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"WHAT	PUBLICITY	CAN	DO:	HOW	LOUIS	D.	BRANDEIS	AND	HIS	‘PUBLICITY	FRIENDS’		

SOUGHT	TO	SECURE	A	SUPREME	COURT	NOMINATION"	
Erin	Coyle	and	Ian	McCusker		

Progressives	used	publicity	to	expose	excesses	and	corruption	at	the	beginning	of	the	twentieth	
century.	A	leader	in	that	movement,	Louis	D.	Brandeis,	used	publicity	when	he	took	on	big	
business,	money	trusts,	and	government	corruption.	Brandeis’s	essay,	“What	Publicity	Can	Do,”	
states,	“Publicity	is	justly	commended	as	a	remedy	for	social	and	industrial	diseases.	Sunlight	is	
said	to	be	the	best	of	disinfectants;	electric	light	the	most	efficient	policeman.”	In	addition	to	
his	work	as	an	attorney,	Brandeis	wrote	articles	for	Progressive	magazines	and	delivered	
speeches	before	community	organizations	to	support	reform	campaigns.	In	1916,	however,	he	
had	to	find	a	new	way	to	use	publicity	and	personal	communications	to	expose	truth	when	
President	Woodrow	Wilson	recommended	Brandeis	serve	on	the	United	States	Supreme	Court.	
Since	tradition	prevented	Brandeis	from	directly	defending	his	reputation	in	statements	to	a	
Senate	Judicial	Committee	subcommittee	or	the	press,	Brandeis	called	upon	his	“publicity	
friends,”	including	Norman	Hapgood	and	Walter	Lippmann,	to	help	counter	attacks	to	his	
reputation.	His	supporters	used	a	new	type	of	publicity,	similar	to	what	would	now	be	called	
public	relations.	They	used	personal	correspondence,	personal	meetings,	and	articles	and	
editorials	to	win	a	political	fight	for	a	seat	on	the	nation’s	highest	court.	
This	research	examines	correspondence	between	Brandeis	and	his	“publicity	friends”	regarding	
Brandeis’	nomination,	Progressive	periodicals’	coverage	of	the	process,	and	records	from	the	
Senate	Judiciary	Committee	subcommittee	hearings.	The	research	explores	what	Brandeis’	use	
of	publicity	reveals	about	public	relations	strategies	he	used	to	defend	his	reputation	in	1916.	
The	project	also	addresses	how	Progressive	journals	supported	his	fight	for	a	seat	on	the	
nation’s	highest	court	by	countering	attacks	that	Brandeis’	opponents	made	in	Senate	Judiciary	
Committee	subcommittee	hearings	and	in	other	periodicals.	
Brandeis’	work	to	manage	his	nomination	process	is	important	for	several	reasons.	First,	
Brandeis	was	the	first	recommended	Supreme	Court	Justice	to	be	investigated	via	public	
hearings	held	by	a	Senate	Judiciary	Committee	subcommittee	before	the	Senate	Judiciary	
Committee	made	its	recommendation	to	the	Senate.	Second,	Brandeis	endured	one	of	the	
longest	and	most	controversial	nomination	processes	in	history,	possibly	due	to	factors	such	as	
opponents’	disappointment	in	his	work	as	a	reformer	and	his	opposition	to	big	business	and	
money	trusts.	For	instance,	when	opposing	Brandeis’	appointment,	former	President	William	
Howard	Taft	called	the	attorney	a	muckraker.	Third,	since	nominees	did	not	appear	at	
investigatory	hearings	at	that	time,	Brandeis	primarily	defended	himself	by	requesting	his	law	
partner	and	friends	deliver	messages	to	Senators,	publish	editorials,	or	write	letters	on	his	
behalf.	Brandeis’	publicity	team	used	multi-faceted	communication	strategies	to	attempt	to	
shape	public	opinion	and	Senators’	opinions	prior	to	his	1916	confirmation.	Since	that	time,	
Senators	have	considered	public	opinion	regarding	Supreme	Court	nominations,	which	has	
enabled	supporters	to	use	publicity	to	attempt	to	influence	the	political	process	as	Brandeis’	
friends	used	publicity	to	support	him.	
	



