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This study analyzes the prisoner of war program in Texas and 

evaluates the Army's role in carrying out th is assignment. Additional 

questions were, how were POWs treated? What problems did they create? 

How did c i v i l i ans react to the presence of 50,000 prisoners? 

The Army b u i l t two kinds of P0W camps in Texas. The larger canton-

ments, or base camps, were sometimes located on private property acquired 

by the Army. These were b u i l t due to pressure from local interests who 

desired camps near the i r towns for the economic benefit they would derive. 

The Army, however, located most base camps on mi l i ta ry bases. The 

authori t ies did not want to be plagued by requests from a l l over the 

state, and in terms of costs and secur i ty, i t was more logical to house 

POWs on m i l i t a ry bases. 

Of the f i f t y -one branch camps in Texas, t h i r t y - s i x were constructed 

to provide labor for c i v i l i a n contractors. A majority were established 

on request of agr icul tural groups representing basic staple crops. The 

r ice , cotton, and timber interests were more successful in acquiring 

prisoner labor than were smaller farmers, since representatives of 

staple crops were probably better organized and capable of exerting 

greater po l i t i ca l pressure. 

Camp routine was s t r i c t , but not overly harsh. Inmates were 

adequately housed, clotherd, and, except for one br ie f period, fed. 

Prisoners could acquire a variety of goods from camp canteens, and 



were allowed to order items not commonly stocked. The Army closely 

followed the rules of the Geneva Convention in treatment of prisoners, 

due to concern for possible retaliation by Germany upon American prisoners. 

American officials assumed that POWs with high morale were easier 

to control than bitter, dejected inmates. The prisoners, consequently, 

benefited from a policy designed to improve morale and provide leisure 

activities, such as educational and religious programs, sports, and 

entertainment. Although facilities and policy varied slightly from camp 

to camp, most prisoners had few reasons to complain of abuse or neglect. 

The greatest failure of the military authorities to control POW 

behavior was their inability to eradicate or minimize Nazi influence 

within the compounds. In some camps, Nazi groups assumed complete con-

trol over other prisoners through terrorism, beatings, torture, and 

murder. The most serious security breach in the program occurred when 

Nazis, operating out of Camp Hearne, established a nationwide intelligence 

netweork throughout prison camps. Although the Army was aware of the 

Nazi problem, it was never controlled. 

Other undesirable behavior, such as escapes, theft, insubordination, 

and work stoppages, was evident in most camps, causing concern to 

authorities. Nevertheless, no sabotage was reported, nor harm to any 

civilian. 

In order to encourage a pro-American bias in the minds of the POWs, 

the Army launched a propaganda program. In Texas, the attempt experienced 

mixed results due to variations in application of the program. 

Civilian opinion was divided about having prisoners of war in the 



s t a t e . Those f a r removed from the camps, and union o f f i c i a l s , viewing 

prisoners as competitors for jobs, generally voiced strong opposition. 

Farmers and others who u t i l ized prisoners ' labor supported the POW 

program. Cheap labor probably motivated the posi t ive reaction of the 

l a t t e r group, but many other c iv i l i ans supported the program strongly. 

The questionable propaganda program created more r isks than benef i t s . 

However, mi l i tary au thor i t ies generally acquitted themselves well in 

operation of the camps. 
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PREFACE 

Soon after the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor, 

Americans were confronted with a situation unique in their 

history--large numbers of foreign prisoners of war incar-

cerated inside their nation's borders. Indeed, prisoners of 

war were probably the farthest thing from Americans' minds 

as the war demanded more and more of their time, energy, and 

thoughts. But soon the reality of war demonstrated itself 

to millions of Americans as German, Italian and Japanese POWs 

were brought into their country. 

Eventually over a half-million Axis prisoners made 

their homes in POW camps in the United States during World 

War II. Of that total, about ten percent were incarcerated 

in Texas. Since Texas held a large percentage of the total 

number of POWs imprisoned in this country, and because there 

is no reason to assume that the Texas experience was not 

typical, a detailed study of the POW program in this state 

will afford, by extension, a greater understanding of the 

program throughout the country. 

An examination of the POW program as it was applied in 

Texas naturally raises obvious questions. What sort of job 

did the Army do in carrying out this program for which it had 

had little experience or training? How were the POWs treated 

by their American captors? What did civilians in Texas think 

iii 



about having over 50,000 Axis soldiers in their state? By 

answering these and other questions regarding the prisoner 

of war experience in Texas, we can attain a clearer 

understanding of the full ramifications of the POW program 

in the United States. Hopefully, too, such a study will 

stimulate additional research into this unique phase of our 

history. 

It might be helpful for anyone contemplating a state 

study of the prisoner of war program to know that the United 

States Army ordered all records of the individual camps 

destroyed soon after the war. Also, the personnel records 

kept on the individual prisoners were returned to Germany 

where they are closed to researchers. Thus, two extremely 

valuable sources are not available for research. Neverthe-

less, abundant material remains available for a study of 

the program within a particular state or for the examination 

of a particular camp; however, the prospective researcher 

should be aware of the difficulties of that research. 

The branch of the military responsible for the 

administration of the POW program was the Office of the 

Provost Marshal General (PMGO). The recently de-classified 

records of that office, now housed in the Modern Military 

Branch, National Archives, Washington, D. C., contain the 

bulk of the material on the subject. The records are not 

indexed or catalogued, however, nor are they subdivided by 

camp, state or even service command. Instead, they are 

i v 



arranged according to the branches and divisions within the 

PMGO. The location of individual documents, nevertheless, 

does not necessarily follow a logical course; that is, just 

because a certain branch or division within the PMGO was 

responsible for a particular aspect of the POW program, the 

researcher cannot assume that documents relating to that 

responsibility will be found within the papers of the 

appropriate division or branch. Neither can the researcher 

assume that the individual document will be located in what 

would seem to be the appropriate file or folder. In fact, 

letters, memos, directives, reports and the like are found 

wherever they were filed (or mis-filed) by a clerk when they 

were received or sent. Consequently, any scholar contemplat-

ing research in the PMGO Papers should be prepared for an 

extended stay, because the files are voluminous, and virtually 

3.11- of the Papers must be examined in order to approach a 

complete survey of the pertinent data relating to the subject 

under investigation. 

Because of the lack of order in the PMGO Papers and the 

difficulty of using them for a state study, and in order to 

encourage and facilitate additional research and interpretation 

of the ?0\-J program in Texas, this author has given a detailed 

citation of each document used. As previously mentioned, the 

PMGO was divided into many divisions which in turn were 

separated into several branches. Each division and its 

branches has documents enclosed in numbered boxes. Within 



each, box are titled files, and within each file are numerous 

documents. So that the documents used may be easily located, 

the name of the division and the branch, the box number, and 

the full file title are given for each document cited. This 

method makes the citations rather lengthy, but it also will 

hopefully encourage additional scholars to investigate the 

PO »• experience in Texas even more closely, and that might 

stimulate similar studies in other states. If this end is 

realized, then the main purpose of the present effort will 

be fulfilled. 

vx 



CHAPTER I 

THE BASE CAMPS 

War often forces soldiers to travel to distant lands in 

the pursuit of the goals set by their countries. It is very 

doubtful that many Axis soldiers ever considered that war 

would require their travel to the United States, and certainly 

none wanted that trip to be made as prisoners. But as Allied 

victories caused the surrender of large numbers of Axis sol-

diers, many of the prisoners found themselves being prepared 

for an involuntary trip across the Atlantic. About 50,000 of 

those forced to make that journey learned that Texas was their 

eventual destination. Both Texans and the Axis POWs had to 

adjust to that reality. 

Prisoners of war began arriving in Texas in large num-

bers in the spring of 1943, and from that time until the 

capitulation of Germany in May 1945 the total number of POWs 

incarcerated in Texas continued slowly to increase. For 

example, on 19 July 1943 over 21,000 POWs were imprisoned in 

Texas camps, and by December of that year the number had 

grown to about 30 ,000. This figure held rather constant for 

the next eleven months, but beginning in October 1944, the 

number of POWs in the state began a rapid climb, finally 

reaching a peak of 49,583 on 1 May 1945. From the high of 
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almost 50,000, the number of POWs in Texas gradually fell 

until by 1 July 1946 only seven remained, and they were 

repatriated by the following week.^ 

During the three-year period that these involuntary 

visitors made their home in Texas, seventy camps housed the 

"guests." The prison camps, which varied in size and existed 

for different reasons, were located in virtually every region 

of Texas, ranging from the Panhandle to southern Texas, from 

the Piney Woods of deep East Texas to the deserts of West 

Texas. Obviously, there was a logical reason or at least an 

acceptable justification for the authorities to choose the 

sites they picked. An attempt will be made here to describe 

the camps and their location and to relate, so far as 

documentation allows, the motive for the decision to establish 

the camps at their respective location.^ 

In approaching a discussion of the various camps which 

housed Axis prisoners of war, it is necessary for clarity to 

Computation based on United States, National Archives. 
Modern Military Branch, Office of The Provost Marshal Generil, 
in?? y™ n (? Sem|--yonthly Reports on Prisoners of War, June 
DMnrt ",,n fY n e Reel- 66-538 (hereafter referred to as 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports"); Arnold Krammer in "The Afrika Korps 
Comes to Texas," Southwestern Historical Quarterly 50 
(January 1977): if>2 (hereafter referred to as Krammer, "The 
Afrika Korps Comes to Texas," SWHQ) incorrectly states that 
the highest number of POWs incarcerated in Texas was 78 982 
and the date for the largest was 23 October 1944. Both his 
computations and his date are incorrect. 

2 
For a complete list of all camps in Texas showing 

Reports11"^ o f °Pen*-n8 and closing see, PMGO, "Weekly 



classify them by some logical grouping. Classifications 

could be made in several ways; however, this study will utilize 

four basic groupings based on the general types of camps and 

the purpose for camps* existence at their particular sites. 

Six of the larger prisoner of war camps located in Texas 

were rather unusual in that they were large base camps located 

on property which the Army either leased or purchased from 

private citizens or transferred from another government agency. 

All six of these camps were located away from an existing 

military installation and were specially built to hold pris-

oners of war. Each of these camps was large in that it was 

designed to hold from 3,000 to 6,000 prisoners.3 

A second type of POW camp included the fifteen base 

camps which were built on existing military bases. The size 

of these camps varied considerably, and they were designed to 

accommodate anywhere from 100 to 9,000 prisoners. But all 

shared a commonality in that they were established at mil-

itary installations of some sort and were located inside the 
A 

respective base. 

A third type of POW installation included the thirty-

six camps constructed strictly to provide labor for civilian 

3 
Both Camps Mexia and Hereford had a capacity for 4,800 

enlisted men and 1,000 officers. Each therefore could accom-
modate 5,800 men. See PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 19 July 1943 
p. 3; ibid., 23 August 1943, p. 1. " 

4 
By April 1945, Camp Maxey had a capacity for 9,000 POWs 

making it the largest camp in the United States. See ibid.. 
23 April 1945, p. 4. * 



contractors. They were called "branch camps" because they 

were administered by one of the larger base camps. The major 

purpose for the location of a majority of the branch camps 

was to provide various types of agricultural labor for Texas 

farmers, so virtually all of them were located in rural 

areas. Another common feature of these camps was that they 

all were relatively small, averaging about 300 prisoners 

each. ̂  

The fourth type of prison camp included the fourteen 

branch camps located on military installations. These were 

designed to provide a labor force to be used by American 

military officials on the base to which they were assigned, 

and the prisoners as a rule were not leased out to private 

contractors. Usually a nearby military base camp administered 

these branch camps. There were, then, four basic classifica-

tions of POW camps: two types of base camps, of which there 

were twenty-one; and two kinds of branch or labor camps, of 

which there were forty-nine. Thus, there were a total of 

seventy prisoner of war camps in Texas during World War II.^ 

The branch camps will be discussed in Chapter II below. 

6Krammer in "The Afrika Korps Comes to Texas," SWHQ, 
p. 252 states that the number of POW camps established in 
Texas was 102. Actually there was a total of seventy official 
POW camps in Texas. However, there were additional temporary 
or mobile camps established to meet immediate labor needs of 
civilian contractors. These were not considered to be camps 
but merely work detachments. Apparently Krammer included 
these temporary work detachments in arriving at his total. 
See PMGO, "Weekly Reports." 



The larger facilities provided for POWs, the base 

camps, were virtually all located in rural areas away from 

significant centers of population. Security reasons dic-

tated the placement of these big camps in the rural regions 

of the state, thus lessening the chances for successful 

escapes. Another reason was that until late in the war, 

only Army bases were used to house prisoners of war, and 

they were usually situated in areas away from large cities. 

But the basic determining factor in selecting sites in 

Texas to build POW camps was nearly always the same. The 

American authorities were determined to place camps in places 

where the prisoners* labor could be exploited. Consequently, 

camps were usually placed at military bases which were quite 

large and therefore had many maintenance and housekeeping 

chores which had to be done. By using POW labor, United 

States personnel would be freed to better concentrate directly 

on the war effort. Similarly, base camps which were estab-

lished on private or public property away from military 

installations were always built in a rural area where local 

farmers and businesses could use the POWs as a replacement 

for civilian labor which was sometimes scarce during the war. 

The six base camps located on private property and 

specially constructed for use as prisoner of war camps in-

cluded facilities at Huntsville, McLean, Mexia, Hearne, 

Hereford, and Brady. All these base camps were large, and 

all were constructed early in the war. Local citizen groups 



and individuals actively solicited the construction of these 

camps in anticipation of the economic benefits such a 

facility would bring to their communities. The local 

civilians were not reluctant to request the aid of political 

figures, and consequently such pressure and support was often 

exploited. 

The prison camp at Huntsville was one of the first to 

be built in the United States. How original interest was 

aroused for a site at Huntsville was not explained by Army 

documents; however, preliminary consideration to build a camp 

at Huntsville was made as early as 1 January 1942 , only three 

weeks after Pearl Harbor. Two weeks later, on 18 January 

1942, the Provost Marshal General (PMG) made a major study 

concerning the need of prisoner of war camps. The staff 

study concluded that there was an immediate need for two 

3,000-man internment camps, one to be built at Huntsville 

and one at Roswell, New Mexico, and that two additional 

camps be planned for the future. With the concurrence of 

the Secretary of War, the PMG decided to start construction 

at the Huntsville site immediately.'7 

^Memo, Telephone Conversation between Col. Patrick and 
H- J- Alien Division, PMGO, 3 : 0 5 , 1 January 

1942, File: 254 - 8 t h Service Command, Box 321 , Unclass. 
Dec. File, Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; Memo, 
Gen. Allen W. Gullian, The Provost Marshal General to The 
Chief of Staff, 3 March 1942, File: Huntsville, Texas -
Construction, Box 1423 , ^ub. Corres. File, Oper. Br.. POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389 , NA. 



