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A morality tale of two location theorists in Hitler’s Germany: Walter Christaller and August Lösch
Introduction

Hitler’s Nazi project was fundamentally geographical, with space and place pressed into horrific service.  That geographical agenda was articulated in such terms as: Lebensraum
, Großraum,
 Entfernung,
 Blut und Boden,
 Volk ohne Raum,
and Drang nach Osten.
  Each of these expressions, and others like them, implied heinous acts as regions were annexed, or countries were invaded, or people were dispossessed, or rounded up, or forced marched, or ghettoized, or imprisoned, or murdered in death camps (Rössler 1993: 204).  Space and place were never neutral for the Nazis.  They were an affirmation and means of enforcement of the regime’s deadly authority.
Consequently, the Nazis were concerned with managing, planning, organizing and contorting space and place, making geography conform to and realise their larger ideological ends.  Specific bureaucratic units were established to undertake those operations.  Some were based in Berlin, such as Konrad Meyer’s Department of Planning and Soil in Dahlem, others in the spaces and places most affected: at the Institut für deutsche Ostarbeit (Institute for Research on the German East) in Breslau or Krakow (Burleigh, 1988); or at the research programme on “Ethnic Studies, Frontier and Ethnic Germandom” at the Reich University, Posen; or, yet again, at the Institute of Geographical Studies in Kiev (Rössler 2001: 69).
This goes to a second feature of Nazi operations, the use of academic labour, in this case the labour of geographers, urban and rural planners, landscape architects, and agronomists.  Each of these academic specialties possessed expert knowledge about geography, as well as theories, concepts and practical methods potentially applicable to transforming space and place for the purposes of National Socialism.  Michael Burleigh (1988: 9) contends that such “scholars … put their knowledge at the service of the government … willingly and enthusiastically.  There was virtually no resistance.”  That’s not quite true, though, and which goes to a larger theme in the recent literature and explored in this chapter: the extent to which non-Jewish German academics collaborated with the regime, Burleigh’s suggestion, and the extent to which they resisted?
  This chapter contends there were a range of responses by German academics to their situation, and a range of motivations.  Easiest was to do nothing, but if explicitly asked to participate, some felt they could not refuse – any alternative would be worse, from serving on the Eastern Front to imprisonment in Dachau or Buchenwald.  Some believed that collaborating would enhance their career, giving them power, position, resources, and an audience.  Others thought it was their national duty to participate, especially in time of war.  Yet others believed in the Nazi project, thinking it could best be realised through contributing their own academic expertise.
  But there were those who baulked, who defied Nazism.  Some relinquished their academic positions as a form of protest.
  Others joined opposition groups bent on removing Hitler from power.

There is also another related issue here that again runs throughout the chapter.  It stems from Hannah Arendt’s book Eichmann in Jerusalem (1977), her famous account of the trial and conviction of the German Nazi bureaucrat of the Holocaust, Adolf Eichmann.  Equally famous was her book’s subtitle: A report on the banality of evil.  Arendt’s thesis was that Eichmann was not fundamentally evil, although he committed unbelievably evil acts.  He joined the Nazis less out of conviction than because he was a joiner.  As a bureaucrat he was then unthinkingly swept along.  While “terrifyingly normal” he committed terrifying acts (Arendt 1977: 273).  Arendt’s thesis provoked immediate controversy, with Lionel Abel (1963: 211) famously charging that Eichmann “comes off so much better in her book than do his victims.”  Subsequent historical research, for example, by Lozowick (2002), contended that Eichmann, and other so-called bureaucrats of the Holocaust, were not so unthinking, that their evil was not so banal. The larger question here is were German academic bureaucrats who signed up to do the Nazis’ bidding, and the subject of this chapter, only banally evil or really truly evil?
These issues are discussed in relation to the lives and works of two contemporaneous German academics with expert geographical knowledge, Walter Christaller (1893-1969) and August Lösch (1906-1945), but who each had a very different relationship with the Nazis.  First, the two are such a useful comparison because they developed a similar spatial conceptual framework, central place theory, to explain the geographical pattern of different sized settlements across a theoretical landscape.  Both deployed the same hexagonal geometry as their basic spatial grid, both undertook supporting empirical work, and both believed that state planning could improve reality, bringing it closer to their theories.  Christaller was the first to complete his version of the theory in 1932.  It was his doctoral thesis written in only 9 months at the University of Erlangen’s Department of Geography (and subsequently published in 1933 in Jena as Die zentralen Orte in Süddeutschland; Christaller 1966)
.  Lösch’s version of the theory was published seven years later in 1940 as Die räumliche Ordnung der Wirtschaft
, and making explicit reference to Christaller’s prior work (Lösch 1954: xiv).  
Second, Christaller and Lösch each had a radically different relationship with the Nazis, and the basis for the morality tale that is at the centre of this chapter.  Initially taking fright because of his membership in the German Social Democratic Party (SPD), banned once Hitler took power in 1933, Christaller from the mid-1930s increasingly worked for the Nazis.  He formally joined the party in 1940, and was employed by Konrad Meyer (see fn. 8).  Christaller used central place theory to redesign the landscape of Germany’s newly acquired Eastern territories.  Lösch, in contrast, never worked for the Nazis.  He was strongly critical of Nazism, and Hitler. He worked as a researcher at Kiel University’s Institut für Weltwirtschaft (Institute of World Economy), under its Director, Andreas Predöhl (1893-1974).  He never swore allegiance to Hitler, and despite the strong normative character of his central place theory, he never implemented it under Nazism.
The chapter is divided into four sections.  The first section reviews the Nazi commitment to planning, especially spatial planning.
  It was effected by enlisting German academics into the bureaucratic machinery of the National Socialist government.  Treated as holders of expert knowledge, academics were essential to the larger Nazi regime, enabling its obscene ends to be realised ever more efficiently and rationally.  The second section examines one of those Nazi academic experts, the geographer Walter Christaller.  Effectively given the annexed province of Warthegau, Western Poland, as his drawing board, Christaller was charged with re-planning its landscape, to make it look like Germany’s.  Not only would it look like Germany, but those who lived there would be exclusively ethnic Germans.  Existing residents of Warthegau – Slavs, Romani, Jews – would be removed, replaced by Volksdeutsche from elsewhere in Europe, and possibly not having spoken German for decades if not centuries (Berger 1994). 
  The third section is on August Lösch.  Also an academic specialist of spatial planning, he actively resisted interpellation within the Nazi regime while continuing to undertake his own geographical work.  The culmination of that preoccupation, Die räumliche Ordnung der Wirtschaft (Lösch 1954), was published in two separate editions during the War.  Seemingly a theory ripe for spatial practice, as was Christaller’s, Lösch nonetheless escaped notice, holding an unassuming research position at the University of Kiel, and never recruited by the Nazis.
  The conclusion uses the lives and works of Christaller and Lösch, and their respective connection with the Nazi regime, to reflect on the complicated relation among knowledge, power, collaboration and morality.