	
"THE	BUREAU	OF	CARTOONS	AND	EDITORIAL	CARTOONS	IN	WWI”	

Mary	Spillman			
Editorial	cartoonists	are	an	integral	part	of	American	journalism	history,	contributing	
significantly	to	political	and	public	discourse:	Benjamin	Franklin’s	1754	“Join	or	Die”	drawing,	
Thomas	Nast’s	caricatures	and	his	part	in	the	overthrow	of	"Boss	Tweed"	in	1871,	Bill	Mauldin’s	
take	on	the	life	of	everyday	soldiers	in	WWII,	and	two-time	Pulitzer	Prize	winner	(1995,	2006)	
Mike	Luckovich	of	The	Atlanta	Journal-Constitution,	to	name	a	few.	
This	important	connection	between	cartoonists	and	readers	was	recognized	during	WWI	when	
the	Bureau	of	Cartoons	became	a	part	of	the	Committee	on	Public	Information,	a	government	
agency	created	by	U.S.	President	Woodrow	Wilson	to	influence	public	opinion	and	maintain	
support	for	the	War.	The	work	of	the	CPI	News	Division,	which	provided	reporters	with	access	
to	information	from	many	federal	departments,	has	been	well	documented,	as	has	the	work	of	
the	75,000	Four	Minute	Men	who	delivered	inspirational	speeches	to	community	organizations	
throughout	the	War	(1).	The	work	of	the	Bureau	of	Cartoons,	however,	has	not	been	
extensively	studied.	This	Bureau	published	a	weekly	Bulletin	for	Cartoonists	from	June	7,	1918	
through	Dec.	26,	1918,	encouraging	the	750	cartoonists	to	which	it	was	mailed	to	use	themes	
supporting	the	efforts	of	more	than	30	government	agencies	(2).	CPI	director	George	Creel	
initially	was	not	enthusiastic	about	the	Cartoon	Bureau,	but	in	the	final	analysis	felt	the	
Bureau's	tips	were	a	"stimulating	and	actively	constructive	force	for	shaping	the	public	opinion	
and	winning	the	war"	(3).	George	Hecht,	who	supervised	the	Bureau's	work,	published	what	he	
thought	were	the	best	efforts	of	the	Bureau	in	“The	War	in	Cartoons,”	in	which	he	wrote:	
"There	has	probably	been	no	group	or	persons	which	has	proven	itself	more	eager	to	serve	
during	the	Great	War	than	have	the	cartoonists	of	America.	They	have	grasped	every	
opportunity	to	draw	patriotic	cartoons	and	have	rendered	a	considerable	service	in	helping	to	
convert	public	emotion	into	constructive	patriotic	action"(4).	
This	paper	uses	the	lens	of	the	Bureau	of	Cartoons	to	examine	government	propaganda	
techniques	and	cartooning	practices	during	WWI,	and	provides	insight	into	how	period	
cartoonists	viewed	issues	of	import.	All	of	these	findings	fill	a	significant	gap	in	the	history	of	
journalism	and	art.	Further,	an	exploratory	analysis	of	Bulletin	themes	and	cartoons	published	
in	two	daily	newspapers	in	a	mid-size	Midwestern	city	shows	that	only	20	of	the	143	cartoons	
drawn	by	Gaar	Williams	of	The	Indianapolis	News	and	only	three	of	49	cartoons	drawn	by	J.	
Satterfield	in	the	Indianapolis	Times	during	the	6-month	period	of	study	had	any	direct	
connection	to	the	themes	suggested	in	the	Bulletin.	While	a	larger	study	is	needed	to	draw	
definitive	conclusions,	these	preliminary	results	raise	questions	about	the	effectiveness	of	the	
Bureau	of	Cartoons.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
"ROBERT	SHAPLEN,	THE	NEW	YORKER,	AND	THE	VIETNAM	WAR,	1962-1968"	