Preparatory to actual construction, engineering studies 

were made of possible sites on 20 February 1942. Although 

five sites were surveyed, the Corps of Engineers concluded 

that Huntsville was the most favorable location which it was 

asked to examine. The engineering report expressed delight 

with the fact that 150 acres needed immediately for the 

planned camp could be purchased for an estimated $50 per 

acre, and an additional 1,000 acres could be secured for 

future expansion. The report concluded by recommending 

Huntsville for the site of the camp and estimated the total 

cost at $>2.5 million. Four days after the engineering report 

was submitted to his office, the PMG concurred and officially 

recommended the Huntsville location, and on 18 March 1942, he 

directed the Chief of Engineers to construct a camp with a 

capacity for 3,000 prisoners of war at that location.8 

Camp Huntsville was located eight miles east of Huntsville 

just off Highway 19. The twenty-five separate owners who 

8 
The actual cost was about $1 million. Memo, On 

Engineering Features of Site for Alien Enemy Internment 
Camp Near Huntsville, Texas, undated, File: Huntsville 
Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper* 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, Lt. L. A. Duley, Assistant, 
Operations Branch, Construction Division, Corps of Engineers 
to The Army and Navy Munitions Board, Priorities Committee, 
undated, File: Huntsville, Texas - Construction, Box 1423! 
Sub. uorres. Filef Oper. 3r., POW Oper. Div. $ PMGO; Letter* 
TheVhfSf 8 6^ M?nk» Exe^; Officer, Alien Division, PMGO to 
The Chief of Engineers, 24 February 1942, File: 254 - 8th 
?? U n c l a s s- Dec- File, Mail and Records 
^r Admin Jiv., PMuO; Letter, Col. C. H. Searcy, Chief, 
1942irF?!» 5 SAkAcF T h e C h i e f o f Engineers, 18 March 
i?io I 3 ? " 5 Service Command, Box 321, Unclass. Dec. 
File, i;ail and Records Sr., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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used the 807-acre tract for farming and housing sites had to 

be dealt with individually. One Colonel Zifagi arranged to 

acquire the land and negotiated the prices along with the 

assistance of Gene Barry, a local lawyer and partner in the 

Walker County Abstract Company. The cost of the land proved 

to be lower than earlier estimates, averaging from $25 to 

$35 per acre.^ 

Plans for the camp went at a rapid pace. By 25 April 

1942 the PMG approved the final lay-out plans for Camp 

Huntsville, and anticipating the arrival of large numbers of 

prisoners of war, he notified the Chief of Engineers that 

early completion of the camp was "urgent" and set 20 August 

1942 as the completion date. Significantly, no public 

announcement concerning the camp had been made up to this 

time. In fact, the local newspaper made no mention of the 

camp until 13 August 1942, when it carried a single article 

9 
Frances H. Bowers, "History of the Country Campus," 

(Master's Thesis, Sam Houston State Teacher College, 1950) 
pp. 5-7 (hereafter referred to as 3owers, "Country Campus"). 
At least one of the original owners of the land obviously 
believed that the land prices were much too low. Mrs. Don 
Dominey wrote to her congressmen complaining that the Army 
offered her only $25 per acre for her 288-acre tract, when 
in fact it was worth twice that much. The Army, however, 
disagreed, and the original price stood. For Dominey's 
correspondence see Letter, Mrs. Don Dominey, Huntsvilie 
to Senator Nat Paten, Washington, D. C., 17 October 1942, 
File: Huntsville, Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, EG 389, NA. 
See entire file above regarding copies of transactions and 
surveys of land at Huntsville site. 



dealing with the arrival of the first cadre of engineers who 

were to work at the camp.*® 

By 27 August 1942, the new camp commander, one Colonel 

Fischer, had been named. In a carefully worded news release, 

the colonel announced that the camp would garrison about 500 

soldiers and stressed that it would employ a number of 

civilian workers. Significantly, he did not say that the 

soldiers would be guard companies, nor did he mention the 

purpose of the camp. As late as August 1942, therefore, 

most citizens of Huntsvilie apparently did not know why the 

camp was being built only eight miles from their town.11 

The original August completion date was delayed by one 

month, and the camp was actually finished by mid-September. 

On 18 September 1942 Camp Huntsville held an open house, and 

for the first time the citizens of the town had an opportunity 

to view the facility. The townspeople were directed over a 

carefully marked route and were led on tours of the recreation 

hall, barracks, hospital, and mess hall. The purpose of the 

Letter, Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief Alien Division, PMGO 
to Chief of Engineers, 25 April 1942, File: Huntsville 
Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper! 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, 
Alien Division, PMGO to Chief of Engineers, 21 May 1942 
File: Huntsville, Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub.* 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POV Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, 
Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to Personnel 
Division, SOS, File: 200.3, Huntsville, Texas, Box 321 
Unclass. Dec.^File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records 
Br., Admin.Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Huntsville Item. 
13 August 1942. * 

1huntsville Item. 27 August 1942. 
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camp and the nature of the American personnel stationed there 

was still not announced to the general public, nor was a 

reason given for the barbed wire fences or guard towers.^ 

Indeed, it was not until 15 June 1943 that one of the 

area newspapers carried an article describing Camp Buntsville. 

Gamp authorities allowed the reporter to tour the camp under 

tight restrictions and interview the new commander of the 

camp, Colonel C. k. Carvolth. Consequently, for the first 

time, public mention was made of the prisoners incarcerated 

there. It appears that either the newspapers chose not to 

publicize the camp, or access to it was so tightly controlled 

that little public information about it was given to the 

13 
general public. 

As mentioned above, no explanation for the Army's 

original motives for consideration of the Huntsvilie site 

could be determined from an examination of the available 

documents; however, the location did meet the various crite-

ria established by the Army in determining sites for prisoner 

of war camps. Huntsville was not near a major center of 

population, was not near a vital military installation, was 

not near the coast, and was in an agricultural area where 

prisoner farm labor could be utilized. Furthermore, the 

site had access to water, gas, and electricity, and a 

12 
Ibid., 17 September 1942; ibid., 24 September 1942. 

13 
Bryan Daily Ea&le, 15 June 1943. 
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railroad and highway were nearby. Gamp Huntsvilie, one of 

the first POW camps built in the United States, was selected 

because of initiative taken by the military. 

Although Huntsvilie was orisinally planned for 3,000 

POWs, it was later enlarged so that it could accommodate 

4,800. The entire camp, counting the necessary guard com-

plement, American administrative personnel and the prisoners 

made the camp quite large. It had a total of 405 buildings, 

four deep water wells capable of supplying water for a 

population of 10,000, a modern sewage plant, and a large 

incinerator. To accommodate the American personnel stationed 

there, there was a laundry, bakery, clothing shop, barber 

shop, post exchange, commissary, cafeteria, officers1 mess 

hall, officers' club, a large gymnasium, guardhouse (for 

American soldiers), fire station, plus the necessary barracks 

for the officers and enlisted men. All the buildings, except 

the well-equipped hospital, were made of heavy tarpaper over 

a pine frame and were designed to have a five-year life 
14 

expectancy. 

The prisoners' portion of the camp was likewise expansive, 

Army regulations were quite specific as to what requirements 

in terms of space and facilities each POW was allowed. Within 

the prisoner compound, all the buildings were barracks "of 

the standard American Army model." The POWs were divided into 

14 ~ ~~~ ~ — 
K "Weekly Report," 24 March 1942, p. 1; ibid., 21 

November 1942, p. 1; Sowers, "Country Campus," p. 10-11 
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companies of 250 men each. Each company was delegated six 

barracks for living quarters, one for showers, one for com-

pany officers (American), one mess hall and kitchen, and 

otie for a recreation room. In addition, there was one cam teen 

barrack and one infirmary for each four companies. The 

shower rooms had hot and cold running water, lavatories and 

toilets. Both the prisoners and American personnel utilized 

the camp hospital even though it was located outside the 

prisoner stockade. The kitchen and mess hall were in the 

same barrack, separated by a serving counter. In the mess 

hall were two rows of tables, each seating eight persons. 

The prisoners enjoyed a spacious canteen, and an athletic 

field was available.*"' 

aach company was divided into a separate compound by a 

high barbed wire fence. Another fence divided the prisoner 

compounds from the American administrative offices, and still 

another ten-foot-high barbed wire fence, which was electrically 

charged, surrounded the entire camp. Guard towers equipped 

with powerful searchlights were located along the outer and 
16 

inner fences. 

— • • — _ _ 

X v Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Huntsvilie Camp 
by h. Cardmaux, ICRC, 7 June 1943 (translation), File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub. File, Field 
iaQ?eCt' Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO RG 
Joy f fvA. ' 

16 
Ibid.; the POW barracks were reported as having been 

?? t h e prf,soner? w i t h replicas of national emblems, 
flags and the swastika which were hung or painted on both 
interior and exterior walls of the POW barracks. See 
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The prisoners incarcerated at Camp Huntsville, all 

taken during the African campaign, first arrived in the 

spring of 1943. From that date until the end of the year, 

new arrivals continued to be processed at Huntsville until 

by October 1943 the number reached 4,840, the largest 

quantity of POWs ever to be imprisoned there at any one time. 

Camp Huntsville continued to house German prisoners until 

September 1945. At that time, the German POWs were 

transferred to other camps, and Camp Huntsville was made 

ready to receive 185 specially selected Japanese prisoners 

destined to take part in a special propaganda program. The 

camp, which was home to an average of about 3,200 POWs, 

17 

closed in February 1946. 

Like the camp at Huntsville, no information was avail-

able in the official records explaining why the Army decided 

to establish a prisoner of war camp near McLean. The first 

reference to the area as a possible site for a camp was 

disclosed in a letter from Colonel B. M. Bryan of the Provost 

Marshal General's office to the commanding general of the 

8th Service Command in which Bryan directed the service 

Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp 
Huntsville, Texas by Maj. E. C. Shannahan, PMGO, 9-10 
February 1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Huntsville, 
Box 2664, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. For an early picture of the 
POWs at Huntsville, see New York Times. 15 June 1942, 3:1-4. 

^Computations and information taken from PMGO, "Weekly 
Reports." For an examination of the Japanese re-education 
program, see Chapter VII below. 
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commander to investigate McLean as a possible site for an 

internment camp. The 800 acres in question were located 

three miles east and one mile north of the town of McLean 

and were being used as pasture land. The service commander 

and the Corps of Engineers investigated the site on 22 April 

1942, and the Chief of Engineers passed on the inspection 

team's positive recommendation. According to the Corps of 

Engineers, the location was satisfactory for a prison camp, 

and the land was available at a cost of $28,200. The site 

likewise met with the approval of the 8th Service Command, 

and on 24 July 1942, Bryan officially sanctioned the site 

18 

for the construction of a 3,000-man camp. 

In September 1942, Bryan directed the Chief of Engineers 

to give construction of the McLean facility the highest prior-

ity and to complete construction at the earliest possible 

date. Apparently, 3ryan was impressed with the general loca-

tion of the McLean facility, because he also ordered the 

Chief of Engineers to determine the feasibility of building 

an additional 3,000-man camp there. On 18 September 1942, 

the PMGO gave final approval to McLean, and actual 

18 
Letter, Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO 

to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 18 April 1942, 
File: General p/W - 255, Box 1381, Class. Dec. File, 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. B. M. Bryan, 
Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to Chief of Engineers, 24 July 
1942, File: General p/W - 255, Box 1381, Class. Dec. File, 
Oper. Sr., POw Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, Memorandum of 
Engineering Features of Site of . . . McLean, Texas, 23 July 
1942, File: McLean, Texas - Construction, Box 1424, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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construction got underway, with the completion date set for 

15 December 1942.^ 

The first prisoners arrived at Camp McLean on 2 August 

1943 and found the camp divided into three separate compounds 

designed to hold 1,000 prisoners each. Each compound 

contained twenty fifty-man sleeping barracks, four for 

latrines and laundry, four for kitchens and mess hall, four 

for classrooms, one barrack for an infirmary, one for a 

canteen, and one for a workshop, thus having a total of 

20 
thirty-five barracks for each compound. 

19 
Letter, Chief of Engineers to Division Engineer, South-

west Division, 18 August 1942, File: McLean, Texas -
Construction, Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien 
Division, PMGO to Chief of Engineers, 9 September 1942, 
File: McLean, Texas - Construction, Box 1424, Sub. Corres. 
File, Oper. 3r., POV Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, Col. B. M. Bryan, 
Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to Chief of Engineers, 9 September 
1942, File: General P/W - 255, Box 1381, Class. Dec. File, 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. B. K. Bryan, 
Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to Chief of Engineers, 18 September 
1942, File: 254 - Camp McLean, Box 417, Unclass. Dec. File, 
Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; Letter, Lt. Col. 
E. K. Daley to Division Engineer, Southwest Division, 18 
September 1942, File: 254 - Camp McLean, Box 417, Unclass. 
Dec. File, Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to Chief of 
Engineers, 30 November 1942, File: 254 - Camp McLean, Box 
417, Unclass. Dec. File, Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., 
PMGO; Memo, Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to 
Commanding General, SOS, 12 November 1942, File: 320.2 -
McLean Internment Camp, A/E, Box 417, Unclass. Dec. File, 
Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

20 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, 

McLean, Texas by Paul R. Schnyder, ICRC (translation), 
30 April 1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, McLean, Box 
2667, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Gamp McLean was temporarily closed during the summer of 

1944 for a three-month period and was placed on a standby 

basis. When the camp was emptied of prisoners, the action 

provoked a letter from the area's congressman who inquired as 

to the reason for the camp's closing. He told Army officials 

that local citizens were very much interested in keeping the 

POW camp operational and asked when it would be opened again. 

From the tone of his letter as well as its substance, it was 

obvious that local citizens had complained to him of the 

camp's apparent demise. The military officials, however, 

assured the congressman that the facility would be opened 

again shortly, and it was. When it reopened, however, Gamp 

McLean contained prisoners the town probably did not prefer, 

21 

for it became a camp for pro-Nazi, uncooperative NCOs. 

After being reopened, the camp retained significant 

numbers of POWs until it was closed in July 1945. During 

the two years it held German prisoners, it was home for an 
22 

average of approximately 2,700 POWs. 