The rule of experts: Nazi spatial planning, and German academics

 Spatial planning
Spatial issues were integrated into the very Nazi project, inseparable from its fulfilment.  To be realised, required enormous energy and resources, the co-ordinated efforts of myriad people and institutions, and a directed instrumental rationality.  Once the ends of Nazism were defined, however ghastly or perverted, a technocratic army of experts and bureaucrats would get to work to plan their most efficient realization.  Zygmunt Bauman (1989) argues that the Holocaust was the perfect example.
  Given the Nazi characterization of a perfect society, defined by members who were able-bodied and -minded, heterosexual, and Aryan, techniques and technologies forged by the regime’s planning technocracy would then be set in motion to realise it.  In this case, it was to be achieved by exterminating massive numbers of non-Aryans, Jews, but other groups and peoples too, including Aryans who didn’t come up to scratch on other criteria (Gregory 2009).  Furthermore, it required the Nazis to establish an infrastructure and logistics for mass, Fordist-scale, assembly-line factories of murder, requiring a meticulous, functional division of labour, scientific management, exact timing, and bureaucratic efficiency.
The first German spatial planning (Raumordnung or Raumplanung) had begun sporadically during the first decade of the 20th century, associated with implementing Ebenezer Howard’s garden city concept within large cities (Fehl 1992; Rössler 1994, 2001).  With the rise of Nazism and centralized state control, spatial planning became comprehensive and systematic (Rössler 1994: 130).  Robert E. Dickinson (1938; 1943, Postscript), a British geographer, spent six months in Germany in 1936-1937, and was concerned precisely with the emergence of the Nazi spatial planning apparatus.
  He quotes a January 1936 speech made by Reichminister Kerri, head of the National Board of Spatial Planning (Reichstelle für Raumordnung), made nine months after the Nazis established that Board:
Fundamentally it is our endeavour to direct all changes in the German State … on a basis of planning and foresight, in the common interests of the people and the State; and also to place all such developments under the guidance and security of the State (quoted in Dickinson 1938: 623-4).
The Nazi state and its ideological agenda were thus everything.  Even local “community planning,” as Konrad Meyer, the arch Nazi academic spatial planner wrote in 1938, “can only take place in the closest connection with the state and Reich planning, which formulates more general ideas and plans” (quoted in Rössler 1994: 130)

