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II est curieux de constater que s’il est largcment question de l’attitude des officiers fran^ais 

apres 1940, ou de ceux qui rejoignirent de Gaulle, rien n’est dit sur les reseaux de resistance, 

pas plus que sur l’extreme mefiance du SD, de la SS et autres Services allemands ä l’egard des 

officiers fran^ais, ni de la dure repression dont ils furent victimes, du general au sous-lieute- 

nant.

Quant ä Rainer Hudemann, il a choisi un theme delicat et difficile puisqu’il compare, 

non sans precautions et beaucoup de tact, les deux systemes d’occupation, l’Allemand de 

1940 a 1944, et le Fran^ais en Allemagne, de 1945 a 1949. Son expose sur les multiples 

rouages allemands et leurs conflits internes, est d’une grande clarte et il evoque ä juste titre 

le refus, ou la repugnance, des Fran^ais, a s’interesser plus objectivement ä la periode de 

l'occupation, ce qui conduit a des amalgames tenaces, mais oü se situait le »bon Allemand«, 

ä l’epoque? L’analyse qu’il presente de Ta presence fran^aise en Allemagne merite beaucoup 

d’attention et il est dommage que les idees qu’il expose ne soient pas mieux connues du pu- 

blic allemand; mais comment pourrait-il en etre autrement? Le voudrait-on vraiment? 

L’image de l’institution militaire fran^aise en beneficierait sans doute et l’on disposerait 

d’une vision plus differenciee de son action - entremelee non sans frictions avec celles du 

monde politique - fondee sur trop d’images nees d’ailleurs du nazisme. Tout en appreciant 

l’etude de Hudemann, pour son objectivite, quelques points ne peuvent manquer d’appeler 

certaines reserves, concernant, notamment, la composition de l’armee de 1945. Rappelons 

que les archives de Fribourg (BAMA) contienncnt plusieurs documents d’avril 1945 (OKW, 

Fremde Heere West) qui la cernent au mieux et qu’une fois de plus, certaines sources fran- 

?aises sont ignorees: citons simplement l’ouvrage de Paul Gaujac (L’Armee de la victoire et, 

aussi, la Revue historique des Armees). Mais surtout, il est heureux, dans un sens, que les 

Anciens de l’ORA n’aient pas connaissance de ce texte oü ils sont qualifies de »troupes col- 

laborationnistes« ä l’origine! Ou quand le general Giraud est considere comme un »chef de 

la Resistance«! Comment ne pas froncer le sourcil quand cet autcur eite F. R. Willis (The 

French in Germany 1945-1949) selon lequel de Lattre, pour impressionner les Allemands, 

aurait voulu plus ou moins copier les grandes manifestations nazies ä Nuremberg! On 

pourrait aisement ajouter d’autres remarques de ce genre, genantes si l’on songe que ce re- 

cueil est destine a etre lu dans des pays et par des publics tres divers, incapables d’evaluation 

critique.

Toutefois, l’arbre ne doit pas cachcr la foret car ce recueil est une entreprise originale, ar- 

due, riche d’enseignements les plus divers, seulcmcnt, l’histoire militaire (ou des militaircs) 

d’une nation, ct en particulier en temps de crise, exige plus que des lectures hätives, even- 

tuellement une Cooperation entre spccialistes des pays concernes. En tout cas, ce livre aura 

montre que les limites de l’histoire militaire sont poussecs toujours plus loin, en aval et en 

amont et qu’il aura eu le merite de l’enrichir sur plus d’un point.

Marcel Spivak, Les Lilas

Johannes Burkhardt, Josef Becker, Stig Förster, Günther Kronenbitter, Lange und 

kurze Wege in den Ersten Weltkrieg. Vier Augsburger Beiträge zur Kriegsursachenfor

schung, Stamsried (Ernst Vögel) 1996,190 p. (Schriften der Philosophischen Fakultäten der 

Universität Augsburg, 49).

Four historians with elose Connections to the University of Augsburg have each 

submitted an essay to this anthology, which thus presents a variety of perspectives on the 

First World War. Bccause its foreword is brief and cryptic, dcvcloping no central thesis, the 

reviewer is left with no choice but to evaluatc the contributions scparately.