As mentioned above, various factors influenced the 

Army's decision for the location of prisoner of war camps, 

not the least being political and public pressure. Camp 

Mexia, for example, was established largely through the 
21 

Letter, Brig. Gen. Joseph F. Battley to Rep. Eugene 
Worley, 27 Hay 1944, File: 383.6 POW - May 1944, Box 44, 
Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office 
of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 

22 
Computations taken from PMGO, "Weekly Reports." 
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efforts of the Mexia Chamber of Commerce and city officials 

who were joined by Congressman Luther Johnson, in whose 

district Mexia was located. Perhaps most active in securing 

the prison camp at Mexia were the president of the Mexia 

Chamber of Commerce, Raymond Dillard, and the city manager, 

Howard F. Kaison. When the war broke out, these men and 

other leaders in Mexia believed their town to be a good 

location for some sort of military installation, and they 

were especially impressed with the significant economic 

impact of a military base on Mexia. Dillard and Kaison 

subsequently requested Congressman Johnson to use his 

influence to secure an installation for the area, preferably 

a flying school. Johnson suggested that they would probably 

have a better chance getting a prison camp than a flying 

school, and the city fathers thereafter worked toward that 

23 
end. 

One of the advantages that the Mexia leaders emphasized 

was the fact that an agency of the federal government already 

owned several hundred acres nearby, and most of the land was 

not then being utilized. Specifically, the Farm Security 

Administration owned a 1,375-acre tract located about three 

23 
Interview, Raymond Dillard to Robert Tissing, 4 August 

1971, in Robert Tissing, "Utilization of WWII Prisoners of 
War in Texas: Oral Memoirs," The Texas Collection, Baylor 
University, Waco, Texas (hereafter referred to as Tissing, 
"Oral Memoirs"); Robert Tissing, "Stalag Texas, 1943-1945," 
Military History of Texas and the Southwest 13 (Fall 1976): 
2/ (hereafter referred to as Tissing, "Stalag Texas, 1943-
1945 )• 
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miles northwest of town. The City of Mexia leased about 175 

24 

acres of it, and the rest lay idle. 

At the request of Dillard and others, Congressman 

Johnson notified the Army of Mexia's desire for a prison 

camp located on the tract of land. The request came at just 

the right time, for on 30 March 1942 the Commanding General, 

Services of Supply, directed the Chief of Engineers, in 

collaboration with the Provost Marshal General, to inves-

tigate, select, and acquire sites and begin immediately the 

construction of ten prisoner of war camps. Consequently, the 

PMG ordered the Chief of Engineers to investigate the Mexia 

site as the location for a possible camp. The inspection 

was made 11 May 1942, and Mexia was recommended as an 

excellent location. On 27 July 1942 the PMG approved the 

site, and on that day he ordered that construction begin 

immediately. The original proposal called for the Mexia 

facility to be built for 3,000 prisoners, although this was 

later increased to 4,800, plus the addition of space to 

accommodate 1,000 officer prisoners. The Army gave Mexia a 

high priority, asked the engineers for completion date of 

24 
Inspection Report, Office of the Chief of Engineers, 

Memorandum on Engineering Features of Site for Alien Intern-
ment Camp at Mexia, Texas, 30 March 1942, File: Mexia, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Lt. Col. Leonard Cowley to 
Chief of Engineers, 14 April 1943, File: 254, Mexia, Texas, 
Box 417, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and 
Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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I February 1943, and allocated $1,000,000 to begin construc-

25 
txon. 

According to Dillard, although civilian and military 

officials kept the early negotiations from the public, when 

local citizens found out that prisoners of war would be 

incarcerated near Mexia, the initial reaction was negative. 

As plans were publicized, however, and the citizens were 

assured that escape by the prisoners was not likely, and when 

they recognized the economic boom the camp would create in 

Mexia, most accepted the idea. The local newspaper and 

Congressman Johnson seemingly had a pivotal role in convinc-

ing the citizenry of the many advantages which would accrue 

to the town from the camp. On July 1942, for example, the 

local paper carried a front-page telegram sent to it by 

Congressman Johnson in which he indicated that a camp would 

be built in Mexia " . . . for the detention of enemy aliens 

and war prisoners." He reminded the readers that the camp 

would cost about $2 million to build and that from 500 to 

25 
Directive, Commanding General, SOS to Chief of 

Engineers, 30 March 1942, File: Mexia, Texas - Construc-
tion, Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POV Oper. Div., 
PMGO; Letter, Chief of Engineers to The Provost Marshal 
General, 11 Kay 1942, File: Mexia, Texas - Construction, 
Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
PMGO; Directive, Chief of Engineers to Division Engineers, 
Southwest Division, Dallas, 30 June 1942, File: Mexia, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Gen. Thomas Robins, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers to Provost Marshal General, 
II May 1942, File: 254, Mexia, Texas, Box 417, Unclass. 
Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Sr., Admin. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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700 Army personnel, would be stationed there permanently. He 

also pointed out that the Army planned to build ten camps in 

all, and only two in Texas, one of which would be in Mexia. 

Perhaps to counter fears that the spectre of POWs might 

raise, significantly, in a later telegram he referred to the 

26 

camp only as the "alien camp." 

It was obvious to some people that the camp would 

benefit businessmen and others, and those who believed they 

could reap the profit that constructing and supplying the 

camp might bring moved to make the most of the opportunities 

provided. G. L. Brown, an oil operator from Corsicana, 

for example, wrote a letter to Congressman Johnson only one 

week after the news of Gamp Mexia1s construction was known, 

offering his services to supply fresh water and natural gas 

to the camp. Brown hinted that he would appreciate any help 
27 

the congressman could give him in securing the contract. 

The local paper carried front-page articles regarding 

the progress toward the awarding of contracts to build and 

supply the camp. When the representative of the Corps of 

Engineers, M. R. Howard, arrived in Mexia, the Mexia Daily 

News announced his arrival with page one headlines and 

Interview, Raymond Dillard to Robert Tissing, 4 August 
1971, in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"; Mexia Daily News. 2 Julv 
1942. L * y 

27 
Letter, C. L. Brown, oil operator to Congressman Luther 

Johnson, House of Representatives, 14 July 1942, File: Mexia, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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interviewed him about construction contracts. The engineers 

who arrived set up offices in the second floor of City Hall 

and began to make preliminary plans for the camp. Howard 

announced that bids for the construction of Camp Mexia would 

be awarded by the middle of August 1942, and that thereafter 

about forty government engineers and 600 to 800 civilian 

workers would be needed to construct the camp. He stressed 

that local labor would be used where possible and that employ-

ment for jobs would be handled by the United States Employment 

28 

Service locally. 

Seeing a minor boom about to develop in Mexia, the 

town began to prepare. A front-page editorial asked the 

citizens of Mexia to do their patriotic duty and help provide 

housing for the government engineers and their families who 

were to supervise construction of the camp. The editorial 

called upon everyone to do what they could to make housing 

available. It recommended conversion of spare rooms and 

renovating unused portions of houses to make them suitable 

for housing. It also implored the citizens to charge 
9Q 

reasonable, "but not exorbitant," rent to the workers. 

The newspaper kept the citizens informed of progress 

being made toward getting the construction of the camp under-

way. A week after the editorial appeared in the paper, the 

28 
Mexia Daily Mews. 8 July 1942; ibid., 30 July 1942. 

29 
Ibid., 4 August 1942. 
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Nexia Daily Wews told its readers that lumber had begun 

arriving for the camp but that no news was yet available as 

to when the contracts would be let for the actual construc-

tion. The paper did report that, according to one official, 

the contracts were to be awarded on 13 August 1942. Finally, 

apparently getting anxious, the paper telegraphed the Galveston 

office of the District Engineer, inquiring about the contracts. 

He informed the paper that construction contracts would be 

let on 26 August. The newspaper carried the good news on the 

front page again and remarked that the contract letting had 

30 

been a matter of much speculation in Kexia. 

On 30 August 1942, when the contracts were announced, 

the paper once again considered it page one news. It 

announced the recipients of all the contracts and the amounts 

of money involved. Probably to the disappointment of local 

businessmen, all of the major building contracts went to 

Houston companies, not local firms. The paper also noted 

that workers had rushed to the Employment Service offices in 

hopes of getting a job and that over 4,000 had applied to 
31 

work on the project. Unfortunately, only 700 were required. 

The publicity was handled at Mexia in a totally dif-

ferent manner than in Huntsville. As noted above, nothing 

about the early preparations for the camp appeared in the 

30 
Ibid., 13 August 1942; ibid., 19 August 1942. 

"^Ibid., 30 August 1942. 



23 

Huntsvilie paper regarding the nature of the camp or the 

economic importance the camp would have for the city. The 

difference might have been in the way the decision to build 

the camps was formulated. The decision to locate a camp at 

Huntsville was apparently upon the total initiative of the 

Army, whereas interested parties in positions of influence 

were actively involved in influencing the decision to build 

Camp î exia. Perhaps the city fathers of Mexia, with the 

cooperation of the local newspaper, simply chose to publicize 

the camp in light of the economic benefits it would bring to 

the town, while in Huntsville, no interested groups actively 

touted their camp's contributions. On the other hand, the 

contrast might be accountable by the differences in the 

quality of the newspapers and their respective editors. 

Regardless of why the differences in publicity occurred, it 

was obvious they existed. 

Between August and December 1942, construction of the 

Mexia camp proceeded, and the completion date was officially 

forecast for the end of November. The camp was built to 

accommodate 4,800 enlisted men to be held in three compounds, 

each holding six companies of 266 prisoners. In addition, in 

December, as completion neared, the Chief of Engineers was 

directed to add additional facilities for 1,000 officer 
32 

prisoners of war. 

32 
Memo, Col. 6. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO 

to iMilitary Personnel Division, SOS, 2 November 1942, 
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Camp Mexia was ready by the time the first prisoners 

arrived. According to eyewitnesses, the prisoners arrived 

aboard the Southern Pacific Railroad, which ran near the 

camp. They arrived during the hours of darkness and after 

disembarking were marched to the internment camp about three 

miles away. Ail members of the Afrika Korps, these earLy 

arrivals were reported as being dirty and in need of baths. 

To one observer, they looked as if they had just come off 

the battlefield. The actual arrival of the prisoners was 

cloaked in secrecy. No civilians were allowed in the vicin-

ity of the camp, and guards were stationed at all street 

crossings. Although the prisoners were marched along back 

roads in order to avoid onlookers, townspeople drove along 

the highway in order to get a glimpse of the feared Afrika 
33 

Korps. 

File: 320.2, Box 414, Unclass. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail 
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Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, 
Commanding General, SOS to Chief of Engineers, 13 December 
1942, File: Mexia, Texas - Construction, Box 1424, Sub 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
Col. B. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO, to Chief of 
Engineers, 29 August 1942, File: Mexia, Texas - Construction, 
Box 1424, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
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The prisoners' compounds were much like those at 

Huntsville: theater of operations-type barracks, covered 

with tarpaper. Each enlisted men's barrack, 20' X 100' 

long, was capable of holding fifty prisoners. The sixty-three 

officers' barracks were likewise 20' X 100', but instead of 

fifty in each one, there were only sixteen men per building. 

These barracks were sheet-rock, rather than tarpaper, and 

had five or six apartments in each one. The apartments were 

spacious, each with a living room and two bedrooms. In those 

apartments which held officers below the rank of captain, 

there were four men per apartment, ranks above captain were 

allowed a separate bedroom, and thus those apartments held 

only two men. The officers had their own compound, separated 

from the others by a barbed wire fence. In this compound 

there were four mess halls, four latrines, four recreation 

rooms, one canteen, and one infirmary.^ 

Like the site at Mexia, local interests desirous of 

having a prisoner of war camp near Hearne in expectation of 

the economic rewards such a camp would bring to the area, 

34 
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Texas, Prisoner of War Division, PMGO, 15 November 1943, 
File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, 
Field Ser. Repts., Kept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 3ur., PMGO* 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Camp Mexia by A. 
•wardinaux, ICRC, 19 August 1943, File: Other Inspection 
Reports, rtexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. 
Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Mexia Daily 
News, 3 October 1944. 
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drew official Army attention to that small town. Specif-

ically, the local Chamber of Commerce enlisted the aid of 

congressmen, who in turn urged the Office of the Provost 

Marshal General to consider Hearne as a possible location 

for a prisoner of war camp. 

The Hearne Chamber of Commerce initiated the proposal 

to secure a camp for the area, and as the local press 

announced when the camp neared completion, the Chamber could 

congratulate itself for successfully promoting the location 

and establishment of the camp. Roy Henry, the president 

of the Hearne Chamber of Commerce, was the individual who 

first officially began the move to secure a camp for the 

area. As early as 10 March 1942, Henry wrote to Congressman 

Luther Johnson, who served the sixth congressional district 

and was a member of the House Foreign Relations Committee, 

seeking the lawmaker's support and influence in securing a 

35 
camp for Hearne. 

The congressman reacted quickly to Henry's request and 

within four days notified the appropriate military author-

ities of Henry's letter and Hearne's interest in securing a 

camp for the town. The Army expressed interest in further 

investigating the Hearne site, and on 14 March 1942, 

L e t t e r 5 M g g f S g R D T C ? a t > 1 2.ff b5 U a ,T 1 9 4 3« l b i d " 9 J u n e 1 9 4 ^ 
\ U ' B* M* Bryfln» Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to 

F i l ^ C 9?SnSSn* H ° U S ^ ° £ RePresent*t:ives, 14 March 1942, 
* * Hearne, Texas, Box 411, Unclass* Dec* File Mail 

and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. * 
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ColoneL B. K. Bryan of the PMGO wrote a letter to Henry 

requesting additional specific information regarding the site 

as well as Henry's viewpoints regarding local attitudes and 

opinions concerning having a camp in the area. Specifically, 

Bryan desired additional information about the availability 

of railroads, location of highways, electricity, heat, 

etc.36 

Obviously, Bryan was anxious to secure additional camp-

sites, because by the end of March 1942, he directed that 

the Chief of Engineers make a preliminary survey of the 

Hearne location to be completed by 23 April 1942. The 

particular site under consideration was located about one-

half mile north of Hearne, which at that time had a population 

of approximately 3,500 people. The site itself contained 

about 750 acres and was the property of five different 

owners. The estimated cost of land was $27,500."^ 

Meanwhile, apparently not feeling secure about Hearne's 

success in securing a camp, leaders of Hearne launched a 

36 
Letter, Col. 3. M. Bryan, Chief, Alien Division, 

PMGO to Roy Henry, Hearne Chamber of Commerce, 14 March 
1942, File: Hearne, Texas - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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letter writing campaign. Henry wrote to Senator W. Lee 

0'Daniel, asking his help in securing a camp, and O'Daniel 

referred the letter to the PMGO. On the same day, 

2 April 1942, the Mayor of Hearne, J. C. Philen, likewise 

contacted Congressman Johnson, as well as Senators O'Daniel 

and Tom Connally, asking their help in securing the camp. 

In his letters, Philen mentioned that even by that early 

date, a representative of the Army Engineer Corps had come 

to Hearne and quickly looked over the site. Philen reported 

that the inspection had resulted in a "favorable" impression. 