Robert	A.	Rabe			
This	paper	is	a	study	of	the	Vietnam	War	reporting	of	Robert	M.	Shaplen,	the	New	Yorker’s	Asia	
correspondent,	with	a	particular	focus	on	his	articles	about	the	1968	Tet	Offensive.	Shaplen	had	
covered	the	Pacific	off	and	on	since	World	War	II	and	he	had	an	unusual	level	of	expertise	on	
the	history,	politics,	and	culture	of	the	region.	As	the	New	Yorker’s	full	time	Asia	correspondent	
starting	in	1962,	he	was	the	magazine’s	primary	reporter	on	the	Vietnam	War	and	he	quickly	
became	known	as	a	perceptive	and	well-connected	voice	among	the	small	number	of	American	
correspondents	who	were	in	the	region.	Shaplen	is	often	mentioned	by	historians	as	one	of	the	
notable	American	reporters	in	Vietnam,	but	to	date	no	one	has	made	any	serious	study	of	his	
reporting.	
Unlike	many	of	his	counterparts	who	made	brief	reporting	trips	to	Vietnam,	Shaplen	spent	the	
majority	of	his	time	in	Asia,	which	allowed	him	to	develop	a	rich	network	of	sources	in	regional	
governments	and	militaries.	Freed	from	the	deadline	pressure	of	newspaper	journalism,	
Shaplen	was	able	to	take	time	to	produce	richly	reported,	thorough	accounts	of	the	complex	
situation	in	Vietnam.	Shaplen	is	an	excellent	example	of	an	American	correspondent	who	
understood	and	sympathized	with	the	nation’s	foreign	policy	objectives	and	the	Cold	War	
rationale	in	the	initial	period	of	American	involvement	in	the	region.	He	gradually	became	more	
critical	of	American	policy	and	by	the	middle	of	the	1960s	he	was	beginning	to	articulate	a	
sharp	dissent.	His	work	is	interesting,	however,	in	that	he	continued	to	see	a	role	for	American	
involvement	in	Asia	and	his	writing	through	the	latter	part	of	the	decade	is	a	useful	window	into	
the	complexities	of	the	conflict	and	the	challenges	faced	by	intelligent	liberal	interpreters	of	the	
situation	there.	
The	paper	briefly	examines	Shaplen’s	New	Yorker	reporting	from	1962	to	1968	to	track	his	
growing	disillusionment	with	American	policy.	In	particular,	it	assesses	a	period	in	1965	and	
1966	when	his	assessment	of	the	war	changed	significantly.	It	then	discusses	his	coverage	of	
the	Tet	Offensive	and	its	aftermath	through	the	lens	of	his	deeply	conflicted	feelings	about	the	
war	and	its	significance.	Like	many	Americans,	Shaplen	could	fairly	be	described	as	“against	the	
war”	after	Tet,	but	the	full	range	of	his	thinking	was	nuanced	and	he	did	not	advocate	a	clean	
break	from	Vietnam.	
The	paper	is	based	on	a	careful	reading	of	his	New	Yorker	articles	and	two	books	on	Vietnam.	It	
additionally	draws	from	material	in	the	Shaplen	papers	at	the	Wisconsin	Historical	Society,	
including	interview	notes,	research	material,	edited	article	drafts,	and	correspondence.	It’s	
objective	is	to	complicate	the	general	understanding	that	American	reporting	of	the	Vietnam	
War	is	easily	divided	into	pre-Tet	and	post-Tet	periods.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	

"VISUAL	REPRESENTATIONS	OF	DISPLACED	PERSONS	CAMPS		
IN	THE	NEW	YORK	TIMES	AND	THE	YIVO	INSTITUTE	FOR	JEWISH	RESEARCH”	

