation. Nearly all studies of Kriegskinder (children of war) have only been published in German. Since the 2000s, there has been an increasing number of works about personal experiences of growing up during and after the war in Germany, which are often memoirs and recollections aimed at readers from the same generation, written late in life usually as a reflection of their personal histories.111 A growing field of research has also examined Besatzungskinder, the children of occupation soldiers, who were especially stigmatized and excluded from postwar German society, especially those with African American fathers.112 Above all, the main focus of this work is to center young Germans within the history of the occupation, focusing especially on lived experiences of encounter, rather than focusing on adult discourses or a collection of biographies of experiences. Instead, it aims to examine the tensions and complexities of the occupation and the ways that young people’s lives impacted personal and political relations.
 
           
          
            Beyond the US Zone: The Occupations
 
            The period of the US occupation of Germany after World War II was not the first time that Americans and Germans encountered each other in the context of a postwar occupation. American troops were also present during the occupation of the Rhineland after World War I.113 This work remains limited in its focus on World War II’s aftermath in Germany, excluding other post-World War II American occupations, for example the occupation of Japan.114 Moreover, Germans encountered Allied soldiers belonging to one of four different nationalities depending on which of the four occupation zones they were located in: the American, British, French, or Soviet.115 Some Germans migrated between zones, especially from the Soviet zone, or they were in an area that shifted hands after the end of the war, such as in certain areas in Berlin. This study focuses on the US zone of occupation, thus remaining limited in overarching conclusions about all occupation zones, instead honing in on German-American exchanges in the US zone of occupation.
 
            Developments in the Soviet zone of occupation provide the greatest contrast to the US zone. In the Soviet zone, youth were mobilized into one state-sponsored youth organization, the Freie Deutsche Jugend (FDJ), which was used as a means of Soviet political control.116 In addition, fraternization between Soviet troops and German civilians proved complex. Fear of soldiers and resentment were both common among the German population, especially due to the lingering memories of the experience of mass violence at the immediate end of the war, including women who experienced rape at the hands of Soviets.117 Regulations on relations between Soviet troops and the Germans were initially lax, with no ban on fraternization, in contrast to the strict initial restrictions in the other zones. Later on during the occupation, Soviet officials created more restrictions on fraternization between their soldiers and Germans, ultimately isolating their troops from the German population by the summer of 1949, in an attempt to deal with various problems by reducing contact.118
 
            Occupation troop violence was not limited to the Soviet zone. Wide-scale looting was common especially in the immediate aftermath of the war, and there were violent acts committed against Germans by Western Allied soldiers, including Americans, such as rape.119 Overall, however, Germans viewed the troops of the Western Allies as friendly, “even attractive,” according to journalist Harald Jähner, in contrast to the largely negative German views of the Soviets. Jähner notes that many Germans were especially relieved when the first troops to arrive in their towns were not the Soviets, despite the fact that Nazi propaganda had also attempted to arouse fear about what the Western Allies would do to Germans.120 At the same time, a monolithic view of Soviet soldiers as a mass of violent men is complicated by accounts of Soviet soldiers’ kindness toward children, as well as the fact that there were female Soviet soldiers serving in the Red Army as well.121 Norman M. Naimark argues that although the Soviet troops did commit acts of violence toward the German population, Soviets and Germans still engaged in acts of “consensual fraternization” and that the German Democratic Republic (GDR) “was created primarily out of the interaction of Russians and Germans in the Soviet occupied zone.”122
 
            The British zone of occupation also provides a contrast to the US zone, although policies did overlap. In 1947, the two zones merged into an economically unified Bizone (in 1948, the French zone merged with the Bizone, creating the Trizone). According to Christopher Knowles, British occupation officials shifted toward a policy based on the “‘Three R’s,’ – physical and economic Reconstruction, political Renewal, and personal Reconciliation” rather than the Four Ds agreed to at the Potsdam Conference.123 In comparison to the Americans, British authorities focused less attention on punitive policies such as denazification, which they believed to be relatively futile in the wake of the entrenched Nazism of all Germans.
 