The National Board had its own separate research office, Reichsarbeitgemeinschaft für Raumforschung (the Reich study group for area research, and initially headed by Konrad Meyer; Rössler 2001: 67-9).  There was a branch at every major university, as well as a house journal, Raumforschung und Raumordung (Spatial Research and Spatial Planning; Dickinson 1938: 625, fn. 34; Rössler 1994: 130-32).  It was in this journal that academics such as Walter Christaller published.  That work, and germane to Christaller, was partly concerned to devise new techniques to provide greater spatial efficiency in the distribution and use of economic resources, but also to allow “the rich regional variations of the nation’s cultural heritage … [to] reach their fullest expression” (Dickinson 1938: 626).   
The dual expectation within Nazi spatial planning to realise both economic and cultural objectives reflected a deeper binary shaping the regime’s beliefs and practices, what Jeffrey Herf (1984) labelled “reactionary modernism.”  While the larger ends of Nazism were reactionary, based on a mythic history, racial essentialism, dogma, bigotry and much worse, those ends were to be realised through modernist means: science, rationality, new technology, and cutting-edge management, logistical, and organizational techniques.  Spatial planning cut across both worlds.  It involved a set of shiny new theories, concepts, methods, and algorithms to realise geographical efficiency, to squeeze out the most from the least.  But the cultural ends that planning set itself could be horrendous, involving spilling blood on the soil to achieve blood and soil.  
The culmination of this double trajectory was a geographical master plan, Generalplan Ost (General Plan for the East).  The desire for Germany to expand its borders to the East was deeply entrenched, going back centuries (Burleigh 1988: 6; fn. 6).  Under the Nazi version of that desire, fulfilment would be through a comprehensive spatial state plan that came with specific goals, strategies, cost estimates, maps, figures, and organizational charts, along with dedicated offices, bureaucrats and experts.  It culminated over a period of more than three years from 1939.  Associated with Himmler, it began as a new research programme within the Reichsarbeitgemeinschaft für Raumforschung, deutsche Osten (the German East).  There scholars were charged with calculating “how many German settlers should live [in the German East] as well as … construct[ing] new industrial sites and agrarian regions” (Rössler 1994: 132).  Christaller later did some of that work, along with planning the conversion of “the East” into the look and feel of settled Germanic space (Rössler 1994: 134; Preston 2009: 11).  By 1942, these efforts folded into the last version of Generalplan Ost, and linked to Hitler’s “Final Solution”.
Academics, geography and planning
The National Socialist project relied crucially on academic labour.  While the ends of Hitler were malevolently irrational, they were implemented by a scrupulous logic and knowledge provided by experts and advisors from the German academy (Renneberg and Walker 1994, Szöllösi-Janze 2001).  Admittedly, some Nazi projects that involved the professoriate, such as at Himmler’s Das Ahnenerbe (“ancestral heritage”) institute, could be barking mad (Szöllösi-Janze 2001, 1-3).  But generally, the work of ordinary, everyday academics – scientists, social scientists and assorted technocrats – were “largely rational, and result oriented … [and] not ideologically dogmatic” (Szöllösi-Janze 2001: 12).

The Nazi reliance on academics stemmed from the modernist half of Herf’s reactionary modernism label, bound up with rationality, instrumentalism and technocracy.  Modernism was possible only by drawing on a pool of experts and specialists.  For the Nazis there was no better pool than found in German universities.  German scholars led the world.  If anyone could achieve the regime’s instrumental goals it would be German academics.  Aly and Heim (2002: 3) write, “the National Socialist leadership sought to maximize the inputs for scientific policy advisors and used their research findings as an important basis for their decisions.”  But, and this is where the reactionary part of reactionary modernism becomes relevant, that “includ[ed] the decision to murder millions of human beings” (Aly and Heim 2002: 3).  Going to our earlier comments about the motivations of academics to collaborate with the Nazis, and the character of the evil committed, Zymunt Bauman (1989:109) writes: 
With relish, German scientists boarded the train drawn by the Nazi locomotive towards the brave, new, racially purified and German-dominated world.  Recent projects grew more contributions by the day, and research institutes grew more populous and resourceful by the hour.  Little else mattered.
Not all academic knowledge was the same, though.  For the Nazis it was ranked according to its practical usefulness in achieving the regime’s ends.  According to Renneberg and Walker (1994: 9), at the top were the disciplines of “biology, chemistry, geography, and engineering.”  The prominent position of geography is particularly germane.  Henning Heske (1986: 279) claimed that “geography more than any other established science in Germany, consciously and unconsciously, supported National Socialism.”  
Geography certainly supported National Socialism’s plans for its newly conquered territories in the German East (along with other kindred spatial sciences). Konrad Meyer, Professor of Agronomy at Berlin University, one of the Nazi key academic movers and shakers, Walter Christaller’s boss, and “the Father of Regional Planning” (Christaller quoted in Preston 2009: 11), was in no doubt about the crucial role of academic knowledge for Germany’s new territorial acquisitions.  On the 23rd October, 1941, in Posen, Poland, Meyer said in a speech inaugurating an exhibition, “Planning and reconstruction in the East”:

Our planning enterprise can only prosper with the sure collaboration of, and in close enduring association with, the university establishment.  I am not talking a value-free science, with no preconceptions … but a science that sees its raison d’être in serving the people and embracing the forces of blood and soil.  For the work of planning we need a scientific approach that seeks not so much to abstract and generalize its knowledge as to relate its findings to concrete situations … a forward looking science that plays a constructive part in shaping events as they unfold (Meyer quoted in Aly and Heim 2002: 94).
Michael Burleigh (1988) provided a brilliant study of German academics who supplied the right kind of “concrete” scientific knowledge for planning the East, for “shaping events” as much as describing them.  Known as Ostforschung (Eastern research), it involved scholars working in one of many institutes spread across the newly occupied German East.  Burleigh (1988:10) writes:

As scholarly experts in the East, the Ostforscher had a distinctive contribution to make to the accurate “data base” – the statistical and cartographic location of persons – upon which all aspects of Nazi policy in the East, as elsewhere, ultimately rested.  Deportations, resettlements, repatriations and mass murder were not sudden visitations from on high, requiring the adoption of some commensurate inscrutable, quasi-religious, meta-language, but the result of the exact, modern, “scientific” encompassing of practices with card indexes, card sorting machines, charts, graphs, maps and diagrams ….  This was why [Ostforchung] received generous funding.