Rachel	Somerstein			
When	the	Holocaust	ended,	more	than	250,000	Jews	who	had	been	displaced	by	the	Second	
World	War	arrived	in	dozens	of	Displaced	Persons	camps	in	Germany,	Austria,	and	Italy.	The	DP	
camps	were	based	in	former	concentration	camps,	military	barracks,	airplane	hangars,	hotels,	
homes,	schools,	even	film	studios.	At	the	most	basic	level,	the	camps	provided	a	destination	for	
these	primarily	Eastern-European	Holocaust	survivors	who	had	nowhere	else	to	go;	even	after	
the	war	ended,	pogroms	carried	on	in	Poland,	present-day	Ukraine,	and	elsewhere	in	Eastern	
Europe.	In	the	DP	camps,	some	of	which	stayed	open	for	more	than	a	dozen	years,	refugees	
awaited	emigration	to	Israel,	the	U.S.,	Canada,	and	elsewhere.	As	important,	while	the	survivors	
awaited	transit,	they	searched	for	surviving	family	members;	obtained	training	in	sewing,	
carpentry,	and	other	trades;	restarted	their	formal	education	(many	camps	had	schools	for	
children	from	nursery	through	college);	and	participated	in	the	regeneration	of	Jewish	cultural	
life,	which	included	the	development	of	a	thriving	press,	communal	holiday	celebrations,	
religious	study,	and	political	engagement	regarding	immigration	policies	and	the	establishment	
of	the	State	of	Israel.	Despite	overcrowding,	food	scarcity,	and	other	privations,	these	camps	
were	sites	of	Jewish	renewal,	both	metaphorically,	in	the	form	of	a	regenerated	cultural	and	
communal	life,	and	literally,	through	hundreds	of	marriages	and	births.	Yet,	despite	the	critical	
role	they	played	in	the	Holocaust’s	aftermath,	DP	camps	have	received	little	attention	
compared	with	the	extensive	scholarship	devoted	to	sites	of	Jewish	extinction	and	memory.	
This	study,	a	work	in	progress,	looks	at	the	New	York	Times’s	representation	of	the	DP	camps,	
chiefly	through	photographs,	beginning	with	the	camps’	openings	in	1945	through	the	present	
day.	In	an	attempt	to	assess	what	has	been	left	out	of	the	paper’s	representation	of	the	DP	
camps	–	given	that	all	journalism	does	not	reflect	“reality,”	but	shows	a	partial,	socially-shaped	
version	of	it	–	the	study	also	draws	on	the	YIVO	Institute	for	Jewish	Research’s	archival	
photographs	and	posters	of	the	DP	camps,	which	include	institutional	and	personal	materials.	
In	all,	this	study,	part	of	a	larger	project,	is	meant	to	assess	how	the	DP	camps	were	
characterized	by	an	elite	American	paper	of	record.	How	did	this	representation	depart	from	
personal	and	institutional	visions?	Did	an	iconic	photograph	of	the	DP	camps	ever	emerge?	
When	did	the	DP	camps	drop	from	(journalistic)	sight?	The	ongoing	refugee	crisis	in	Europe,	
along	with	the	nativist	rhetoric	that	has	gained	popularity	in	the	U.S.	in	recent	months,	makes	
this	study	especially	timely.Rationale:	This	study	draws	on	archives,	which	should	be	of	interest	
to	scholars	of	journalism	and	history;	my	focus	primarily	on	visuals	would	interest	scholars	
pursuing	visual	culture.	This	project	also	attempts	to	integrate	both	humanistic/historical	
approaches	to	“doing”	scholarship	with	social-scientific	perspectives	about	journalism’s	design.	
	