            However, in both the American and British zones, there was a consistent focus on the role of German youth as a potential threat to occupation order and simultaneously as an opportunity for the occupiers relating to their occupation reeducation goals. Youth participation in voluntary recreational, religious, and cultural clubs was also encouraged in the British zone, and Field Marshal Bernard Law Montgomery prioritized youth matters, even as early as July 1945. In addition, early on during the occupation, German Kreis youth offices were recreated, with British occupation personnel participating in an advisory capacity. The official guidelines for German youth activities in the British zone were released in August 1945, which encouraged British-style clubs with a focus on a wide variety of activities. Summer camps were also set up with the purpose of fostering democratic ways of thinking. Interestingly, the British did not allow youth scouting groups until mid-1948, due to fears over the wearing of uniforms and other potential similarities to the Hitler Youth.124 According to Dewey A. Browder, however, the “biggest difference” between the US and British zones was related to youth activities policies. The British had fewer resources to devote to youth work in comparison to the American authorities, who encouraged active engagement from all levels of military personnel and even from military families as the occupation progressed. British authorities also tended to focus on more formal reeducation policies, such as schooling.125 Moreover, as Helen Liddell noted in 1948, the British occupation authorities tended to have a “‘colonial’ attitude,” even regarding youth and education work, working “in the best British tradition of a kindly, tolerant, efficient superiority.”126 However, despite contrasts in some policies and a differing level of active troop assistance to youth, both the US and British occupation authorities did establish the fact that German youth participation in organized, positive groups was of importance for their occupation goals and for the stability of the occupation order.
 
            The French occupation authorities also enacted youth programs, but overall, their policies tended to focus more on de-Germanization. Denazification was less strict, since the French believed that all Germans were guilty and thus could not be reformed; instead, German national traits needed to be reformed. The German population in the French zone tended to be more resentful of the French presence, as Browder notes.127 Overall, the French occupation zone has remained understudied, and arguably even forgotten. The pioneering work on the French zone by F. Roy Willis was published in 1962.128 However, there has been more recent scholarship, for example explorations of German-French occupation relations during the twentieth century using a comparative and transnational lens.129 The French zone of occupation after World War II also provides a fascinating, understudied parallel to the US zone and navigations of race: colonial soldiers including Africans were present in the French zone as occupiers, thus impacting power structures, conceptions of race, and understandings of occupier and occupied, which had effects on social relationships on the ground.130
 
            Historical research of the postwar occupation of Germany as well as collective memory narratives both follow the trend of highlighting the American occupation zone and the role of the Americans, despite the presence of four Allied troops and the fact that there were four occupation zones, each with unique circumstances. This work acknowledges this tendency of unequal emphasis on the US zone, while also asserting the importance of exploring encounters between German youngsters and Americans. Hopefully, the conclusions drawn about these intergenerational encounters in the US zone can be further explored in future literature about the other three zones of occupation. Above all, focusing on the US zone highlights the ways in which interactions with young Germans helped shape wide-reaching developments and policies in the postwar historical moment when the United States rose to a global power. Moreover, it looks into the consequences of the American troop presence in Germany, and examines the roles that young Germans played within these shifting geopolitical spheres.
 
            ✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶✶
 
            This book highlights the shifting navigations regarding German youngsters in the sphere of the US occupation in the aftermath of World War II, moving away from a top-down approach. The main goal of the study is to portray the wide-ranging impacts of the exchange between young Germans and Americans, while highlighting the centrality of children and youth to the fabric of the occupation. The study explores personal experiences of the encounter and examines sources from the time documenting individual interpretations of the occupation, the occupied, and the occupiers, as well as the ways in which the occupiers and German youngsters influenced each other. It also examines on-the-ground developments that impacted occupation policies, including reeducation aims. Using a multilayered approach that links military history, the history of children and youth, occupation studies, and Alltagsgeschichte, each chapter delves into various aspects of the role of young Germans during the occupation in ways that illustrate the dynamism of personal experiences and the evolving nature of official policies that were relevant to youth and that youth themselves also impacted.
 