This work was made for geographers.  That’s why they ranked so highly on the Nazi academic hierarchy.  As Rössler (2001: 67-69) documents, area-based and regional geographical institutes followed the frontier of the easterly expanding German Reich.   Kiev became the eastern-most outpost, the Institute of Geographical Studies established in 1941.  After that it was retreat, although the geographical sections of such institutes were often the last to leave (Burleigh 1988: 284-5).
Walter Christaller, central place theory, and collaboration
Walter Christaller was another Ostforcher who “voluntarily and enthusiastically put [his] knowledge at the disposal of the Nazi regime” (Burleigh 1988: 8).  He certainly fixated on “charts, graphs, maps and diagrams.”  In October 1936, Robert E. Dickinson went on a five-day car trip with him through the Erzegebirge to Dresden, and noted Christaller’s “passion for figures, and his constant use of pencil and paper and reams of statistics.”
  He was more than just a numbers man, though.  He had a larger scientific theory, central place theory, and perfect for the Nazi purpose of re-planning the East, satisfying both economic and cultural ends.  
Christaller’s central place theory had a long gestation period.  In an autobiographical essay he said it began when he was only eight (Christaller 1972: 601).  But interrupted by active service in World War I, it took him 17 years before in 1930 he finally received his Diploma in economics at the University of Erlangen (Hottes et al., 1977: 11).  Chritaller’s intention was to carry on with a Ph.D. in economics, but because he “found no response from the economists,” he went back to his childhood interests and asked the biogeographer Robert Gradmann in the Geography Department to supervise his dissertation (Hottes et al. 1977: 11).  He did.  The dissertation, Die zentralen Orte in Süddeutschland, was written in less than a year, and published the same year Hitler became Germany’s Chancellor.
There are three points to make about Christaller’s central place theory.  First, it was a theory about the organization of space.  In this case, how different sized cities (central places) that ranged from traditional rural hamlets to modern metropolitan regions were locationally related to one another.   The underlying spatial pattern, Christaller argued, was hexagonal, and discerned from the central place landscape of Southern Germany he studied (Christaller, 1972: 610).  Second, Christaller believed he propounded a modern scientific theory predicated on underlying spatial laws.  “My goal was staked out for me: to find laws according to which number, size and distribution or cities are determined” he wrote (Christaller, 1972: 607).  Consequently, this was not traditional regional geography, but the expression of modern science.  Finally, central place theory was a planning tool, a technology for practicing instrumental rationality.  That was there in his doctoral thesis, laid out as three planning principles [K=3 (marketing), K=4 (transportation), and K=7 (administrative)].  Later they were further refined in his 1938 habilitation at the University of Freiburg, and then from 1940 put into practice when he worked for Konrad Meyer.
How he ended up in Meyer’s office is instructive.  After initially fleeing Germany in 1934, he was lured back by work including from the Reichsarbeitgemeinschaft für Raumforschung (Rössler 1989: 422).  Between 1937 and the early 1940s he was a lecturer at the University of Freiburg.  There he established the Kommunalwissenschaftliches Institut (Institute for the Study of Local Government) under Professor Maunz of the Law Faculty, and author of the “concentration camp legal code” (Rössler 1989: 423).  Chistaller’s Institut following his central place theory was about devising and practising a new kind of applied geography.

Traditional regional German geographers were not interested, but Konrad Meyer was.  He had been the original director of Reichsarbeitsgemeinschaft für Raumforschung.  In October 1939, he was appointed chief of the Planning and Soil Department (Hauptabteilung Planung und Boden) within Himmler’s Reichskommiseriat für die Festigung deutschen Volkstums (RKFDV) (Reichs Commission for the Strengthening of Germandom).  One of RKFDV’s mandates was “the whole planning of settlement and development of Germany and in the territories under German supremacy as well as the realization of that planning” (quoted in Koehl 1957: 253).  Meyer’s Planning and Soil Department was crucial for planning the Germanization of conquered land.  It employed an interdisciplinary group of academics including the planner, Joseph Umlauf, the rural sociologist, Herbert Morgan, and from 1940 onwards the geographer, Walter Christaller (Rössler 1989: 425)
Christaller’s central place theory was ideal for the Nazis.  It was fundamentally about spatial relations, speaking to key aspects of the Nazi project.  It embodied the contradictory reactionary modernism characterizing the larger regime.  On the one hand, it was seemingly modernist (rational, law-seeking, scientific), but, on the other, it acknowledged cultural tradition and the past by making its beginning point the smallest urban unit, the village (dorf), emphasizing rural community (Volksgemeinschaf) and land.  And it came as a ready-made planning tool.  Christaller’s detailed maps, figures and plans needed only to be unfurled, the bulldozers brought in, and the East became “Central places in Southern Germany.”  As Rössler (1994: 134) writes, the “aim was the transformation of the East into German land and as German landscape.”  That is what Christaller’s model did.  

According to Richard Preston (2009: 6), by working at Meyer’s office, Christaller “contributed directly to plans facilitating German Lebensraum (search for living space) policy, on the one hand, and Himmler’s RKFDV [Germanisation], on the other.”

The first of these roles took the form of re-planning the now expanded German East, the annexed province of Warthegau, Poland.  Warthegau waas the “workshop” for the Reich as Joseph Umlauf, Christaller’s colleague, put it (quoted in Fehl 1992: 96).

This was Christaller’s view too.  Writing in 1940, he said:

Because of the destruction of the Polish state and the integration of its western parts into the German Empire, everything is again fluid. ...  Our task will be to create in a short time all the spatial units, large and small, that normally develop slowly by themselves ... so that they will be functioning as vital parts of the German Empire as soon as possible” (translated and quoted in Preston 2009: 23).

A year later Christaller was more strident and specific.