•Joining Henry and Philen in their letter writing campaign 

was barren A. Wilkerson, the Hearne city manager, who like-

wise wrote to Senator O'Daniel on 2 April 1942, asking his 

help in getting a detention camp at Hearne. By this date, 

the Hearne officials had prepared a detailed brochure of the 

site, and Henry sent Senator O'Daniel a copy and requested 

his aid. Less than a week after O'Daniel received the 

letters from the Hearne officials, the senator conferred 

with Bryan and the PMGO and used his influence to get the 

Engineers to go to Hearne and inspect the site.^^ 

The letter writing campaign continued, and on 

6 April 1942, Henry again wrote Senator O'Daniel and 

iq/o ffM
tteriSe^0y Henry to Sen. W. Lee O'Daniel, 2 April 

1942, File: 254, Hearne, Texas, Box 411, Unclass. Dec. 
File, Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; Letter 
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W. Lee O'Daniel, 2 April 1942, File: 254, Hearne, Texas, 
box 411, Unclass. Dec. File, Hail and Records Br., Admin. 
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Congressman Johnson and sent them a copy of the newly 

prepared brochure. He likewise sent a copy of the brochure 

to the Division Engineer in Dallas. In his letter to 

Johnson, Henry remarked that the Division Engineer was 

favorably impressed by the brochure and mentioned that a 

representative of his office would be sent to Hearne to 

39 
inspect the site. 

In mid-April, an official inspection of the site was 

made, and General Thomas M. Robins, Assistant Chief of 

Engineers, recommended the site at Hearne as a good location 

for a 3,000-man camp and asked for PMGO concurrence. On 

30 June 1942, Bryan conferred with the Chief of Engineers 

and officially directed that the Hearne site be utilized for 

a camp, urging the engineers to complete the camp "as soon 

as possible." Thus, on 30 June 1942, the same day a camp 

was authorized for Mexia, Hearne was selected as a campsite. 

Expected completion date was set for 1 February 1943.^° 

Diy., PMGO; Letter, Warren A. Wilkerson to Sen. w. Lee 
O'Daniel, 2 April 1942, File: 254, Hearne, Texas, Box 411, 
Unclass. Dec. File, Hail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Cong. Luther Johnson to Col. 3. M. Bryan, PMGO, 
6 April 1942, File: 254, Hearne, Texas, Box 411, Unclass. 
Dec. File, Mail and Records, Br., Admin. Div., PiMGO. RG 
389, HA. * 
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Interestingly, no public mention of the efforts to 

secure a camp for Hearne was made during the four-month 

letter writing campaign. Indeed, the local press did not 

even mention that Hearne was being considered for a possible 

camp until 24 July 1942, and by that time, representatives 

from the uorps of Engineers had begun moving into Hearne to 

prepare the construction site. The first news release by 

the local press was the result of a statement by F. A. Gerie, 

the engineer in charge of the construction, who released a 

brief statement that an "alien enemy concentration camp" was 

to be built near Hearne. So either because of volunteer 

censorship by the local press or because of a decision made 

by local officials, the townspeople were generally not 

informed about the camp until actual construction was about 

to begin. Equally interesting, the local paper never 

mentioned the role played by local and state officials in 

41 
securing the camp. 

As soon as the press announced that a camp was to be 

built in Hearne, interest in the camp quickened. The local 

newspaper interviewed Gerig on 31 July 1942 to inquire about 

File, Oper. Br., pow Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. <5 * 
.ryan, Chief, Alien Division, PMGO to Chief of Engineers! 
30 June 1942, File: Hearne, Texas - Construction, Box 1422 
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Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

41 
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the date actual construction would begin. The interview was 

not very productive, and the paper stated that no specific 

information about the camp had been released and that Gerig 

did not know when the construction contracts would be let. 

It was obvious, however, that many townspeople were 

interested in the employment opportunities that would become 

available at the camp.^ 

3y early September, building materials had been 

delivered to the site, and additional engineers who had been 

transferred from the Huntsville camp project began to arrive 

in Hearne. The newspaper announced, however, that no details 

about the nature of the camp had been released. Throughout 

September, men and materials continued to arrive at a rapid 

rate, and preliminary work at the campsite began. The paper 

speculated that the contracts would be let any day. Finally, 

on 25 September 1942, the major contracts were awarded. 

Now, more workers began to pour into Hearne, and an acute 

housing shortage developed. The next day, 26 September, 

Colonel Bryan of the PMGO gave final and formal approval of 

the plans for Gamp Hearne.^ 
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During the next six months, construction was carried on 

at a rapid pace, and Bryan advanced the completion date to 

15 November 1942. As construction went on for the 3,000-man 

camp, Army officials expressed interest in investigating the 

feasibility of establishing an additional 1,000-man officer 

prisoner compound at Hearne. Roy Henry, consequently, wrote 

Luther Johnson seeking his aid in expanding the size of the 

camp, pointing out that the citizens of the city would not 

object. An investigation was made by the Chief of Engineers, 

but the recommendation was negative due to inadequacy of 

electrical power lines.^ 

The camp, originally built for 3,000 men, eventually 

was redesigned to hold 4,800 POWs due to an Army regulation 

which reduced the space requirement for each man from sixty 

to forty square feet. The camp was finally completed in 

February 1943. Located on a 709 acre tract, it contained 

1,800 miles of barbed wire, eleven miles of pipes and seven 

miles of electrical wire. Gamp Hearne received its first 

prisoners in the spring of 1943, and by July the POW 
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population reached 2,275. From that date until October, the 

prison population continued to grow until a peak of over 

4,700 POVs was reached. Although the camp was built for 

German prisoners only, after the war a few hundred Japanese 

prisoners were likewise housed there during a four-month 

period. Averaging about 3,700 POVJs, the camp at Hearne held 

significant numbers of POWs for over two-and-one-half years 

before closing in January 1946.^ 

As discussed previously, the motives for the decision 

to locate prisoner of war camps varied. Gamps Hearne and 

Mexia were established at their location due to the activ-

ities of special interest groups. A local land owner, Loyal 

8. Holland of Hereford, attracted the attention of military 

officials which resulted in a camp being built on his 

property. In early spring 1942, Holland wrote a letter to 

the Provost Marshal General, describing his farm, the type of 

soil and the availability of utilities, and he offered to 

lease it to the Army for $5,000 per year. Because the Provost 

Marshal General was then in the process of locating possible 

sites for prison camps, and because Holland's description of 

the 330-acre farm seemed attractive as a possible site for a 
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camp, the Provost Marshal General ordered the Commanding 

General of the 8th Service Command to make an immediate on-

site inspection and report his findings to the PMG as soon 

as possible. Six weeks later, after acquiring the approval 

of the Commanding General, 8th Service Command, the Chief of 

Engineers officially recommended the Holland farm as an 

acceptable location for a POW camp. In late June, the PMG 

officially concurred with the recommendation and on 29 June 

1942 ordered that a 3,000-man camp be built at Hereford with 

a completion date of 15 Movember 1942. 

As was the policy with regards to the purpose of the 

early camps, little information was made available to the 

public concerning the nature or the intended purpose of Camp 

Hereford. Indeed, Senator W. Lee O'Daniel wrote a letter to 

Henry K. Stimson, Secretary of War, inquiring about the nature 

of the camp which was by that time nearing completion. O'Daniel 

„rtrT
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inferred that local citizens had written him about the camp, 

especially in regards to the possibility of civilian employ-

ment at the camp. From the tone of his letter, and from the 

questions he asked Stimson, it was obvious that even the 

senator was not informed about the purpose of the camp.^ 

As the camp was nearing completion, new additions 

extended the camp's final capacity to 4,800 enlisted men and 

a separate officers' compound capable of receiving 1,000 

officer prisoners of war. Because of the new additions, 

final completion date was moved back to 1 February 1943.^ 

Hereford was completed by the designated date, and the 

first prisoners arrived on 2 June 1943. The Hereford 

facility was set aside as a camp solely for Italian prisoners, 
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the only camp in Texas established strictly for them. The 

first prisoners arriving in Hereford, all captured during the 

African campaign, entered the United States on 30 May 1943 

and were sent to a prisoner of war camp located at Florence, 

Arizona, for classifying and processing. After a three-day 

stay there, they were sent directly to Hereford.^9 

Camp Hereford held significant numbers of POWs for 

almost three years. The prisoners were welcomed to the camp 

in the first week of June 1943, and the facility was not 

closed and emptied of POWs until 16 February 1946. During 

that period, Hereford was home for an average of 850 Italian 

officer POWs and approximately 2,100 enlisted men, with the 

highest number of prisoners there at one time reaching over 

3,860.50 

As was the case of Camp Hereford, little information 

concerning the establishment of Camp Srady was found in the 

documents; however, it was determined that the camp was 

authorized by the Provost Marshal General in January 1943 

and that that camp was constructed between July and September 

of that year. Camp Brady was located about two miles east of 
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the town of Brady on 200 acres of land used previously for 

cattle grazing. 

Consisting of theater of operations-type barracks, the 

camp was divided into three prisoner compounds. The entire 

complex was surrounded by an eight-foot cyclone fence topped 

with barbed wire, as was each separate compound. Also, 

fifteen feet inside the wire was a stake line which camp 

officials referred to as the "dead line." Prisoners were 

forbidden to cross this line unless wanting to risk being 

fired upon by the camp guards.^ 

The first shipment of prisoners arrived at Camp Brady 

in October 1942. They consisted of German Army enlisted 

personnel, all of whom had been captured in North Africa, 

most at El Alamein. The prisoners found the barracks rather 

drab in appearance and covered with the ubiquitous tarpaper. 

Each was 20' X 100' and was designed to accommodate fifty 

prisoners, allowing each prisoner about sixty square feet. 

The POW barracks were arranged so that standard United States 

Army folding cots were lined along each wall, the prisoners 

having a mattress stuffed with straw to sleep on. For heat 

o * ?¥i?S?oM*/eekiy RePOrts,» 24 January 1943; ibid., 
2 August 1943, p. 2; San Antonio Express. 9 June 1943 
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the prisoner had to ask heroic efforts of the two stoves 

53 

located in each barrack. 

To pass time, the prisoners availed themselves of 

selected recreational facilities provided by the camp. For 

example, each compound had a volleyball court and an outdoor 

bowling alley. Also, there were indoor recreation facilities 

and games such as chess and checkers and an 800-book library 

in each compound. Even with the various forms of diversion, 

however, the prisoners saw a need, and certainly they had the 

time, to beautify the camp as best they could. Perhaps this 

is why the prisoners built and decorated a chapel and a 

theater; likewise, they planted flowers and cacti around the 

compound and kept a kitchen garden, the seeds having been 

sent by prisoners' relatives in Germany.^ 

Although the first prisoners sent to Camp Brady were 

enlisted men, during the summer of 1944, these men were 

shipped out and the camp was placed on the inactive list for 

two months. When it reopened, it became a camp for uncoop-

erative NGOs. During the twenty-two months of its existence, 
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Gamp Brady was home for an average of 1,950 German 

55 

prisoners. 

Unlike some of the camps Located on private property, 

no specific information could be found concerning the 

factors the Army used in determining the location of those 

prisoner of war camps situated on existing military 

installations, although the availability of employment and 

its utilization either on or off the base were the major 

criteria. In all, there were fifteen base camps located on 

existing military bases, and all but one (Camp Corpus 

Christi) were on United States Army bases. The size of 

these base camps varied widely from Camp Maxey, located near 

Paris, which had facilities to accommodate over 9,000 

prisoners, to Camp Hulen (Palacios), which could hold only 

250. These fifteen camps had a total capacity for 33,900 
56 

prisoners. 

Four of these base camps were authorized early in the 

war. Camp Kaxey, Camp Bowie (Brownwood), Camp Swift 

(Bastrop), and Camp Fannin (Tyler) were all ordered constructed 

in 1942. In the next year, three more camps were established 

at Camp Hood (Killeen), Camp Howze (Gainesville), and Fort 

Sam Houston (San Antonio). In 1944 seven additional camps 
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were opened at Fort Bliss (El Paso), Camp Crockett 

(Galveston), Camp Russell (Marfa), Camp Wallace (Hitchcock), 

Camp Barkeley (Abilene), and Camp Wolters (Mineral Wells). 

After the war ended, the last camp was opened when Camp 

Corpus Christi, located at the Flour Bluff Army Air Field, 

opened its doors to German prisoners in August 1945."^ 

The POW site at Camp Maxey was the first base camp 

authorized to be established on an existing military 

installation. Maxey also held the distinction of being the 

largest prisoner of war camp in the United States, both in 

having the greatest capacity and in actually incarcerating 

the largest number of POWs at any one time. It had the 

facilities to accommodate over 9,000 prisoners and actually 

held a prisoner population of 7,458 by April 1945."^ 

The first prisoners arrived at Camp Maxey in October 

1943. Upon arrival, they found the prison camp, built of 

pre-fabricated Army barracks, divided into four separate 

57T. I bid. 
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compounds. The living quarters were at least adequate, even 

though the windows in the barracks were made of mica and the 

rooms were heated by a single coal-burning stove. Along each 

wall of the housing units were double-decked Army cots 

capable of accommodating thirty-two prisoners in each 

59 
barrack. 

A delegate from the International Committee of the Red 

Gross inspected Gamp Maxey only one month after it opened. 

The prisoners incarcerated there had apparently made themselves 

as comfortable as possible, for the inspector reported that 

they had already hung paintings and photographs on the walls 

and had decorated the mess hall with more paintings and graced 

its ceiling with a chandelier.6^ 

Raxey, like most of the prisoner of war camps, did not 

necessarily hold the same prisoners for the duration of the 

war; rather the records show that prisoners were constantly 

being shifted from one camp to another. Maxey, unlike some 

of the other camps, however, always held a wide diversity of 

German prisoners. For example, during an inspection of the 

camp, a delegate of the Swiss Legation reported that one 

compound held 500 German prisoners who had been recently 

Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of Camp 
Maxey by Paul Schnyder, ICRC, 4 December 1943 (translation) 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Maxey, Box 2666, Sub. File* 
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captured and sent directly to Maxey without being processed, 

and that the majority of these bewildered prisoners were 

only sixteen and seventeen years old. Another compound held 

prisoners who claimed to be German, even though the Army 

ruled that they were Poles, and they subsequently had to be 

segregated from the other prisoners. Likewise, the delegate 

found that another of the compounds was called "the halt, 

lame and lazy compound" and was the home of those who either 

could not or would not work. Camp Maxey also held prisoners 

from different branches of the German armed forces, although 

generally the PMG purposely segregated them in separate 

camps; however, during an inspection in January 1945 by a 

representative of the PLMGO, the camp held significant 

numbers of army, navy and air force personnel. Obviously, 

segregation was not always complete, at least at Maxey, and 

certainly with the wide diversity of the type of prisoners 

held there, administration of the camp was probably more 

difficult. Nevertheless, the inspection reports show that 

most of the various officials who inspected the camp were 

favorably impressed with the efficiency with which the camp 

was run.^ 
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Authorized in September 1942, POW Camp Bowie was located 

on the grounds of the recently completed Camp Bowie, an Army 

training facility. The 3,000-man prisoner camp was targeted 

for completion the following month. The internment camp 

itself was located in the southwest corner of the huge base 

about three miles southeast of Brownwood. The POW facility 

was orginally used as a rehabilitation area for Army 

personnel and consisted of theater of operation-type barracks. 