Johannes Burkhardt offers the longest and most claboratc account in a piecc that occu- 

pics ncarly half of the entirc volumc. Thcrcin he treats what might bc called the German hts- 
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torical imagination on the eve of conflict in 1914. Specifically, he asks, what role did recol- 

lections of 1756, 1813,and 1870 play in the thinking of German intellectuals, statesmen, and 

generals as the hostilities began? Burkhardt’s answer is necessarily complex, since he must 

show how many different analogies were drawn from several precarious situations in the 

near and distant past. The war of 1870 was of course closest in memory: we are reminded 

that the national holiday of the Wilhelmian Reich was Sedantag. It seemed to suggest the 

(false) proposition that Franco-German altercations generally began with aggressive bchav- 

ior in Paris, rendering an armed conflict all but inevitable, one that might be victoriously 

concluded by a swift and glorious military offensive. Likewise, the centennial of the battle 

of 1813 at Leipzig provided an occasion to celebrate the indomitable strength of the Ger- 

manic spirit in the face of Napoleonic lust for conquest. To be sure, this rather philosophi- 

cal and aesthetic notion of a shared national past overlooked profound differences between 

the political circumstances of 1813 and 1913, but never mind. Less immediate, but no less 

exciting, were lingering images of Frederick the Great’s struggle about 1756, when the Ho- 

henzollern dynasty took on virtually the rest of Europe and managed to survive as a major 

power in Central Europe. The parallel with Germany’s alleged encirclement in 1914 was 

perfect - if only Frederick had not been so keen about the French language and culture! 

That such analogies and supposed continuities abounded in 1914 cannot surprise US, al- 

though we may still wonder about what importance they actually had in the disastrous de- 

cisions of that time. In any event, Burkhardts most telling conclusion is that mythology 

tended to prevail over technology. Captivated by more or less appropriate comparisons to 

previous historical crises, Germans of the Generation of 1914 did not grab a rifle or hoist a 

hand grenade; they reached for a sword.

Josef Beckers essay is relevant to the subtitle of this book but not explicitly to its title. 

He seems to have wandered into the wrong Symposium, since his topic is the outbreak of 

war in 1870, not 1914, and he eschews any opportunity to link the two dates. His contribu- 

tion hence comprises two previously published essays, spliced together, which make a con- 

vincing case that Bismarck quite deliberatcly provoked a war with France by pumping up 

the question of a Hohenzollcrn candidacy to the Spanish throne. Becker, who is currently 

preparing a massive new documentary collection on this issue, remains close to the archival 

sourcesat hiscommandand demonstratesboth Bismarcksdeviousnessand hisdecisiveOp

tion for war in the summer of 1870. No reader can fail to admire the case and expertise of his 

argumentation, but one could wish that the analysis had been more carefully related to the 

posterior events that constitutc the focus of the othcr threc essays.

Stig Förster moves Straight to the heart of the matter by challcnging the Standard con- 

ception that in 1914 the German General Staff harboured the illusion of a quick military tri- 

umph. To cstablish his own hypothesis - that Moltke the Younger and his collcagues in fact 

knew that the conflict would be lengthy and hence very likely unwinnable - Förster must 

first launch a long critique of Gerhard Rittcr’s fundamental work on the Schlicffcn Plan. He 

accepts Ritters underlying premise that the Plan was full of risks and far from being a cer- 

tain recipe for victory, but he differs in stressing the thoroughly pcssimistic prognosis by 

Moltke and others about the chances for a rapid German succcss. However, he is unable to 

explain satisfactorily why, in that case, Moltke nonctheless clung to the Plan, modifying but 

not scrapping it, and why he then urged a preemptive strikc by Gcrmany whenever the po

litical circumstances were propitious. Accordingly, Förster weakens his spcculations by 

scrupulously cloaking them with disclaimers that a firm judgement must await furthcr rc- 

scarch. Yet in the final analysis, as he surely knows, thcre is no final analysis; and it is doubt- 

ful that astonishing new evidcncc, if any, will producc greater ccrtainty.

Günther Kronenbitter reviews the pre-war sccnc in Austria-Hungary. In doing so, he 

attempts to break no new ground and is contcnt to summarizc what has long been known 

about the rabid determination of the Habsburg leadership to thrash Scrbia, even at the 
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probable risk of infuriating Russia into war. Like their German counterparts, the Austro- 

Hungarian military planners concentratcd on gaining an initial local advantage rather than 

preparing for a protracted European confrontation that they had every reason to expect. 