The aim of regional planning … is to introduce order into impractical, outdated and arbitrary urban forms or transport networks, and this order can only be achieved on the basis of an ideal plan – which means in spatial terms a geometrical schema …. [C]entral places will be spaced an equal distance apart, so that they form equilateral triangles.  These triangles will in turn form regular hexagons, with the central place in the middle of these hexagons assuming a greater importance …. (quoted in Aly and Heim 2002: 97).

Parts of Warthegau were thus redesigned, “completely changing the face of the countryside” as Himmler demanded in 1940 (quoted in Aly and Heim 2002: 74).  But to do so, a lot of work was required.  Christaller wrote in the same 1941 planning document quoted above: where “it seemed absolutely essential … that a new town of at least 25,000 inhabitants” be built then a new town would be “created from scratch” (quoted in Aly and Heim 2002: 97).  If Upper Silesia needed “a Dusseldorf or Cologne” of 450,000 people “to provide a cultural centre” then so be it (quoted in Aly and Heim 2002: 97). If “Posen … has the power and potential to develop into a town of 450,000 [from 350,000],” it should (quoted in Aly and Heim 2002: 97).
  Christaller planned for Warthegau 36 new Hauptdorfs.  

Before this could happen, though, and this is where Christaller is joined to Generalplan Ost, many of the non-Aryan existing residents had to go – 560,000 Jews and 3.4 million Slavs.  Only 1.1 million of the existing population were thought to be Germanised enough to stay.  Given the large expulsion, 3.4 million Volksdeutsche settlers needed to be brought in.  This was Christaller’s second role, to assist in the migration of ethnic Germans from various places in Europe so as to strengthen Germandon.  As Christaller put it, this was another reason to construct a new central place system: “to give settlers roots so they can really feel at home” (quoted and translated by Preston 2009: 23).

August Lösch, central place theory, and resistance
Christaller left no account of why he collaborated with the Nazis.  His earlier SDP affiliation, and that he joined the German communist party after the War, made it unlikely he was politically on board.  He was scared by the regime, accounting for his getaway to France in1934.  But he needed a job (and given the unorthodox kind of geography he practised that was unlikely at a German university).  He also wanted recognition, to know that someone found his work interesting, that it was relevant, and that as a practitioner for his ideas to be realised on the ground.  Maybe he also wanted to be close to power which working under Konrad Meyer gave him.  In contrast, August Lösch, the other inventor of central place theory, resisted all such blandishments, opposing Hitler and his geographies.
Also unlike Christaller, Lösch was a star student, winning prizes and scholarships, rattling through his higher education.  From 1927 he studied at the Universities of Freiburg, Kiel and finally Bonn, receiving at the latter his Diploma in Economics in 1931, his Ph.D. in 1932, and his habilitation in 1936. Bonn University’s Economics Department was one of the best in the country.  It included among its faculty Walter Eucken, Albert Spiethoff and Joseph Schumpeter (the “Meister”).  Schumpeter left for Harvard the year Lösch completed his doctoral dissertation on the economics of declining population, albeit not before he took on the role of “Doctor Father” (Stolper 2007: 381).
 

Hitler becoming Chancellor on January 30, 1933, and the Enabling Act in March of the same year that made the Nazi government in effect a legal dictatorship, deeply disturbed Lösch.  Unflinchingly principled, and an arch rationalist, he believed in absolute truth and freedom of expression (Riegger 2007; Stolper 2007).  “Dogmatism was death and ultimately untruth” (Stolper 2007: 380).  Hitler and Nazism repulsed him.  He wrote in his diary in April, 1933:

A black Friday.  Imperium fuit [his reign was]
I am still raging in pain and fury: the empire has gone, and everybody dances now to the whistle of that one fool.  In this Germany, only creatures are tolerated.  But I am hoping and working for that Germany which will come thereafter, so God willing, it comes.
  