	
	
	
	



	
"DAYS	OF	SOCIAL	IRRESPONSIBILITY:	THE	COLD	WAR	AFTERLIFE		

OF	THE	COMMISSION	ON	FREEDOM	OF	THE	PRESS"	
Stephen	Bates			

The	Commission	on	Freedom	of	the	Press	and	its	report,	A	Free	and	Responsible	Press	(1947),	are	the	
subjects	of	a	large	literature.	Several	studies	chronicle	the	lives	of	chair	Robert	Maynard	Hutchins	and	the	
dozen	Commission	members.	But	scholars	have	largely	overlooked	the	three	staff	researchers	who	did	much	
of	the	work:	Llewellyn	White,	the	only	journalist	associated	with	the	Commission;	Milton	D.	Stewart,	the	
youngest	person	(22	when	he	started);	and	Ruth	A.	Inglis,	the	only	woman.	
	
Whereas	A	Free	and	Responsible	Press	reflects	Roosevelt-era	faith	in	government	and	internationalism,	the	
researchers	went	on	to	play	substantial	roles	in	the	early	Cold	War,	a	time	of	suspicion,	divisiveness,	and	
abuses	of	power.	Two	of	them	became	vocal	opponents	of	right-wing	anticommunism.	Stewart	spent	a	year	
as	executive	director	of	the	liberal	organization	Americans	for	Democratic	Action	in	New	York,	which	was	
cofounded	by	former	Commission	member	Reinhold	Niebuhr.	White	became	an	editor	of	The	Reporter,	a	
leading	voice	of	anticommunist	liberalism.	Inglis,	a	New	Deal	Democrat	when	she	began	working	for	the	
Commission,	followed	a	different	path.	Collaborating	with	her	socialist-turned-redbaiter	husband,	J.	B.	
Matthews,	she	added	names	to	the	Hollywood	blacklist,	grew	close	to	Senator	Joseph	McCarthy,	and	
smeared	McCarthy	critics——including	her	former	employer,	Robert	Hutchins,	who,	she	told	an	audience,	
ought	to	be	investigated	by	the	House	Un-American	Activities	Committee.	
	
Freedom	of	Information	requests	reveal	that	all	three	researchers	crossed	paths	with	the	FBI,	too.	Agents	
questioned	Ruth	Inglis	about	her	brief	post-Commission	work	for	the	Carnegie	Endowment	for	International	
Peace	and	its	president,	Alger	Hiss.	The	FBI	compared	Hiss’s	letters	to	Inglis	with	documents	provided	by	
Whitaker	Chambers	to	see	if	they	came	from	the	same	typewriter.	
	
When	Milton	Stewart	sought	a	federal	job,	the	FBI	conducted	a	background	investigation.	Most	former	
acquaintances	deemed	him	loyal	and	reliable.	Former	Commission	colleague	Llewellyn	White,	however,	
claimed	that	Stewart	had	once	blurted	out,	“Of	course	you	know	I	used	to	be	a	Trotskyite.”	Despite	the	
accusation,	the	Civil	Service	Commission	okayed	Stewart.	
	
White	was	himself	the	target	of	an	investigation,	one	stemming	from	FBI	director	J.	Edgar	Hoover’s	
hypersensitivity.	The	FBI	got	word	that	White	was	publicly	charging	that	the	radio	drama	"This	Is	Your	FBI"	
glamorized	crime.	Hoover,	a	fan	of	the	show,	asked	an	aide:	“Just	who	is	Llewellyn	White?”	Agents	consulted	
FBI	files,	dug	through	clippings,	read	White’s	Commission	book,	and	prepared	a	dossier.	After	reading	it,	
Hoover	dismissed	White	as	a	predictable	left-wing	critic	of	the	bureau.	“It	is	significant,”	Hoover	observed,	
“to	note	the	background	&	slant	of	not	only	White	but	also	some	of	the	members	of	the	Commission	under	
which	he	operated.”	
	