            Chapter One explores the particularities of American perspectives and narratives about German youngsters. Views of the occupation from GIs themselves have been overlooked in the wake of powerful collective memory narratives and the mythologization of the occupation of Germany into a story of undoubted success. By looking at the complexities of their encounters with the youngest citizens of the former enemy population, this chapter examines the shifting and often contradictory role of GIs during the occupation, explores the ways in which circumstances on the ground impacted higher policies, and also portrays the various roles that GIs played for children and youth. The chapter delves into themes including tensions over collective guilt, the failure of early nonfraternization policies, and debates over democratization. Moreover, this chapter focuses on the complex power structures within occupation dynamics that were impacted by categories including race, which played out in encounters. African American soldiers played a major role in the occupation, including through their benevolence toward German children, a story often featured in collective memory narratives of the occupation. The chapter examines this trend while also highlighting black GIs’ actual experiences of occupation and encounter.
 
            Chapter Two explores the lived experiences of German young people and their views of Americans. Exploring the realities of childhood during occupation and its shifting meanings for children at the time enables a move beyond official discourses and a top-down focus on adult actions that impacted children. This chapter examines the roles of children and youth in the occupation as actors able to impact everyday life in the occupation. This enables an individualized glance into children’s experiences, examining the various factors that molded the lives of young people after the war. These factors included memories of war experiences (such as the Kinderlandverschickung to rural areas or experience of bombings), location/region including rural or urban areas, gender, role during National Socialism including Hitler Youth or BDM membership, family status including the loss of a parent (or parents), health, class, language skills (especially English), schooling level, and even age itself, with some differences between older teenagers who may have had military combat experience, younger teens, and children. This chapter examines texts written by children and youth, for example the diaries of a boy in Amberg in Bavaria. His experience proves a fascinating case study, because of his early recording of his daily life in his diary, even as young as age seven. As the son of a single mother, he often wandered around town, encountering GIs in various circumstances. This chapter avoids generalizations and sweeping conclusions about generational experiences, highlighting instead the diverse nature of the experiences of German children and youth who witnessed the war and its aftermath. These experiences were contingent on specific factors in each child’s life, and the chapter aims to avoid claiming to know the truth of all young Germans’ experiences in all areas of the American occupation zone.
 
            Chapter Three takes on a study of youth in the Bremen Enclave, an overlooked part of the US occupation zone, and also a prominent location for official American military government policies regarding youth. American soldiers in Bremen proved particularly active in creating constructive youth programs, even as early as summer 1945, spurring Bremen to take on a leading role in the development of the official US military-sponsored German Youth Activities program, which officially began throughout the US zone in April 1946. Early individual initiatives of GIs profoundly shaped official military government policies, helping lead to the creation of youth clubs for Germans, which became an official part of occupation reeducation goals. In Bremen, Sergeant Patrick Moriarty’s engagement in founding the Bremen Boys Club gained transatlantic attention. In addition, the military government also actively supported German-run youth clubs (such as religious or trade union clubs), although this sometimes led to tensions between the American-sponsored clubs and German clubs. The creation of official American-sponsored youth clubs, youth centers, and other programs for youth was impactful yet also sometimes contradictory. Young Germans were occupied with activities seen as meaningful and positive by the Americans, and they were taught a specific type of democracy under the guide of GIs, yet were living within a military occupation. In addition, occupation authorities also aimed to use the clubs as a way to combat juvenile delinquency and bring about societal order. GYA illustrates the shifting nature of the occupation, which turned away from punishing Germans toward embracing them as allies and friends to be assisted. German youth were seen by the American military government as the future of a democratic Germany, yet the clubs were sometimes limited in their actual practice of democracy within the restrictive spheres of the military government. The case of the Bremen Boys Club makes apparent the increasingly central nature of youth activities to official occupation goals of reeducation and democratization, while also highlighting the ambivalences of these very policies. The chapter also looks into potential differences between boyhood and girlhood in American-sponsored youth programs. In addition, the chapter touches upon the role of American dependent children in German-American postwar interactions, exploring the experiences of a young American girl whose father was stationed in the Bremen Enclave.
 