His first act, though, was to leave Germany, facilitated by a Rockefeller Fellowship for twelve months for 1934-35, and a second award for 1936-37.   As he wrote in his diary in September 1934: “I go to America. Not because I am not up for a fight or that I want to leave home, but I'm suffocating in this atmosphere of violence and I want to breathe.  Freedom!” (Riegger 1971: 86).  He was based at Harvard on both occasions, reunited with Der Meister, and also with Wolgang Stolper (2007: 384-5), a student with him at Bonn, but Jewish, and for whom an arrest warrant had been issued.
In was at a class seminar at Harvard run by Edward Chamberlain, the economic theorist of monopolistic competition, that Lösch gave the first public presentation of his spatial theory.  There had been a longstanding German interest in location theory from the early nineteenth century with Johann von Thünen (1783-1850) (Blaug 1979).  That spatial sensibility might always have been in Lösch’s intellectual marrow.  But it was never explicit until Chamberlain’s class, when, according to Stolper, Lösch “went to the blackboard and filled its whole expanse” (Stolper 2007: 385) with equation and diagrams to illustrate “the structure of an economic region” (published as Lösch 1938).  Lösch (1954: xiii) later wrote in the Preface to the 1940 edition of The Economics of Location that he had “conceived the plan of the present work ten years ago as a young student”.  That seminar presentation in Chamberlain’s class was thus still very much a work in progress.
On the two trips to America, Lösch collected empirical data for what was to become The Economics of Location.  He went to Central Canada, as well as to the US South, and to what later became central place theory’s principal post-War testing ground, the American mid-west.  In Iowa he met Harold McCarty, later the first chair of Geography at the University of Iowa, who modelled his Department explicitly on Lösch’s theories and methods.  In 1937 at Harvard on the eve of his departure from America he also met Edward Ullman.  A graduate student in geography at the University of Chicago, Ullman was told to see Lösch because of Ullman’s interest in the formal, spatial distribution of different sized cities.  In an interview, Ullman said, “I described my idea to [Lösch] and a strange light came in his eyes – that’s the only way I can describe it.  And he wrote down on a piece of paper, ‘You should see Walter Christaller in Deutschland’” (Dow 1972: 3).  Of course, Ullman (1941) never saw Christaller in Deutschland, but he did read his book, which led him in 1941 to write a well-known review article introducing North American scholars to central place theory.  Ullman’s story also speaks to Lösch’s knowledge of Christaller’s work.  Lösch in fact explicitly acknowledges him in his 1940 Preface: to “Dr. Christaller in Freiburg” Lösch (1954: xiv) writes.
But by the time that Preface appeared in print in 1940 [written in “Heidenheim (Württemburg) Autumn 1939”, p. xvi], Christaller was no longer in Freiburg, but in Konrad Meyer’s office in suburban Berlin.  And Lösch was not in Heidenheim, but at the Institut für Weltwirtschaft at the University of Kiel.
Kiel’s Institute was founded at the beginning of World War I, its researchers providing military and political assistance to the German Reich.  When the Nazis took it over, its Director, Barnhard Harms, was initially compliant, but when Jewish academics were forced to leave, he resisted, and stepped down.  In July 1934 Harms’ former student, Andreas Predöhl, was made Director of the Institute, a position he kept until November 1945.  Predöhl, a decorated First World War pilot, had studied theoretical and substantive issues in economic geography at Kiel, receiving both his doctorate (1921) and habilitation (1924) from there.  While still Director of the Institute, Predöhl, was made Pro-Rector of the University in 1935.  Joining the Nazi party in 1937, he became University Rector in 1942 (Klee 2001: 471).

Clearly, Predöhl had at least one foot in the Nazi world.
  Under his directorship, the institute conducted international economic research important for Germany's war planning and its economy.  For example, it investigated the Reich’s access to natural resources and the geopolitical significance of areas that Germany had annexed, invaded or resettled.  But Predöhl was not a patsy.  He prevented the Institute's library from being cleansed of books written by Jews.  He also ensured that the library could buy foreign literature, and that the academics who worked in the Institute could disseminate their research to the English-speaking world.  That included Lösch’s book which before the German invasion of Russia was sent via the Soviet Union to North America (Stolper 2007: 386).  Microfilm versions were also made of it, and translated into English (Lösch 1954: xvi).  The founder of American regional science, Walter Isard (2000), remembers translating Lösch during the War “in the wee hours of the night, when it was quiet” when he was a conscientious objector assigned to the grave-yard shift at a Philadelphia mental asylum.  And in 1943 Stolper wrote a review of the book for the American Economic Review.  His copy was sent to him by Lösch himself, and included on the flyleaf as part of the dedication a hand drawn “picture of a sinking steamer” (Stolper 2007: 386).  Clearly, Lösch believed he and Germany were going under.

But not immediately.  Perhaps the most important act Predöhl performed was keeping Lösch at Kiel.  Moreover, his duties were such that he had time to revise The Economics of Location, with the second edition published in 1944.  Not that Lösch was grateful.  In Lösch’s (1971: 102-122) diary entries, Predöhl is presented as the bad boss, referred to as sie, “they,” who prevented him from fulfilling his potential.  In a January, 1945, diary entry Lösch complains that the “Director” made him undertake a “completely useless report,” which “at most would have academic interest,” and which then robbed him of the time to do what was really important, his own work (Riegger 1971: 116).  But Predöhl was his protector, keeping him safe.  A colleague at the Institute, Erich Schneider said to Lösch, the same month he wrote his diary entry: “you are the last ‘liberal’ living at the brink of the concentration camp” (quoted in Funck 2007: 408, fn. 1).