Inglis,	Stewart,	and	White	contributed	to	what	became	the	fundamental	text	on	social	responsibility	in	the	
media,	A	Free	and	Responsible	Press.	But	in	the	years	that	followed,	as	aggressors,	victims,	or	both,	all	three	
were	caught	up	in	the	social	and	legal	irresponsibility	of	the	early	Cold	War.	
	

	
	
	
	
	



	
	

THE	FRANCO-BRITISH	MEDIA	REACTION	TO	THE	1917	FEBRUARY	REVOLUTION	IN	RUSSIA	
Charles	Sorrie	

	 My	current	research	compares	censorship	of	the	media	in	France	and	Britain	during	the	
First	World	War.	I	am	currently	preparing	an	article	on	the	reaction	of	the	French	press	to	the	
Russian	Revolutions	of	1917	and	have	chosen	the	February	Revolution	as	a	topic	of	enquiry	for	
this	conference	as	it	roughly	coincides	with	the	centenary	of	the	events	discussed.	
This	paper	examines	the	reactions	of	the	French	and	British	medias	to	the	February	Revolution	
in	Russia	in	1917.	First	it	describes	the	pre-revolutionary	approach	toward	Russia	taken	by	the	
French	and	British	newspaper	industry	and	the	media	influence	of	Russian	citizens	in	Paris	and	
London	between	1914	and	1917.	It	then	evaluates	the	extent	to	which	government	policy	
influenced	Allied	media	reactions	to	the	fall	of	the	Tsarist	regime.	
	
Both	Paris	and	London	ominously	viewed	the	events	in	Petrograd	as	potentially	separating	the	
world’s	largest	standing	army	from	the	alliance	against	the	Central	Powers	and	cancelling	a	
second	front	against	Germany.	Yet	the	Revolution	was	portrayed	in	French	and	British	
mainstream	newspapers	in	a	positive	light.	This	outcome	resulted	from	the	effective	use	of	
both	governmental	propaganda	and	media	censorship	and	was	part	of	a	broad	campaign	to	
maintain	civilian	morale	which	began	in	1914	but	accelerated	after	the	bloodbaths	of	Verdun	
and	the	Somme	in	1916.	
	
Some	elements	in	the	French	and	British	Governments	had	previously	been	uncomfortable	with	
their	alliance	with	autocratic	Russia.	After	the	fall	of	the	Tsarist	regime,	the	new	government	in	
Petrograd	declared	that	Russia	would	continue	to	fight	the	Allied	powers.	Paris	and	London	
used	their	powerful	Press	Bureaus	to	encourage	newspapers	to	declare	the	new	Russian	
government	as	a	more	appropriate	ally	against	Prussian	militarism	and	downplayed	the	violent	
nature	of	the	uprising	in	Petrograd.	In	France,	readers	were	reminded	of	the	revolutionary	
origins	of	their	own	republic,	with	little	mention	of	the	violent	nature	of	the	events	of	1789.	In	
Britain,	newspapers	championed	the	virtues	of	parliamentary	democracy	with	little	mention	of	
the	British	monarchy.	In	both	countries,	a	combination	of	repression	and	bribery	ensured	that	
extremist	viewpoints	from	both	the	political	left	and	right	were	temporarily	silenced.	
The	discussion	will	lead	to	broader	observations	about	French	and	British	laws,	wartime	
cultures	and	politics	during	the	First	World	War.	Finally,	the	examination	of	information	
management	systems	in	the	era	of	‘total	war’	is	related	to	the	broader	study	of	state-media	
relations,	particularly	in	democratic	nations,	in	wartime.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
 

"KLAUS	MEHNERT;	JOURNALIST,	PROFESSOR	AND	GERMAN	PROPAGANDIST"	
Hanae	Kurihara	Kramer			