The camp was divided into three compounds, each with seventy-

two buildings of which fifty-six were barracks, each measur-

ing 48' X 16' and housing eighteen men, giving Caxnp Bowie 

a capacity for 3,000 POWs.^ 
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As was the case of many of the Army-built facilities, 

the PGvJ camp at Bowie was not very attractive. A represen-

tative of the Swiss Legation and the PMGO inspected Camp 

Bowie just before it opened. Both inspectors agreed in their 

separate reports that the camp "presented somewhat of a drab 

appearance.11 Six months later another inspector confirmed 

the ugliness of the camp and stressed that the camp had no 

sidewalks, that the roads were unfinished and ungraveled, 

that the camp had no orderliness or neatness, all contrib-

uting to a rather depressing sight.^ 

On 15 June 1943, the PMGO notified the Commanding 

General of the Sth Service Command of the impending arrival 

of large numbers of P0Ws in the United States and ordered him 

to get Sowie ready to receive prisoners. On 13 August the 

first POWs, consisting of 129 NCOs and 560 enlisted men, 

arrived at Bowie. By September large numbers of prisoners 

had arrived, pushing the maximum total of prisoners held 

there to 2,724. After being settled, most of the POWs were 

utilized as laborers on the military post, and only about 

100 were employed off base, most at a near-by brick yard and 
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flour mill. During the period from 13 August 1943 until 

15 Kay 1946, an average of about 2,000 German POVs made 

, . 64 their temporary home at Camp Bowie. 

The motive for the establishment of a military base at 

Camp Swift was a combination of civic pride and profit. A 

formal organization designed to secure a military base for 

the area around Bastrop began in June 1940, when a special 

committee composed of members of the chambers of commerce of 

Austin, Smithville, 3astrop and Elgin formed. In August and 

September of that year, briefs were prepared setting forth 

all pertinent facts of the Bastrop area. These briefs were 

then sent to General H. J. Breese, Commander of the 8th 

Corps Area in San Antonio, and to the War Department. 

During the next few months, the committee prepared detailed 

surveys and reports on available land, water, highways, 

railroads, power line facilities, gas supplies and housing in 

the four-city area.*'"' 
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The joint committee, chaired by Paul D. Page of Bastrop, 

and assisted by W. E. Beal and Homer B. Wade of the Smithville 

Chamber of Commerce, John A. Freeman and Grover Westbrook of 

Elgin's Chamber of Commerce and A. B. Spries and Walter Long 

of Austin, worked to secure a site for a possible base 

throughout 1940 and into the winter and spring of 1941. 

Then in July 1941, word came from Congressman Lyndon Johnson 

that the Army planned to build fourteen new bases, and of 

66 

the three located in Texas, one would be near Bastrop. 

A contract was let immediately with a Fort Worth 

construction firm, and plans for the proposed camp were 

drawn. Throughout the months of July and August, Bastrop 

businessmen prepared for what they believed would be an 

immediate boom to the area, and by August the land purchase 

had been made. In September 1941, however, Congressman 

Johnson appeared before a meeting of the four-town committee 

and announced that he had little hope for the completion of 

the base. As a result of Johnson's sudden and disappointing 

announcement, business in Bastrop and the surrounding areas 
6 7 

came to a standstill. 

Meanwhile, the Fort Worth firm of Nichols and Freeze 

completed its survey and forwarded it to Washington. Every-

one expected plans for the base to be shelved, but then came 
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pearL Harbor and with it came the announcement that Camp 

Swift would be built. It was to be located on Highway 95, 

a little south of the town of Elgin. The Army ordered 

immediate possession of a 52,162-acre tract of land for the 

base site to be built at a cost of about $23,000,000 and 

have a capacity for about 30,000 men. Construction began 

in March 1942.^ 

As the military base neared completion, and as the 

Bastrop area residents learned to live in a boomtown 

atmosphere, the Army decided to add a prisoner of war camp 

at Swift. The addition was announced to the local press in 

September 1942; however, the press release did not mention 

what the purpose of the addition was, nor who would be 

utilizing the new area. The completion date for the prisoner 

of war camp was 15 October 1942, only a few months after 

Camp Swift was finished and opened to American troops. 

69 

In July 1943, the first prisoners arrived. 

The prisoner of war camp located at Camp Swift had a 

capacity for 3,000 men. The stockade, built on sixty-nine 

acres inside the sprawling base, was composed of a total of 
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222 theater of operation-type buildings divided into three 

separate compounds. In each compound were fifty-seven 

16' X 48" barracks capable of housing eighteen men each, 

four latrine barracks, four mess halls, four compound 

officers' buildings, one camp administration building, one 

infirmary, one post exchange, one shop building and one 

recreation building. Camp Swift, built for German prisoners, 

held an average of 3,000 POWs from July 1942 until May 1945.70 

A pragmatic military decision determined the building 

a POW camp at Camp Fannin in Tyler. One Wilder of the 

Service Branch of the War Production Board raised the 

possibility of constructing a prisoner of war camp at Fannin. 

He wrote the PMGO and recommended that a POW camp at Camp 

Fannin might warrant careful consideration because an Army 

Air Corps ground school was under construction at Fannin, 

and a 20,000-man Quartermaster laundry was to be built in 

conjunction with the school. He suggested that the PMGO 

might desire to build a POW camp at Fannin to provide labor 

for the laundry. The PMGO expressed immediate interest 

in the proposal and subsequently wrote the Quartermaster 

General, suggesting that POW labor could be utilized on the 

giant laundry facility being built at Fannin. The same day, 

^Inspection Report, Inspection Report of POW Camp, 
Camp Swift, Texas by Emil Greuter, Legation of Switzerland, 
6 February 1944, File: Other Inspection Reports, Box 2673, 
Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; computation taken from PMGO, "Weekly 
Reports." 
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the PMGO contacted the Commanding General of the 8th Service 

Command in Dallas and requested that immediate plans be made 

to build a POW camp at Camp Fannin in order to utilize POW 

labor in the Quartermaster laundry located at the camp. The 

PMGO likewise wrote the Commanding General of the Army Air 

Forces, stating that POW labor was needed in the large laundry 

at Fannin because there was a critical shortage of labor in 

the Tyler area, and the POWs could relieve that shortage. 

Agreement was expressed by the interested parties the 

next day, and on 26 December 1942, the PMGO officially 

recommended that a POW camp capable of holding 1,000 POWs 

be constructed at Fannin; however, two days later the Army 

Air Force announced that it desired to turn over its airfield 

at Fannin to the Army and that it no longer needed Fannin as 

a base. The final decision for building the POW camp was 

Diary Entry, Entry for the Diary, The Provost Marshal 
General, 3:00 PM, 18 December 1942, File: Camp Fannin, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, 
Assistant PMG to Quartermaster General, 21 December 1942, 
File: 253 .5 , Camp Tyler A/E, Box 421, Unclass. Dec. File, 
Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Brig. Gen. 8. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to Commanding 
General, 8th Service Command, 21 December 1942, File: 352.5 
- 8th Service Command, Box 321, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. 
Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to Commanding General, 
Army Air Forces, 21 December 1942, File: Camp Fannin, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. See entire file for 
correspondence regarding planning and construction of Camp 
Fannin from beginning to completion. 
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delayed therefore, until disposition of the Tyler facility 

was determined.^ 

The delay was not long, for on 8 January 1943, military 

officials directed the Chief of Engineers to confer with the 

commanding general of the Army Ground Forces and the command 

officer of the 8th Service Command about the feasibility of 

providing housing and facilities at Fannin to accommodate 

1,000 prisoners. In early January 1943, plans were drawn 

up by the Engineering Branch, Southwest Division, and on 

12 February 1943, the PMGO gave his final approval for the 

camp and ordered a completion date set for 15 August 1943. 

In May of that year, the POW facility was officially named 

73 
Camp Fannin Internment Camp. 

79 
Letter, Brig. Gen. 3. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to 

Quartermaster General, 21 December 1942, File: Camp Fannin, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Gen. L. P. Whitten, Director 
of Base Services to PMGO, 23 December 1942, File: Camp 
Fannin, Texas - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. 
Bryan, Assistant PMG to Chief, Construction Branch, Require-
ments Division, SOS, 26 December 1942, File: Camp Fannin, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Diary Entry, Entry for the Diary, 
The Provost Marshal General, 5:15, 28 December 1942, 
File: Camp Fannin, Texas - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

73 
Letter, Gen. W. A. Wood, Director, Requirements 

Division, SOS to Chief of Engineers, 8 January 1943, 
File: Camp Fannin - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. 
File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Gen. W. A. 
Wood, Director Requirements Division, SOS to Chief of 
Engineers, 12 February 1943, File: Camp Fannin - Construction, 
Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to Director of 
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Shortly before Camp Fannin opened its doors to German 

prisoners of war, a representative of the PMGO inspected the 

facility and reported that the camp was constructed of tan 

press board, an improvement in appearance over the "usual 

tarpaper construction" used in most other POW camps. The 

camp itself was composed of fifty barracks capable of 

accommodating twenty men each. Also, the camp had one 

barrack for showers and toilets, one for an infirmary, a 

recreation building and one for administration. The pris-

soners began arriving in October 1943, and among the early 

arrivals at Fannin was a prisoner who was a landscape 

architect who soon had the camp beautifully landscaped and 

74 

had planted an outstanding rose garden. 

Even though Gamp Fannin reflected a well-kept and neat 

appearance, and the prisoners appreciated the beautiful 

landscaping, there was no doubt in any of their minds that 

Administration, ASF, 31 May 1943, File: Camp Fannin -
Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant, PMG 
to Chief of Engineers, 20 February 1943, File: 254 - Camp 
Tyler, Box 421, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail 
and Records Sr., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. For lay-out 
diagrams of Camp Fannin see File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

74 
Inspection Report, Operation Branch Inspection of Pris-

oner of War Camps, PMGO by Capt. Thomas M. Faulkner, 3 August 
1943, File: Camp Fannin - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection 
Report, Inspection of Camp at Fannin, Texas by Paul Schnyder, 
ICRC, 12-13 December 1943 (translation), File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect, 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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it still was a prison camp. Camp Fannin, like all base camps, 

was surrounded by barbed wire, and located at each corner was 

75 

a guard tower equipped with a .30-caliber machine gun. 

Soon after arrival, the prisoners worked at various jobs 

including maintenance of the camp itself. Two hundred were 

used in the camp laundry, and others worked at such tasks as 

repairing motors and washing cars. They also were employed 

as locksmiths, carpenters, tailors, cobblers, and to the 
1 

delight of the American administrative personnel, cooks. 

Camp Hood was a huge Army training camp located near 

Killeen. Although the explicit motive for placing prisoners 

of war on the base could not be determined from the available 

^Inspection Report, Operation Branch Inspection of Pris-
oner of War Camps, PMGO by Capt. Thomas M. Faulkner, 3 August 
1943, File: Camp Fannin - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres, 
File, Oper. Br., POV Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
Inspection of Camp Fannin, Texas by Paul Schnyder, ICRC, 
12-13 December 1943 (translation), File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Rept. 3r., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

^Inspection Report, Operation Branch Inspection of Pris-
oner of War Camps, PMGO by Capt. Thomas M. Faulkner, 3 August 
1943, File: Camp Fannin - Construction, Box 1421, Sub. Corres, 
File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
Inspection of Camp Fannin, Texas by Paul Schnyder, ICRC, 
12-13 December 1943 (translation), File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; see also 
Inspection Report, Report on Inspection of Camp Fannin, 
Texas by Paul Schnyder, ICRC, 26 May 1944 (translation), 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. 
File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner 
of War Camp, Camp Fannin, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 14-15 
August 1945, File: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, Box 1641, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
NA. ' * 
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documents, on 1 January 1943 the decision was made to build 

two POW camps inside Camp Hood. One, known as the North 

Camp was located about three and one-half miles west of 

Killeen and had a capacity for 3,000 prisoners; the other, 

South Camp, was capable of accommodating 1,000. Completion 

date for both camps was set for 15 May 1943. That date was 

easily met because South Camp was ready for occupancy by 

77 

30 April 1943, and the North Camp by 12 May 1943. 

The first prisoners arrived in summer 1943, finding 

their new home only partially completed. Although the 

barracks, covered with dark red sanded building paper, and 

the security facilities had been provided, the prisoners 

built the roads and walks needed within and without the 

stockade. Indeed, road building was one of the main work 
78 

requirements for the prisoners. 

For information concerning the decisions to construct 
the camps see Memo, Gen. W. A. Wood, General Staff Corps to 
Chief of Engineers, 1 January 1943, File: Camp Hood, Texas 
- Construction, Box 1422, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO; Diary Entry, Entry for the Diary, The 
Provost Marshal General, Entry 11:10, 6 January 1943, 
File: Camp Hood, Texas - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
Col. Daniel B. Byrd, 8th Service Command to PMGO, 30 April 
1943, File: Camp Hood, Texas - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
See also Memo, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to 
ASF, 23 April 1943, File: 320.2 Camp Hood A/E, Box 411, 
Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Br., 
Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. See also Bryan Daily Eagle. 
24 January 1943. 

/ 8 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 19 July 1943, p. 1; Inspection 

Report, Report of Visit to POW Base Camp, Camp Hood, Texas by 
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The prisoners, in addition to getting the camp itself 

finished, likewise worked at trying to beautify the area. 

They subsequently busied themselves by constructing flower 

beds and gardens and planting grass. They even built a well-

decorated chapel for their use. German prisoners of war 

became a familiar sight in the vicinity of Fort Hood and 

Killeen, for the prisoner of war camps held prisoners from 

July 1943 until May 1946, at which time the prisoner of war 

79 

camps at Hood were closed. 

As in the case of Camp Hood, little information was 

available concerning the motive for situating a prisoner of 

war camp at Camp Howze, located outside Gainesville; however, 

the PMGO officially recommended that a 300-man POW camp be 

built at Howze on 20 March 1943. Five days later, approval 

was given for Howze as a location for a POW camp, and official 

orders were sent to begin construction. Completion date was 

established as 15 October 1943, but due to delays in 

completing hospital facilities, the camp was not ready to 
80 

receive prisoners until 10 November. 