            American products including Hershey bars and Coca-Cola played a central role in occupation navigations, as Chapter Four makes clear. These products became linked with a geopolitics of gratitude that especially emerged in the heightening Cold War context, in which American military humanitarianism and acts of benevolence were intertwined with German gratitude for the acts of kindness. These kind acts ranged from individual gifts such as candy bars for German children to official actions such as the Schulspeisung school feeding program and shipments of CARE packages for needy Germans. These individual and collective acts of kindness thus aligned with larger American geopolitical aims of creating a unified, economically prosperous Europe as a bulwark against communism and as a way to help ensure security for the United States. The Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan both cemented the belief that economic prosperity in Europe achieved American security. Reports of GIs’ benevolence toward German youngsters became great publicity for these wider geopolitical aims. Reeducation thus became increasingly focused on anti-communism rather than anti-Nazism. In addition, Germans learned a particular type of democracy, one in which freedom and democratic rights meant consumption and access to non-essential goods such as sweets. In young Germans’ conceptions of democracy, freedom thus became linked to sensory memories such as the taste of a first candy bar or a Coca-Cola drink at a GYA youth center.
 
            The Berlin Airlift from June 1948 to September 1949 illustrated the culmination of the embrace of (West) Germans as friends to be protected and provided for. The Western Allies provided for the West Berlin population, delivering supplies via the Rosinenbomber (raisin bombers, as the Airlift planes became known as) for over a year during the Soviet Blockade. Chapter Five explores the collective memory of the Berlin Airlift, honing in on the action known as the candy bombing. This action was initiated by one American pilot, Lieutenant Gail Halvorsen, as an individual desire to help a group of German children he met near the runway at Tempelhof Airport in Berlin. Halvorsen became known as the Candy Bomber, or Uncle Wiggly Wings.131 The candy bombing initiative was an act of individual benevolence that was taken on as a collective military action, which shaped the entire Berlin Airlift and even continues to impact present-day German and American memory narratives of the occupation period. The candy bombing also served as a valuable source of Cold War propaganda for the Americans, providing tangible proof of their benevolent power. West Berliner children and youth emerged as central figures in this discourse, as they proved willing beneficiaries of American (and Western Allied) support, thus cementing their friendship. In addition, the recipients of the Airlift, especially those who remember Halvorsen the Candy Bomber, were profoundly impacted by the events, in which their early lives were shaped by a geopolitical crisis and the excitement of candy falling from the sky. The chapter also examines memorialization practices around the Airlift and candy bombing, which continue to the present day. It explores the 2019 celebrations of the seventieth anniversary of the Airlift at the Lucius D. Clay Kaserne in Wiesbaden, Germany, where Halvorsen was present and reenacted the candy bombing.
 
            Overall, this work highlights the centrality of young Germans to the period of the US occupation after World War II. Children and youth were more than the obvious victims of the war. Instead, they were central figures at the frontlines of navigations undertaken in the aftermath of the war, a time fraught with fear over the future, the trauma of the past, and perhaps even sometimes excitement at the imagined possibilities of a new life after war. In addition, youngsters played a role beyond that of serving adult purposes. Everyday encounters amidst the rubble involved young Germans in diverse ways. Young Germans impacted the occupation experiences of US soldiers and also influenced American policies and personal views of Germans, including those of Americans back home. Personal interactions between German children and American soldiers were at the forefront of these changes. Many GIs behaved towards youngsters in ways that broke with official policies and rhetoric, especially early on during the occupation. Moreover, GIs also impacted the daily lives of German youngsters, who viewed the soldiers and the occupation as a whole in dynamic ways. These exchanges illustrate the ambivalent role of the occupation’s foot soldiers, who were given abundant goods such as chocolate and challenging tasks as a democratizing force among a devastated and defeated former enemy population. Young Germans were also seen as an important group for occupation aims, simultaneously as both a problem group and as the hope for a democratic future. Young Germans and GIs both viewed each other in unique and shifting ways, leaving behind descriptions in sources from the time, including diaries. These interactions highlight the singularity and complexity of the postwar era in the US occupation zone. The postwar occupation of Germany after World War II was a time of deep transition within the lingering aftershocks of a terrible war. The impacts of the occupation continue on into the present day, highlighting the potential for long-lasting aftermaths resulting from humanity’s capacity for waging war and committing acts of mass violence. This work remains especially relevant in a time when war has returned to Europe and continues to play a role in modern society, having a profound impact on the children and youth faced with navigating the rubble that continues to be formed by the darker side of humanity.
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