What Predöhl also managed was ensuring Lösch did not turn his theory into a spatial planning model for the Nazis.  Here it was better that Lösch author a “completely useless report” than to contribute as Christaller did to Generalplan Ost.  Lösch’s version of central place theory bore striking resemblances to Christaller’s.  Both provided a theoretical account of the spatial distribution of different sized central places based on a hexagonal geometrical grid.  Both were empirically tested against actual city distributions.  And both came with a planning mandate; a belief that implementation of the theory on the ground would improve the world, not just explain it.  Given his spatial sensibility, Lösch’s version of central place theory could have been deployed by the Nazis.  He could have been working in the Hauptabteilung Planung und Boden with Christaller.  He could have been drawing up plans for Warthegau or any of the newly conquered territories of the German East.  But he didn’t.  He may have been frustrated, bored, felt he was wasting his talent, under the beck and call a bad boss, but he held fast, he did the right thing.  Unlike many German academics, rather than collaborating, enjoying Nazi largesse, furthering their career, becoming interpellated within the regime, he resisted, living within the beast but not being beastly.
Conclusion
Because it is easy to think of Nazism as irrational, even lunatic, one can forget the enormous effectiveness and efficiency of its bureaucratic and logistical apparatus that facilitated its both military successes, and management and control of large occupied expanses of territory.  What the Nazis did in those occupied territories, and especially to the people who lived there, was repulsive and abhorrent.  But once the ends were determined, an army of academic experts and civil servants descended, fulfilling Nazi objectives in the most rational and expeditious manner, using leading-edge knowledge, ideas, technology, and devices.
My particular concern was with those academic experts employed to reconfigure space and place.  For the Nazis, geography was not merely a stage on which to mount their operations, but an integral part of their ideological mandate, inextricably joined to their dogma.  To practice Nazism was to do geography.  The use of academic experts by the Nazis – geographers, planners, architects, agronomists – was to ensure geography met in the best possible way ideological ends of the worst possible kind.
As discussed in the introduction, following Arendt’s book Eichmann in Jerusalem there has been debate around the extent to which German academic experts cum bureaucrats were morally culpable in the acts they committed on behalf of the Nazis.  Were they as Arendt contends merely assiduous civil servants who could not not join, following orders?  Or, as Lozowick (2002: 279) suggest, did they “work hard, took the lead, over many years … [becoming] Alpinists of Evil”?
My chapter’s account of two German academics, Walter Christaller and August Lösch, both with expertise in planning space, shows that neither Arednt’s nor Lozowick’s position quite fits.  Lösch was able to assert moral agency, never joining the Nazi’s, never swearing allegiance to Hitler, and being subversive when possible.
  He didn’t simply fall in line, as Arendt suggests, practicing the banality of evil.  He made a deliberate moral choice.  But he was able to do that in part because others, in this case his “Director,” Andreas Predöhl, chose to work with the Nazis, to become one, to join the party, but which then allowed him to protect some of his dissenting staff including Lösch; that is, to allow Lösch to make his moral choice.  Was Predöhl “an Alpinist of Evil”?  It seems more complicated than that simple designation.  And the same is true for Christaller.  One can see how he was drawn into Nazism, which as a Party and a set of beliefs was at first anathema to him.   But Christaller seemingly couldn’t help himself, ineluctably he is interpellated, ending up saying and doing evil things.  But calling him an “Alpinist of Evil” also is too extreme, but saying that he had no choice, that his evil was banal, is not right either given that August Lösch who developed a similar theory exercised moral choice.  This morality tale of two location theorists in Hitler’s Germany reveals shades of grey, not stark black and white.  
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� Lebensraum meant living space, or the space necessary for a people to conduct their way of life.  It was first set out by the nineteenth century Swedish political scientist, Rudolf Kjellén, and the German geographer, Friedrich Ratzel (Abrahamsson 2013).


� Großraum was conceived by the Nazi legal theorist Carl Schmitt, and meant great space or greater space.  It was used to justify the division of the world into a few large regional blocks, each with a dominating nation. 


� Entfernung meant expulsion, or removal, or just distance.  It was an essential part of Nazi racial politics, implying spatial separation of Aryans from non-Aryans (Clarke et al. 1996). 


� Blut und Boden, blood and soil, was a phrase invented in the nineteenth century but popularised by the Nazi propagandist Richard Walther Darré to link racial politics (blood) and place (the soil).


� Volk ohne Raum, literally people without space, was the title of Hans Grimm’s 1926 novel that suggested because of boundary redrawing enacted by the 1919 Treaty of Versailles German people had lost their space.  Recouping that space became one of Hitler’s geopolitical ends.


� Drang nach Osten meant yearning for the east, and a touchstone of German nationalist politics.  Even as late as 1944, as German military forces were pushed back ever Westward by Soviet troops, Hitler exhorted: “It is eastwards, only and always eastwards, that the veins of our race must expand” (quoted by Hauner 1983: 197).


� Noakes’s (1993) paper is a useful overview, and for the details about what academics did for the Nazis, and to a lesser extent why, see: Renneberg and Walker (1994); Szöllösi-Janze (2001); Cornwell (2003); Sharratt (2013).  I say non-Jewish German Professors because Jews and those deemed politically unreliable were expelled from the German civil service, and which included university employees, in April 1933 following a new Nazi law, Gesetz zur Wiederherstellung des Berufsbeamtentums (The Law for the Restoration of the Professional Civil Service).   .  Noakes (1993: 378) estimated that 3,120 university academics lost their positions.


� Konrad Meyer (or sometimes Meyer-Hetling; 1901-1973), Professor of Agronomy at the University of Berlin, was a key Nazi academic cum planner, a believer in the National Socialist agenda.  He joined the Nazi party in 1932, and the SS a year later working under Himmler.  From 1942 he was one of the architects of Generalplan Ost that aimed to resettle “the East” with Aryans, and in the process to murder over 60 million Slavs, Romani, and Jews.  He was brought into Generalplan Ost precisely because he could be trusted with academic details, particularly numerical estimates, unlike some others in the Nazi upper echelon of command (Burleigh 2000: 546-8).


� Alfred Weber (1868-1958), the location theorist at the University of Heidelberg, and brother of sociologist Max Weber (1864-1920), was critical of Hitler, who was sworn in as Germany’s Chancellor in January 1933.  Following a tussle in April 1933 between Weber and Nazi administrators at Heidelberg over the flying of the swastika over Weber’s Institute for Social and State Sciences, Weber resigned his position asking to be transferred to emeritus status (Loader 2012: 113).  He remained part of a group of German intellectuals who kept alive a critique of Hitler and the Nazis throughout the 1930s and into the War (Loader 2012: Epilogue).  Weber was reappointed to his Chair in 1945, assisting in the subsequent “denazification” of Heidelberg University.