Camp. D. L. Schwieger, PMGO, 5-7 October 1944, File: Camp 
Hood - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

19 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Base Canrn, 

Camp Hood, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, PMGO, 5-7 October 
1944, File: Camp Hood - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. Corres. 
File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; see also 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 1 May 1946, p. 3. 

80 
Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to 

Commanding General, ASF, 20 March 1943, File: Camp Howze, 
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German POWs first arrived at Prisoner of War Camp Howze 

in early November 1943. Like most prisoners located in camps 

on military installations, those at Howze worked on the 

military base itself and performed a variety of chores. For 

example, the inmates worked on road construction, built 

drainage ditches, washed cars, helped in the base laundry, 

in the shoe repair shop and maintenance shop, and were 

employed as carpenters. 

The Army made a determined effort to build prisoner of 

war camps away from population centers and therefore usually 

placed the camps for prisoners in rural areas. An exception 

was the base camp provided for prisoners on the grounds of 

Fort Sam Houston. Soon after the war began, the Justice 

Department, working with the United States Army, attempted 

to round up suspected enemy aliens. One of the detention 

camps for these people was located at Fort Sam Houston. 

Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Gen. W. A. Wood, Director, 
Requirements Division, ASF to Chief of Engineers, 25 March 
1943, File: Camp Howze, Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Maj. 
Edward Sheridan, Corps of Engineers to Division Engineer, 
Southwest Division, Dallas, 6 April 1943, File: Camp Howze, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Sr., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. Glenn C. Eutledge, 
Commanding Officer, POW Camp Howze to Col. Daniel Byrd, POW 
Board, Security Division, Dallas, 9 October 1943, File: Camp 
Howze, Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, 
Oper. 3r., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 3S9, NA. 

31 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 7 November 1943, p. 1; 

Bulletin, Daily Bulletin Mo. 14, Camp Howze, Texas, 17 June 
1944, File: 255 Camp Howze (General), Box 1619, Dec. File, 
Admin. Sr., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Indeed, as early as March 1942, the detention camp there had 

a capacity for 900 aliens, and throughout 1942 this was the 

function of the installation. In the fall of 1943, however, 

the alien detention camp was transformed into a temporary 

prisoner of war camp, its capacity was expanded to accommodate 

1,000 POWs, and German prisoners of war were sent to the camp 

from Mexia. In January 1944, Fort Sam Houston Prisoner of 

War Camp was designated a permanent camp, and it continued 

in this fashion until the last prisoner was moved from the 

82 
camp in June 1946. 

Unlike most of the permanent base prisoner camps, Camp 

Fort Sam Houston was a tent camp. The facilities consisted 

of 170 six-man tents, each heated with a coal-burning stove 

located in the middle of the tent. The prisoners themselves 

added certain amenities to the otherwise drab appearance of 

the camp by planting a five-acre vegetable garden, a flower 

garden and cactus garden, and they planted palm trees around 

each of the tents. They likewise constructed a canteen 

building equipped with a beer garden, a theater, and a 

... 83 
library. 

on 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 29 March 1942, p. 1; Letter, 

Commanding General, 8th Service Command to PMGO, 30 October 
1943, File: Fort Sam Houston, Texas, Box 1427, Sub. Corres. 
File, Oper. Sr., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, Brig. Gen. 
B. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to Requirements Division, ASF, 
17 January 1944, File: Fort Sam Houston, Texas, Box 1427, 
Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
NA. 

83 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Fort Sam Houston, 
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During February and March 1944, seven new base camps 

opened on existing military bases. Unlike other base camps, 

all of these were rather small, having a capacity for from 

200 to 2 ,400 prisoners. These camps included Camp Bliss 

(El Paso), Camp Crockett (Galveston), Camp Hulen (Palacios), 

Camp Russell (Marfa), Camp Wallace (Hitchcock), Camp 

Barkeley (Abilene), and Camp Wolters (Mineral Wells). The 

motive for building these camps was generally the same: to 

provide labor for general housekeeping and maintenance 

chores on the military bases. 

Camp Bliss, located at Fort Bliss, El Paso, like the 

camp at Fort Sam Houston, was originally constructed to 

provide a detention camp for suspect enemy aliens. At first 

a tent camp with a capacity for 200, in March 1942, it was 

expanded to a capacity for 1 ,300. At this time the camp, 

located on rough, rocky terrain, occupied an area of 

1,050' X 365*. It originally was composed of approximately 

300 six-man tents, four mess halls and seven latrines. 

The camp remained in this capacity until early 1944, at 

Texas by Paul Schnyder, ICRC, 12 March 1944 (translation). 
File: PMG Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, Texas, Box 26 /1 , 
Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW 
Base Camp Fort Sam Houston, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, 
Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 9 April 1944, File: PMGO 
Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, Texas, Box 2671, Sub. File, 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. 
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which time the detention camp was phased out, and a prisoner 

84 

of war camp took its place. 

Because of demand for farm labor by area farmers, 

Italian prisoners were first confined to Camp Bliss for the 

specific purpose of utilizing their labor in the cotton 

fields around El Paso. Italian prisoners first arrived at 

Camp Bliss in February 1944. The remodeled prisoner of war 

camp occupied the middle portion of Fort Bliss in an area 

formerly housing United States troops. The prisoners were 

quartered in two-story barracks which were in a very bad 

state of repair. An inspection of the camp soon after the 

prisoners arrived revealed that the entire POW camp was in 

very poor condition. Many window and door screens were torn 

or completely missing; the barracks and mess halls were 

dirty; latrines were "filthy"; commodes were stopped up; the 

wash tubs were dirty; trash was on the floor of the barracks; 

and even the dishes were dirty. Another inspection made two 

months later reported about the same conditions, specifically 

criticizing the dirty barracks and unmade beds. Especially 

dirty were the barracks set aside for Italian Fascists, whom 
8 S 

the camp commander reported as particularly troublesome. 

84 
Letter, Maj. Buren C. Smith, Commander, Alien Detention 

Camp, Ft. Bliss, Texas to PMGO, 27 March 1942, File: 319.1 
Ft. Bliss, 3ox 422, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., 
Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

85 
Inspection Report, PMG Sanitary Inspection Report of 

Ft. Bliss Prisoner of War Camp, 20 March 1944, File: PMG 
Inspection Reports, Bliss (Fort), Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, 



59 

For a reason not fully discussed by Army documents, the 

Italian prisoners were phased out of Gamp Bliss, the camp 

capacity was expanded to 3,000, and German prisoners were 

brought in. One obvious reason for the change in the 

nationality of the prisoners was complaints from area cotton 

farmers that the Italian prisoners made poor farm workers, 

and they believed that Germans would perform better. As a 

result of this demand, plus the influx of German prisoners 

into the United States after D-Day, Camp Bliss became a 

86 

German prisoner of war camp in summer 1944. 

The German camp consisted of two compounds measuring 

about 1,000' X 700' each. One was surrounded by a six-foot 

cyclone fence, the other by a five-foot fence. The appear-

ance of the camp improved considerably after the Germans 

arrived; however, Gamp Bliss retained a rather dismal appear-

ance throughout its existence. Area farmers also commented 

that the German prisoners performed farm labor more effi-

ciently than did the Italians. Camp Bliss therefore was home 

Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PiMGO; 
Inspection Report, PMG Report of Visit to Prisoner of War 
Base Camp, Ft. Bliss, Texas, 2 May 1944, File: PMG 
Inspection Reports, Bliss (Fort), Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur.. PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. 

86 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 

Report by V. S. Foster, County Agent, El Paso County, 
1 December 1942 - 30 November 1943, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Narrative Report by W. S. Foster, County Agent, 
El Paso County, 1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College. 
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for prisoners of war of two nationalities for a period of 

approximately eighteen months and housed an average of about 

3,000 prisoners each month it was open. The last prisoners 

87 

left Gamp Bliss on 15 June 1946, when it was closed. 

Prisoner of War Base Camp Crockett was located at a 

military installation near Galveston. The island camp was 

home to German prisoners from February 1944 until the camp 

was closed in April 1946. Camp Crockett was a small prison 

camp having an original capacity for only about 300 prisoners; 

however, as more and more prisoners were brought into Texas, 

the camp's capacity was expanded. For example, the capacity 

of Camp Crockett was 320 in August 1944, but by March 1945, 

it was expanded to 936. As the physical size of the camp 

grew, so did the number of prisoners. Throughout most of 

1944, Camp Crockett housed an average of about 300 prisoners, 

but by January 1945, the number increased to over 600. From 

that time until Camp Crockett was closed, the Army personnel 

stationed at the military installation were responsible for 

87 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 

Report by w. S. Foster, County Agent, El Paso County, 
1 December 1942 - 30 November 1943, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Narrative Report by W. S. Foster, County Agent, 
El Paso County, 1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College; Inspection Report, 
Excerpts of Inspection Report of Ft. Bliss by Werner Tabler, 
Legation of Switzerland, 15-16 January 1945, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Bliss, Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur.. 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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about 600 German prisoners, virtually all of whom were 

88 

employed on base. 

Camp Hulen prisoner of war camp was established on 

11 November 1943 as a branch of Hearne and became an 

independent camp 15 February 1944. It was rather small for 

a base camp, having a capacity for only 250 German POWs. 

The main military post, also known as Camp Hulen, was an 

antiaircraft training center and was located two miles west 

of Palacios, with the prison camp situated near the southwest 

corner of the installation. Prisoner of War Camp Hulen was 

composed of six-man hutments built of celotex in order to 

resist hurricanes. In all the camp contained thirty-nine 

of these hutments, plus one wooden barrack designed to house 

sixteen men. In addition the camp compound held a wooden 

recreation building 25' X 5 0 ' , a carpenter shop 10' X 1 0 ' , 

a mess hall, and a guardhouse. The camp also had a recreation 

field which, interestingly, was located outside the prison 

compound. A single barbed wire fence seven feet high 

surrounded the entire camp. Although some of the prisoners 

worked for area farmers during peak harvest seasons, the 

majority were utilized in an on-base capacity. 
g o 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 23 August 1944, p. 1; ibid., 

1 March 1945; ibid., 1 January 1945. Other computations based 
on above reports. See also Letter, Gen. LeRoy Lutes, Director 
of Plans and Operations, ASF to Chief of Engineers, 26 August 
1944, File: Crockett - Construction, Box 1420, Sub. Corres. 
File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

8 9 t 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War 
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Late in 1944, plans were considered for converting all 

the facilities at Camp Hulen to a prisoner of war camp. In 

October 1944, the Commanding General of the 8th Service 

Command was directed to prepare for the shipment of 150,000 

additional POWs into the Service Command. The PMGO deter-

mined that the easiest way to provide for that number of 

additional prisoners on a short notice was to convert 

existing military facilities into prison camps, and one of 

the camps designated for conversion was Camp Hulen. The 

basic plan called for Hulen to be vacated of American troops, 

and the antiaircraft facilities closed and moved to another 

base. Then the entire base would be converted to a POW camp 

capable of holding 14,800 prisoners. On 29 October 1944, the 

Commanding General of the 8th Service Command was ordered to 

converting Hulen into a prisoner of war camp; however, 

although plans were drawn up to accomplish this end, and the 

capacity was temporarily expanded, the huge influx of POWs 

to the Palacios facility never materialized. Instead, the 

Base Camp, yamp Hulen, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, Field 
Liaison Officer, PMGO, 12 April 1944, File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Hulen, Texas, Box 2664, Sub. File, Field Inspect. 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection 
Report, Report on Prisoner of War Camp, Camp Hulen, Texas, 

Fischer, Legation of Switzerland, 26 May 1944 
c k e5. I l?! p e c t i o n Sports, Hulen, Texas, Box 2664, 

Bur* i r ™ J n S S ! C t ,
w
R e p t S , » R e p t - Br*» E n e m y P 0 W I n f o-Bur., PM^O, KG 389, NA. For a complete list of the jobs 

a ?J??/
P0Ws a t H u l e n see File: PMGO Inspection 

Reports, Box 26o4, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. 
Sr., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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number of POWs there averaged only about 250 until the prison 

90 

camp closed in September 1945. 

Prisoner of War Gamp Russell, opened in February 1944, 

was perhaps the most poorly constructed and provisioned of 

all the prison camps in Texas. It was located at Fort 

Russell, outside Marfa, to provide prison labor for work in 

the Quartermaster laundry located there. The POWs were 

housed in an old corrugated iron building which earlier had 

been used as an ordnance shop. In order to provide other 

necessary facilities for the prisoners such as mess hall and 
latrines, tarpaper lean-to's framed with old used lumber were 

constructed on three sides of the ordnance shop and attached 

91 
to it on one side. 

90 
Letter, The Adjutant General to Commanding General, 

ASF, 17 October 1944, File; Camp Hulen, Texas - Construction, 
Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Brig. Gen. 3. M. Bryan, Assistant PMG to Director, 
Mobilization Division, ASF. 7 November 1944, File: Camp Hulen, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Gen. LeRoy Lutes, Director of 
Plans and Operations, ASF to Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4, 
w o ? a r c h *944, File: Camp Hulen, Texas - Construction, Box 
1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Sr., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, The Adjutant General to Commanding General, 8th 
Service Command, 1 December 1944, File: Camp Hulen, Texas -
Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, Maj. Howard Smith, PMGO to Chief of 
Engineers, 14 December 1944, File: Camp Hulen, Texas -
Construction, Box 1423, Sub. Corres. Fiie, Oper. Br.. POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. See also Letter, Commanding 

*-»ASF to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
29 November 1944, File: Camp Hulen - Misc., Box 1429. Sub. 
Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
i?r- capacities see especially PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 
15 February 1944, p. 2; 23 December 1944, p. 9. * 

91 
Letter, Commanding General, ASF to Commanding General, 
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The interior of the buildings was drab, and the concrete 

floors were dirty. The mess hall was dirty, inadequate and 

inferior, as were the bathing facilities. The area imme-

diately surrounding the prison compound was covered with 

gravel; thus, dust and dirt blew about constantly. There 

were no recreation buildings, and no space was provided for 

physical sports. The camp canteen, reported as poorly 

supplied, was located in a "small and inadequate corrugated 

iron building" which doubled as a recreation room. About 

the only diversion supplied the prisoners was the weekly 

privilege of being allowed to go outside the stockade to 

play volleyball. Camp Russell, which opened in early 1944, 

was home for an average of about 250 German prisoners until 

92 
it closed in November 1945. 