Although Kronenbitter’s rendition is in most respects compatible with other essays in the 

volume, one manifest contrast of interpretations goes unexplored when he claims that Vien- 

na’s fanatical hatred of Serbia and eagerness to attack were at odds with Moltke’s more cau- 

tious agenda in 1914, whereas Förster portrays the latter as an inveterate war-monger 

throughout the prewar ycars. If the two authors have resolved this conflict of views during 

their collaboration in Augsburg, it is not evident in the book at hand.

All in all, this quartette of essays represents an engaging but hardly innovative reconsi- 

deration of longstanding historical issues concerning the origins of the Great War. The 

mode of explanation is convcntional, entirely cast in the familiär vocabulary of diplomatic 

history. The authors do not seek out new terrain but revisit old scholarly sites. There is no 

consideration of demography or industry, no mention of workers or women, no treatment 

of pressure groups or public opinion. Instead, a collective finger of accusation is pointed 

back at the foolish and irresponsible crisis management of a few elites, which perhaps re- 

mains after all the most compelling explanation of a war that so severely crippled Europe in 

the twentieth Century.

Allan Mitchell, Boulder/USA

Theo Schwarzmüller, Zwischen Kaiser und »Führer«. Generalfeldmarschall August von 

Mackensen. Eine politische Biographie, Paderborn (Schöningh) 1995,463 p.

Qui se souvient encore, en France, tout comme en Allemagne, du Generalfeldmar

schall August von Mackensen, lui qui personnifia le heros legendaire a la toque en fourrure 

orneed’une tetede mort? Pourtant, de 1915 jusque lafin du IIP Reich environ, cet exemple 

du militarisme prussien, cc pur produit du regne de Guillaume II, cette figure emblcmatique 

d’un nationalisme intransigeant aura servi de phare au patriotisme allemand. Ne le 6 de- 

cembre 1849, decede le 8 novembre 1945, il aura vecu la fin apocalyptique de sa patrie, d’un 

univers ancre dans les terres de Prusse-Orientale avec leurs traditions borussiennes et reli- 

gieuscs. Fait pour etre soldat, il s’intcgra tout naturellement dans l’institution militaire wil- 

helminienne pour gravir ctonnamment vite les echelons de la hierarchic, mais a l’ombre de 

l’empcreur lui-meme, et de sa famille, auxquels il resta fidele jusqu’a sa mort. Faisant partie 

de la maison militaire de Guillaume II en tant qu’officier d’ordonnance, l’accompagnant 

dans de nombreux voyages, Mackensen put observer de tres pres comment l’empereur ju- 

geait les evenements qui sc preparaient et cela non sans livrer ä son Journal des remarques 

teintccs d’une ironic toute de finesse. A 50 ans, le 27 janvicr 1899, ä l’occasion des 40 ans de 

l’empereur, Mackensen fut anobli, lui qui etait ne dans une famille dont les origines n’au- 

raient jamais pu laisser esperer cette ascension, alors que son epouse, par son mariagc, dut 

renoncer ä son appartcnance ä la noblesse. General de brigade en 1900, il commande a Dan

zig la brigade des »hussards de la mort«, promu divisionnaire en 1903 oü, deja, il devient 

une figure locale legendaire bien qu’on ne sc priva pas, dans ccrtains milieux, de raillcr son 

rapide avancement. Toutefois, Mackensen observe d’un ceil critiquc les insuffisances de la 

politique mence par son empereur sur le plan intcricur, et s’inquiete en particulier de la place 

que prend la social-dcmocratie et l’on voit aussi s’exprimer des tendances antisemites qui 

n’iront qu’en sc renfor^ant. La presse etait a scs ycux un veritablc poison pour la mässe du 

pcuple mais en fait, cc sont lä des expressions de son caractcrc profondement reactionnairc, 

que l’on retrouvera tout au long de son existcncc: il ne scra donc pas ctonnant de le voir 

dans le clan des adversaircs acharnes de la republique de Weimar. C’est sur le front oriental - 

pas toujours avec autant de bonheur que le veut la legende, la quasi deroute de Gumbinnen
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