� For example, the political geographer Albrecht Haushofer, after initially working for von Ribbentrop at the German Foreign Office, turned against the Nazis.  He participated in the failed von Stauffenberg attempt to assassinate Hitler on July 20th, 1944.  Fleeing Berlin, Haushofer was later captured by the Nazis in December, 1944, and executed by the SS a few days before the War’s end (Herwig 1999, 2010).


� An American student, Carlisle W. Baskin, translated Christaller’s book into English as his 1957 PhD thesis at the Department of Economics, University of Virginia, and later published by Prentice-Hall as Central Places in Southern Germany (Christaller 1966). 


� In 1954 Lösch’s book was translated into English by a retired American cancer researcher formerly at the Rockefeller Institute, William H. Wolgom (Stolper 2007: 386).   According to Wolfgang Stolper (2007: 386), an economist and friend of Lösch’s at Bonn, Wolgom’s initial translation was “unintelligible to economists” so it was retranslated by Stolper.  He made the English title of Lösch’s book The Economics of Location (Lösch 1954).  Some suggested that the literal translation of Die räumliche Ordnung der Wirtschaft, “The spatial order of the economy,” was more appropriate (Funck and Kowalski 2007: 15).


� It is useful to distinguish spatial planning as a field from geography.  German geography had been typically practised as a regionally descriptive, ideographic science, with few practical, instrumental ends or techniques other than cartography and map interpretation.  Spatial planning, in contrast, was intensely practical and instrumental, geared to realising specific geographical objectives using formal methods.  Christaller’s central place theory blurred the distinction between the two fields.  Although he completed his PhD thesis in a Department of Geography, the dissertation deployed formal methods, showing how those methods could be used for spatial planning.   It was that blurring of geography and spatial planning that led to his difficulties in getting a job in German academic geography before the War, but it also explains why he got one with the Nazis during the War, and why from the mid-1950s he was hailed by proponents of the “quantitative revolution” in North America (Barnes 2012).  The regional descriptive tradition of German geography was useful to the Nazis, but its value increased when Christallerian formalism and spatial planning were added.


� The Volksdeutsche were defined as people whose racial and ethnic heritage was German even though they did not live in Germany.


� That Lösch escaped the attention of the Nazis was perhaps even more remarkable if as McGraw (2007: 586) asserts he was Jewish.


� Bauman’s position has been labelled functionalism, a position also attributed to another Holocaust theorist who I discuss below, Götz Aly (Aly and Heim 2002).  A functional explanation of the Holocaust means that it was caused by deep historical internal contradictions within the social structure of German society, making individuals, even Hitler, only bearers of their functional role.  The opposite position, and represented also by someone I discuss below, Jeffrey Herf (1984), is intentionalism.  Here the Holocaust is explained by the anti-Semitic intentions of a single person who comes to exercise total power, Adolph Hitler.  Both positions are criticised by Yehuda Bauer (2001: chs. 2 & 4) who offers yet another explanation, a consensus based one.


� Dickinson wrote about the six months he spent in Nazi Germany, 1936-1937, in his “Field Diaries II: Europe �31-66” a copy of which is held by Ron Johnston at the School of Geographical Science at Bristol University.  See Johnston’s (2001) paper about Dickinson’s life.


� From “Field Diaries II Europe 31-66,” pp. 4-5.


� The  quote is from an article Christaller published in Raumforschung und Raumordung, 4, 498-503 (1940), “Die Kultur- und Marktbereiche der zentralen Orte im Deutschen Osteraum und die Gliederung der Verwaltung” (Cultural and market segments in central places in the German East and the breakdown of administration.)


� Taken from Walter Christaller, Die Zentralen Orte in den Ostgebieten und ihre Kultur- and Marktbereiche (Central places in  the Eastern territories and their cultural and market segments), Leipzig (1941) .


� Op. cit.


� Taken from Walter Christaller, Land und Stadt in der Deutsche Volksordung (Country and city in the German national order), Deutsche Agrapolitik 1, 53-56 (1942).


� The rise of Nazism during the late twenties and early thirties did not bear on Schumpeter’s decision to move to America.  Schumpeter was Catholic not Jewish.  In fact, Schumpeter was investigated in 1941 by the FBI as a potential Nazi sympathizer, although he was cleared of the suspicion (McGraw 2007: 337-43).


� Selected diary entries are found in German in Riegger (1971: 67-120).  They begin in March, 1925, and finish in May, 1945.  The quote is from page 78 (my translation).


� Predöhl was dismissed by the Allies from his position as Director of the Institute in November 1945, but he was allowed to retain his position as Professor of Economics.  


� Rolf Funck (2007: 407-8) who became a colleague of Predöhl’s in the 1950s says that Predöhl’s “main objective” was “to save, [and] to perpetuate the existence and as much as possible the international reputation of the Institute of World Economics; and for this purpose thorough reports had to be presented, harsh confrontations with the Nazi regime had to be avoided, political compromises accepted, the ‘slave language,’ as he called it, had to be spoken.”


� In 1944 Lösch wrote in English a critical article about Hitler, “Hitler and Heidenheim,” which he tried to publish in an American newspaper (reprinted in German in Reigger 1971).