Camp Wallace, two miles northwest of Hitchcock, gained 

a prisoner of war camp in February 1944. The POW facility 

was located there primarily to provide labor for the United 

8th Service Command, 22 June 1945, File: Construction -
D. A. Russell, Texas, Box 1427, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, PMGO Inspection 
Report of Prisoner of War Base Camp, Fort D. A. Russell by 
Capt. D. L. Schwieger, Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 7 April 

PMG^ Inspection Reports, D. A. Russell, Texas, 
Box 2671, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

92 
Inspection Report, PMGO Inspection Report of Prisoner 

of War Base Camp, Fort D. A. Russell by Capt. D. L. Schwieger. 
Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 7 April 1944, File: PMG 
Inspection Reports, D. A. Russell, Texas, Box 2671, Sub. File, 
oon ^er. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO PG 
389, NA; computation based on PMGO, "Weekly Reports." 
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States Army Automotive Repair Shop, which was located at the 

base. The prison camp had a capacity for about 630 German 

POWs and was situated in the center of the military 

installation. Prisoners were housed in two-story mobilization 

barracks formerly used by American personnel. Very little 

information was available concerning the prisoner of war 

camp at Wallace; however, it was determined that Camp Wallace 

was originally established in February 1944 as an independent 

base camp. But on 1 July 1945, it became a branch of Camp 

Crockett, located a few miles southwest at Galveston, and 

it remained a branch of the Galveston facility until it was 
QQ 

phased out in March 1946. 

Another of the rather small base camps activated early 

in 1944 was Camp Barkeley Prisoner of War Camp, which was 

actually opened to prisoners on 14 October 1943, but not 

officially used as a base camp until 15 February 1944. Camp 

Barkeley, which housed a Medical Replacement Training Center, 

was located twelve miles southwest of Abilene, and the prison 

camp was situated in the northeast corner of the installation. 

Prisoner of War Camp Barkeley, surrounded by a barbed 

wire fence nine feet high, topped with a three-foot overhang 

93 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Base Camp, Camp 

Wallace, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, Field Liaison 
Branch, PMGO, 17 April 1944, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
Wallace, Texas Box 2674, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. 
Br., Enemy POvJ Info. 3ur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; PMGO, "Weekly 
Reports " 15 February 1945, p. 3; ibid., 1 July 1$45, p. 3; 
ibid., 1 March 1946, p. 2. 
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enclosing the prison compound, had a capacity for approx-

imately 650 prisoners. The compound composed of a total of 

fifty-eight buildings, measured 450' X 750'. Of the fifty-

eight buildings, forty-seven were sixteen-man barracks, 

four were latrines and three were compound administration 

buildings. Although the prisoners landscaped the grounds 

with grass, flowers and shrubs, the camp was ugly and in 

poor physical condition. Located on flat terrain, the 

barracks, evidently overcrowded and without adequate facil-

ities, were covered with black tarpaper. Besides being 

"drab," the buildings were poorly constructed, allowing wind, 

dust, and rain to come in at will. The prisoners lacked 

proper sanitary facilities and had to sleep on canvas cots 

topped with straw mattresses and suffer the acrid smells of 

the camp. Apparently because of the poor physical condition 

of Gamp Barkeley, alterations and additions were added to 

the camp during the fall and winter of 1944, and by this time 

the prisoners, most of whom were German naval personnel, were 

issued iron cots to replace the canvas ones.94 

94 
Inspection Report, Excerpts of Report of Smil Greuter, 

Legation of Switzerland, 30-31 March 1944, File: PMG 
Inspection Reports, Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, PMG Inspection Report by Gapt. D. L. 
Schwieger, Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 1 May 1944, File-
PMG Inspection Reports, Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. 3r., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; * 
Inspection Report, PMG Inspection Report by Maj. E. C. 
Shannahan, Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 17 March 1945* 
File: PMG Inspection Reports, Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, 
Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
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Gamp Barkeley remained a base camp housing an average 

of 550 German prisoners until 16 Hay 1945, at which time it 

was made a branch camp of Gamp Bowie. Barkeley closed its 
Q Is 

doors to prisoners in April 1946. 

Prisoner of War Camp Wolters was located on Highway 180 

about five miles west of Mineral Wells. The prisoner camp 

opened in March 1944 and was situated on a military 

installation's grounds by the same name. The prisoners were 

housed in stone buildings formerly used as a summer camp by 

the Texas National Guard. This camp, like so many others, 

grew in size as the war progressed. Its original capacity 

was set at 360 prisoners, but in February 1945, that number 

increased to 530; then the following month, the capacity 

increased again, this time to 790. Finally, on 1 May 1945, 

Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Excerpts of Report by Maurice 
Perret, Legation of Switzerland, 9 May 1944, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Bowie, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection 
Report, Report of Inspection of Prisoner of War Gamp, Camp 
Bowie by Guy S. Metraux, ICRC, 1-3 July 1945, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Bowie, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Sr., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
The prisoner spokesman at Barkeley had previously served 
three years in the U. S. Army, deserted, and was sent to 
a federal prison for several years. After his release from 
prison, he then went to Germany, joined the German army, 
was captured, and finally imprisoned at Barkeley, this time 
as a German prisoner. See the Metraux report above. For 
information concerning expanding and improving Gamp Barkeley 
see Letter Gen. LeRoy Lutes, ASF to Chief of Engineers, 
21 October 1944, File: Camp Barkeley - Construction, Box 

oSnSub* C o r r e s ' File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG 339, NA. 

95 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 16 May 1945, p. 3; ibid., 

1^ Aoril 1946, o. 1. ' 
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the number of prisoners the camp could accommodate dropped 

to 620, where it remained until the camp closed on 1 April 

1946. Most of the German prisoners incarcerated at Gamp 

Wolters worked on the base, but some loaded railroad cars 

for the Acme Brick Yard near Mineral Wells, and others 

96 
worked at nearby farms. 

The last base camp to be opened on a military 

installation was Camp Corpus Christi, located at Flour Bluff. 

Camp Corpus Christi actually opened after D-Day and remained 

active only for about eight months, perhaps because it had 

such a short existence, and because the frequency of 

inspections fell off after D-Day, no information could be 

found in the documents regarding the motive for its estab-

lishment or the utilization of its prisoners; however, the 

Flour Bluff Army Air Corps facility, which housed the 

prisoners, generally averaged about 550 German POWs during 
Q 7 

the months of its existence. 

96 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War 

Camp, Camp Wolters, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, Field 
Liaison Officer, PKGO, 1 October 1944, File: Other 
Inspection Reports - Wolters, Texas, Box 2675, Sub. File 
Field Ser. Repts., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PKGO, RG 389. NA: 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 23 August 1944, p. 6; ibid 
16 February 1945, p. 7; ibid., 1 March 1945, p. 7;*ibid.. 
1 April 1946, p. 5. 

97 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 16 August 1945, p. 3. 

Computations based on ibid. Krammer in "The Afrika Korps 
Comes to Texas," SWHQ. p. 254 incorrectly identified 
"Flower" Bluff as a branch camp. 
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It is interesting to note that the majority of the base 

camps in Texas were located on military reservations. One 

of the reasons for locating them there was security. Simply 

put, it was easier to watch over and control prisoners of 

war incarcerated in the middle of a large military base. 

Another prime consideration for locating so many POW camps 

at military facilities was the ability to exploit the pris-

oners' labor and thus relieve American military personnel 

of much of their housekeeping and maintenance duties. 

It also should be noted that those few camps built on 

private property were all planned and constructed early in 

the war when the POW program first began, and no new ones 

were added after that time. Not only did the military 

officials not want to be plagued by requests from communities 

all over the state for a camp to be built in their vicinity, 

but in terms of efficiency and costs, it simply did not make 

sense to buy or lease land, build wholly new facilities and 

supply them with guards and administrative personnel, when 

the Army's first prerequisite was to win the war with the 

resources it had. Consequently, POW camps on military bases 

were cheaper, possibly more secure, and certainly politically 

safer for the Army. 

But not all POWs in Texas were incarcerated at large 

base camps. Significant numbers were held at relatively 

small facilities scattered all over the rural, agricultural 

areas of the state. The motive for building these camps were 
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the saine: to take advantage of a potentially huge, relatively 

dependable, though temporary, cheap labor supply. 



CHAPTER II 

BRANCH CAMPS 

Soon after the prisoners of war began arriving in the 

United States, the Army along with the War Manpower 

Commission, determined to utilize the prisoners in order to 

meet the problem of labor shortages which developed in 1943 

and 1944. The answer to this need was the establishment of 

branch or labor camps near the locations of the greatest 

shortages. Beginning as early as August 1943, the Army 

embarked on a construction program to provide prison labor 

for civilian contractors who claimed they were unable to 

secure civilian employees. In all, there were fifty-one 

branch camps built in Texas, the majority of which were located 

in rural areas so the prisoners could be utilized at low-skill 

agricultural jobs. A total of thirty-six agriculturally 

oriented work camps were built. Late in the war, as security 

requirements were relaxed, fifteen additional branch camps 

were constructed to provide labor on military bases as well. 

As mentioned above, the vast majority of the labor camps 

were situated in rural areas for the purpose of providing 

agricultural labor. All these camps were placed on private 

property owned or leased by a community or an economic group 

wanting to use prisoner labor. Of these thirty-six camps, 

71 
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eight were built to provide labor in rice regions, twelve 

were established for timber interests, five for cotton, seven 

for general farm work, and two were provided by towns them-

selves who wanted to use POWs as municipal workers. 

In 1943 and 1944, eight branch camps were established 

for which base Camp Swift was administratively responsible, 

all located along the central Gulf Coast region primarily 

to meet the labor demands of the area's rice farmers. These 

camps included facilities at Alvin, Bay City, Rosenberg, 

Wharton, Angleton, El Campo, Eagle Lake and Ganado. Although 

the prisoners assigned to these camps were responsible for a 

variety of chores, the major reason for their location was to 

provide labor for the rice industry, a very significant 

staple in the region. 

Starting in the summer of 1943, and continuing into 

the following year, the farmers of the Gulf Coast rice area 

clamored for relief from the critical shortage of labor which 

they claimed existed in the area. Local county agents in the 

affected counties obviously shared this concern. The 

Brazoria county agent, W. S. Millington, for example, was 

convinced that the labor shortage was the number one problem 

facing the area rice farmers, and that the problem was crit-

ical to the point that unless labor was secured, part of the 

1943 rice crop would be lost. Similarly, F. D. Montague, 

county agent of Matagorda County, estimated that 40 percent 

of that year's rice crop would be lost without additional 
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labor. The county agents from the surrounding rice producing 

counties expressed similar concerns.^ 

This concern led the farmers in the region to try to 

secure labor through the services of prisoners of war by 

seeking branch camps for the affected area, and was accom-

plished by various specific means; however, the technique 

used in Colorado County was typical. The Colorado County 

Farm Labor Board, leading farmers, and businessmen, along 

with the county commissioners, met to survey the labor needs 

in the county. By unanimous agreement, the interested 

parties agreed that Colorado County faced a critical short-

age of labor and concluded the only solution for this labor 

shortage was to acquire a prison camp for the area. Con-

sequently, they appointed a sub-committee composed of members 

representing each of the rice growing communities in the 

county to work toward the establishment of a branch camp. 

Eventually, two camps were approved for the county. Then the 

committee directed their efforts toward securing the 

*Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 
Report by W. S. Millington, County Agent, Brazoria County, 
1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Karrative Report by F. D. Montague, County Agent. 
Matagorda County, 31 December 1942 - 31 December 1943 
Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural 
Extension Service, Annual Narrative Report by V. L. Sandlin 
County Agent, Wharton County, 1 December 1942 - 30 November* 
1943, Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College. 
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necessary supplies and built the camps to the specifications 

2 

of Army requirements. 

The United States government only partially subsidized 

the branch camps. The affected farmers or their organizations 

bore the bulk of the cost of these facilities. The result of 

this practice was that the majority of the branch camps were 

built by the big farmers or plantation owners who belonged 

to large cooperatives or associations which represented their 

interests. For example, Camp Alvin, which was the first 

branch camp established in Texas (August 1943), was built 

with funds provided by the local members of the American 

Rice Growers Association, as well as funds provided by other 

local farm organizations. The camp, located two miles 

southwest of Alvin, consisted of sixty-five six-man tents in 

an area of 300 square yards, surrounded by a barbed wire 

fence. Although the documents did not provide for the total 

cost of the construction of Camp Alvin, just to winterize the 

camp cost over $40,000; thus, the cost of establishing a 

branch camp was largely prohibitive to the smaller farmers.3 

2 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 

Report by J. W. Bradley, County Agent, Colorado County, 
1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College. 

3T 
Inspection Report, Inspection Report of Prisoner of 

War Camp, Swift, Texas by Guy Ketraux, ICRC, 8-12 July 1945 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File! 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POV Info. 3ur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp. 
Camp Swift and Branch Camps by Charles Eberhardt, Department 
of State, 8-12 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) 
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Camp Bay City was built with funds supplied by the Gulf 

Coast Water Company and an area landowner, E. L. McDonald. 

The Rice Farmers Cooperative was responsible for the $38,000 

cost of constructing Camp El Campo. As was the case at Camps 

Alvin and Bay City, the nearby municipality provided the 

utilities. Camp Eagle Lake, physically much like El Campo, 

was constructed by the American Rice Growers Cooperative 

Association. Although the exact cost of the camp's 

construction could not be determined, it did exceed $30,000.^ 

Camp Rosenberg was slightly different from the above 

camps in that it did not require special construction 

because the prisoners were housed in the exhibition hall at 

the Fort Bend County Fair Grounds on property owned by the 

Fair Grounds Association. The City of Rosenberg provided 

the utilities, except for sewage, which was provided by 

prisoner-dug pit latrines. The Fair Grounds Association 

provided one and one-half acres for the camp, but 

General P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. 
Div., PMGO; Letter, Chief of Engineers to Division Engineers! 
Southwestern Division, Dallas, 17 January 1944, File: Camp 
Swift, Texas - Construction, Box 1427, Sub. Corres. File 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

4 
Inspection Report, Inspection Report of Prisoner of 

War Camp, Swift, Texas by Guy Metraux, ICRC, 8-12 July 
1945, File: Other Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673 
?Ub* Fr e I d S e r* R e p t S " ReP*- Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of 
Jar Camp, Camp Swift and Branch Camps by Charles Eberhardt, 
Department of State, 8-12 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State 
Department) General P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File Ooer 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. » P • 
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documentation was not found which explained whether this 

property was merely loaned for the camp or whether it was 

leased and payment made for the use of the property. 

Regardless of the cost of providing the camps for the 

prisoners, the area rice farmers obviously believed that the 

investment was economically sound, indicating either that 

prisoner labor was the only type available or that their 

efforts were more dependable and less costly than civilian 

workers. Regardless of the reason, few farmers complained 

about the quality of the work performed by the prisoners, 

and in fact they often requested additional prisoners 

ft 

because the labor quality was generally excellent. 