	
In	1945,	American	investigators	questioned	a	former	University	of	Hawaii	professor	on	
suspicion	of	being	a	propagandist,	provocateur,	and	enemy	spy	for	the	Third	Reich	both	before	
and	during	the	Second	World	War.	Despite	never	being	formally	charged	for	his	alleged	
misdeeds,	Klaus	Mehnert	was	nonetheless	found	guilty	in	the	court	of	public	opinion.	A	senior	
U.S.	naval	officer	even	publicly	claimed	that	one	of	Mehnert’s	articles	inspired	Japan’s	attack	on	
Pearl	Harbor.	His	attempts	to	rehabilitate	his	name	met	with	limited	success	in	the	United	
States,	in	part	due	to	the	Pearl	Harbor	accusation	but	also	because	he	could	never	overcome	
the	stigma	of	having	edited	The	XXth	Century	(1941	to	1945),	a	Shanghai-based	English-
language	monthly	subsidized	by	the	German	Foreign	Office.	He	was	more	successful	at	
reclaiming	his	good	name	in	post-war	Germany	than	elsewhere.	
	
The	first	article	in	The	XXth	Century’s	first	issue	was	entitled	“Aloha!,”	in	which	Mehnert’s	
reminiscences	about	his	time	in	Hawaii	served	to	familiarize	the	readership	with	the	monthly’s	
editor	while	also	educating	them	about	the	archipelago’s	geography,	culture,	economy,	and	its	
current	rate	of	militarization	that	Mehnert	claimed	threatened	the	welcoming	spirit	of	the	
inhabitants.	The	Honolulu	Advertiser	did	not	return	the	aloha	(affection)	with	its	article	
“Mehnert	Runs	German	Propaganda	in	China.”	Mehnert’s	activities	in	Shanghai	during	the	
1940s	have	cast	a	long	shadow	over	his	reputation.	Newspaper	reporters	struggled	for	decades	
to	make	sense	of	Mehnert	the	man	and	his	role	in	the	Second	World	War.	Few	professional	
journalists	and	scholars	accepted	that	Mehnert	was	merely	an	innocent	man	trapped	by	the	
circumstances	of	a	global	conflict;	instead,	he	was	often	viewed	as	an	apologist	for	one	of	
history’s	most	bloodthirsty	regimes.	In	the	Hawaiian	Islands,	Mehnert’s	name	continues	to	be	
spoken	with	both	scorn	(by	those	who	believe	he	was	a	Nazi	agent)	and	affection	(by	former	
students	and	friends).	The	enigmatic	scholar	remains	a	polarizing	figure	to	this	day.	
	
Mehnert	returned	to	Germany	after	the	Second	World	War,	where	he	became	an	advisor	on	
Soviet	and	Chinese	affairs	to	Chancellors	Konrad	Adenauer	in	the	1950s	and	Helmut	Schmidt	
during	the	1970s.	He	held	various	positions	as	a	journalist	and	taught	political	science.	He	
authored	several	well-received	books.	In	2005,	two	decades	after	his	passing,	the	Klaus	
Mehnert	European	Institute	was	founded	as	a	cooperative	venture	between	the	Institute	of	
Political	Science	at	RWTH	Aachen	University	and	Kaliningrad	State	Technical	University.	A	
generation	of	scholars	are	showing	a	renewed	interested	in	Mehnert	and	his	body	of	work.	
	
This	paper	examines	the	controversial	years	of	Klaus	Mehnert’s	life:	his	time	in	Hawaii	as	a	
university	history	professor	(1937-1941)	and	in	Shanghai	as	editor	of	The	XXth	Century	(1941-
1945).	His	ties	to	the	Japanese	Empire	are	briefly	explored,	partly	through	a	critical	reading	of	
the	little-known	1942	Japanese-language	book	Tōa	ni	tachite:	gaijin	kisha	no	mitaru	Soren	oyobi	
Taiheiyō	(Standing	on	East	Asia:	A	Foreign	Journalist’s	View	of	the	Soviet	Union	and	the	Pacific).	
 



	