Although the branch camps did have to meet certain 

requirements as set out by the Provost Marshal General's 

Office regarding such things as space, sanitation, facil-

ities, and security, because they were built by private 

groups with whatever materials were most readily available 

^Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War 
Gamp Swift, Texas by S. E. Ivers, YMCA, 16-20 December 
1944, File: 255 (Camp Swift) General, Box 1622, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 339, NA; Texas 
Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Reports. 1944, Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College, 1:204 (hereafter 
referred to as Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual 
Reports, year); Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Narrative Report by Homer B. Gibbs, County Agent, 
Fort 3end County, 1 December 1942 - 1 December 1943, Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College. 

6For examples of farmer evaluation of the quality of 
POW labor see Inspection Report, Inspection Report of Prisoner 

? a r 9amp» S w i f t» Texas by Guy Metraux, ICRC, 8-12 July 
1945, File: Other Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. 
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and acceptable to Army requirements, the camps were not 

uniform in appearance. For example, Gamp Alvin and Camp 

Bay City were constructed of wooden-floored pyramid tents 

designed to hold six men each. Alvin was slightly larger 

than the Bay City facility, having sixty-five tents while 

Bay City had fifty. At both camps, the prisoners gave the 

tents a more homey appearance by adding interior decorations. 

Most contained paintings, photographs, decorations, and 

pinup pictures. At Bay City, the prisoners added a theater 

which they built in their spare time out of scrap lumber. 

They also beautified the grounds by constructing pathways 

and by planting flower beds around each of these tents. 

Even though the Bay City prisoners enjoyed the amenities of 

flowers and pictures and relaxed with concerts provided by 

a camp orchestra, they had no doubts about their status. A 

barbed wire fence surrounded the perimeter of the 600* X 100' 

compound patrolled by armed guards.^ 

Although the prisoners at both of these camps worked in 

the rice fields, they also worked in area lumber mills, 

bridge and canal construction, gardening, canning factories, 

and general farm work, as well as providing the labor for 

File, Field Ser. Reots., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

7Ibid.; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, 
Camp Swift, Texas by S. £. Ivers, YMCA, 16-20 December 
1944, File: 255 (Camp Swift) General, Box 1622, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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camp maintenance. During the time of its existence, from 

August 1943 until November 1945, Camp Alvin was home for up 

to 400 German prisoners of war. The nearby Camp Bay City 

opened a month later and had approximately 350 POWs.^ 

Camps Rosenberg and Wharton opened one month after the 

Alvin facility. As mentioned previously, Rosenberg was 

located in an exposition building on the ground of the Fort 

Bend County Fair Grounds. This POW cantonment, which had 

the reputation of being the best branch camp administered 

by Swift, was located on one and one-half acres and was 

surrounded by an ever-present barbed wire fence which 

enclosed the prisoners' compound. Most of the POWs at 

Rosenberg were employed in varying capacities in area rice 

fields. Besides being in a rather unusual facility, Camp 

Rosenberg's prisoners were different, but not totally unique, 

in that they were all noncommissioned officers who were not 

normally required to work at branch camps. The prisoners 

here were in fact all volunteers who for a variety of reasons 

chose to be transferred to Rosenberg, rather than to stay at 

Camp Swift. Camp Rosenberg contained an average of about 

g" ' ' 1 — 

Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of Camp Alvin 
T
 7 ®r' ICRC> 2 4 M a^ 1 9 4 4 (translation), ' 

o o I n s P e c t ; L o n Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File. 
RG 389"6NA R e J t s - » . R e p V • B r ; » E n e m y POW Info. Bur., PMGO, 

, V L n x t e d States, National Archives, 
ill !T Bra*?ch» Office of The Provost Marshal 

War lunp ¥qA9 5n T
Semi:^f"thly Reports on Prisoners of 

War, June 1942 - 30 June 1946," Reel 66-538 (hereafter 
referred to as PMGO, "Weekly Reports"). 
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200 prisoners during the time of its existence. It was 

closed in November 1945.^ 

Camp Wharton, which also opened in October 1943, was 

built specifically to answer the labor shortage which 

occurred in the rice industry so important to the county. 

It contained about 190 German enlisted men until it was 

deactivated in March 1945.10 

Camps El Campo (August 1944) and Eagle Lake (September 

1944) were almost identical in appearance and construction. 

The rice associations built the camp with barracks purchased 

and then moved to the site. The barracks themselves had 

previously been used to house defense workers. At each of 

the camps, there were three barracks, each measuring 

24' X 200'. Two of the barracks housed approximately 200 

prisoners at each of the camps, and the third was used as an 

infirmary, canteen, mess hall and recreation room,^ 

9 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of Prisoner of 

I?1!*? b Z - ? h a r l e s E- Eberhardt, Department of 
c ' F l l e : Other Inspection Reports, 
Swift, 3ox 2673, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Reot. Br., 
^nemy PO.v^Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 

1944 - ? i U a m P o ? w J b y S*.f' x
l v e r s» ™ C A , 1 6"20 December 

1944, n l e : 255 (Camp Swift) General, Box 1622, Dec. File 
Admin. Br., pow Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. For ' 
numbers of POWs at Rosenberg and the closing date see PMGO 
"Weekly Reports." " u U» 

10* 
Rennrfci^f f ? P 9 W s a t see PMGO, "Weekly 
Reports , for closing date see ibid., 1 March i 9 4 5 p 7 

11 
r- o I n s P e c t i o n Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of 
<̂ar v^amp, ^amp Swift and Branch Camps by Charles Eberhardt 
Department of State, 8-12 July 1945, File: 680.2 (S?a?e 
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The perimeters of each of the camps were approximately 

the same, measuring about 300 yards square, and each was 

enclosed by a ten-foot fence. The enlisted men imprisoned 

at the two camps were primarily employed in the rice fields 

or at rice mills in the area. Both camps were deactivated 

12 

in November 1945. 

No information was found regarding the appearance of 

Camps Angleton or Ganado. The former was opened in 

February 1944 and contained approximately 250 German pris-

oners during each of the twenty-one months it was open. 

Camp Ganado, the last of the prisoner camps to be built to 

supply labor for the rice area, opened its gates to pris-

oners in September 1944 and was home to about 200 German 
13 

prisoners until it was deactivated in November 1945. 

In 1943 and 1944, labor shortages likewise developed in 

the timber industry, especially in the cutting and processing 

of pulpwood. A heavy ice storm which hit East Texas in 

January 1944, caused many trees to be broken or otherwise 

damaged. In order to salvage the timber before it ruined, 

Department) General P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Texas Agricultural 
Extension Service, Annual Reports. 1944. 1:204. 

12 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Reports. 

1944. 1:204; for date of deactivation see PMGO, "Weekly 
Reports," 16 November 1945, p. 9. 

13 
For information on dates of existence of Camps 

Angleton and Ganado and the number of prisoners see PMGO, 
"Weekly Reports." 
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and to provide labor to ease the already existing labor 

shortage, twelve branch camps were built in or near the 

Piney woods area of East Texas. Although the prisoners 

housed in these branch camps performed work in addition to 

that associated with timbering, the prime purpose of their 

establishment related directly or indirectly to the lumber 

industry. Of the twelve lumber camps established, eight were 

branch camps of Camp Fannin (Lufkin, Chireno, San Augustine, 

Center, Patroon, Bannister, Milam, and Alto); three were 

administered by Camp Huntsville (Liberty, Orange, and China); 

and one was a branch of Camp Howze (Princeton).^ 

The City of Lufkin was unique in one respect, since it 

was the only town in Texas that was the home for more than 

one prison camp. Camp Lufkin opened on 15 February 1944, 

upon the request of the Southland paper Mills, Inc. It was 

located about four miles north of the city on Highway 69 on 

property actually owned by the United States Forestry 

Service. The prisoners were housed in L-shaped, two story 

wooden buildings provided by the Forestry Service. The 

cost to Southland was about $5,300 in labor and materials 

to provide the necessary requirements in facilities for a 
15 

branch camp. 

14 
Originally both Camp Lufkin and Camp Center were 

branches of Huntsville, however, soon after their establishment 
they were transferred to Fannin's jurisdiction. See *>MGO * 
"Weekly Reports," 1 August 1944, p. 2. * ' 

15 
Letter, C. B. Sdwards, Secretary, Southland Paper 
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In April 1944, Southland Paper Mills established Camp 

Lufkin f/2, which was located at the county fairgrounds 

about one mile north of Lufkin, also on Highway 69. The 

prisoners here were housed in large cement and wooden 

dormitories.^ 

Southland Paper Mills, one of the largest industries 

in Lufkin at the time, was the prime contractor of the 

prisoners' labor, most of whom were employed cutting pulp-

wood. Southland retained Gamp Lufkin #1 until it was closed 

in hay 1946, and thus for over two years it employed prison 

labor to work in the forests or the mills. During the time 

of its existence, Camp #1 was home for about 300 prisoners. 

Mills, Inc., Lufkin to Internal Security Division 8th 
Service Command, 9 March 1944, File: 253.5 General p/w 
(contracts) ̂ 1 Box 1249, Unclass. Dec. File. Oper Br 
POW Oper Div., PMGO; Letter, C. B. ^ards^Secretary!' 
Southland Paper Miils, inc., Lufkin to PMGO, 19 June 1944, 
nii Pi? n G e n e£ a l P / W (Contracts) #1, Box 1249, Unclass. 
Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, 

Lufkin£5 T«hSnH M5nageJ» United States Employment Service, 
rSd-iHn *?? ? Ho«°r a5 d' A r e a D,ivision» WMC, Beaumont, 
.. ated, File. 253.5 General P/W (Contracts) #1. Box 1249 

Col Clifford q n' Br*• P 0 W 0 p e r' Div«» P M G 0^ Letter, Ool. Clifford S. Urwiller, PMGO to Commanding General 8th 
i944« F i l e : 253.5 General p/w 

phS n n- ' » Unclass. Dec. File, Oper. Br 
P0-* Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 

16 „ 
Report, oapt. Lyle T. Dawson, Labor and Liaison 

Branch, PMGO to Commanding Officer, Camp Fannin Texas 
Sub me F i}f :iH P? G 0 Inspection Reports, Fannin* Box 2664, 
Bur* pwyv t Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info 
oner'of* T^ar J a m | e P ° F t » JePort of Inspection of Pris-

5 Camp, Camp Fannin, Texas by Emil Greuter 
Legation of Switzerland, 23-25 February 1945 File* oth^r 
Inspection Reports, FanAin, Box 2661 f^ub File F^eId 
tie pts., Rept. Br., Enemy POWr Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 339, NA. 
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Gamp #2 functioned for only about six months, opening in 

April 1944 and closing in September of that year. Obviously, 

the camp was only a temporary camp; however, during its 

lifetime it was the larger of the two camps, housing upwards 

to 500 prisoners.^ 

The Forestry Service likewise provided property for the 

establishment of Camp Liberty. Due to the ice storm in 

January 1944, the Forestry Service established the Timber 

Salvage Corporation in an attempt to organize the area's 

timber interests into a concerted effort to save the damaged 

trees; thus, the camp at Liberty was partially encouraged by 

the Forestry Service along with private paper and pulpwood 

companies. Indeed, Camp Liberty was located on property 

owned by the Forest Service and housed in stone buildings 

made available by it. The vast majority of the prisoners 

at Liberty were employed at the same task as their fellow 

prisoners in Lufkin--cutting pulpwood. The camp, which 

opened in February 1944, was home for an average of about 

300 prisoners until it closed in December of that year.18 

The Forestry Service and its Timber Salvage Corporation 

was also directly responsible for the establishment of Camp 

See PMGO, "Weekly Reports." 
18t 

a - 1 0 n
T5

e£ o rh ReP°rt o f visit to Camp Huntsville 
by A. uardinaux, I^RC, 18 February 1944, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub. File Field 

Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, PG 
389, NA; PiMGO, "Weekly Reports," 16 February 1944, ibid. 
16 December 1944, p. 6. 
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Center. Early in 1944, a meeting was called of area lumber 

interests, sawmill operators, and pulpwood contractors. The 

twenty-eight representatives, upon the suggestion of the 

Forestry Service, concluded that a prison camp in Shelby 

County would go a long way toward answering their need for 

labor. Consequently, the county agent of Shelby County, 

John 0. Moosberg, approached its political leaders and 

secured permission from the Shelby County Fair Association 

to use its fair grounds park and buildings for the camp's 

site. In May 1944, prisoners from Camp Huntsville arrived 

at their new home and found that Camp Center was a tent camp 

composed of five-man tents. A large nearby exhibition 

building served as a mess hall, auditorium, and theater. 

Camp Center, the largest branch camp in the United States, 

reached a peak prisoner population of 773 in late May 1944 

and averaged over 500 prisoners until it closed in November 

1945. During the life of the camp, the prisoners worked 

primarily for the Southern Advance Paper and Bag Company, 

Sherman Lumber Company, Williams Lumber Company, and the 

Lawrence Bridges Lumber Company cutting pulpwood or working 

in sawmills. A large number also worked for a local brick 

yard, Garrison Brick and Tile.19 

19 ~~~~ " ~ 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service. Annual 

narrative Report by John 0. Moosberg, County Agent Shelbv 
a n ^ L i c " " ^ ! ^ 3 r 30 N ° V e m b " » * . T « » 
ana Mechanics College, Inspection Report, Report of Visit 
to Prisoner of war Camp Center, Texas by OlleAxbere ™CA 
17 August 1945, File: other Inspection Report" f2Ai£ A' 
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Gamp China's origin was not motivated by timber interest, 

but rather the area rice farmers. According to the local 

county agent, Jefferson County had a labor shortage of about 

500 workers. Many of those were needed to work in the 

county's rice fields which in 1943 covered about 67,000 

acres; thus, the area rice farmers determined that prisoners 

of war might be the answer to the shortage and, under the 

sponsorship of the American Rice Growers Association, raised 

the ^3,000 necessary to build and equip a prison camp on 

park land provided by the City of Beaumont. The camp was 

opened in September 1944. Even though the camp was built to 

provide labor for rice farmers, after the 1944 crop was in, 

the prisoners became lumberjacks and sawmill workers. The 

Texas Long Leaf Lumber Company, Hall Brothers Lumber Company, 

and Daniel Lumber Company utilized the POWs at China. Thus, 

throughout much of its existence, Camp China was a lumber 

poS «Ub* Fr 6 l d In?Pect- Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
o " Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection 

of Prisoner of fcar Camp, Camp Fannin, Texas by Emil Greuter, 
Legation of Switzerland, 23-25 February 1945, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2611, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. 3r#> Enemy POW Infd. Bur. t PMGO; 
Inspection Report, PMGO Inspection Report on Visit to POW 
1945 o ^ n V n d t O- P 0 W B r a n C h CamP' Center, 6-7 February 

p.f; T
P M G 0 Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. 

File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info 
our.,^ PMGO, RG 389, NA; PMGO, "Weekly Reports." See 
especially ibid., 23 May 1944, p. 2; ibid., 1 November 1945, 
p • y • 
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camp. Gamp China, which housed an average of about 200 

prisoners, closed on 16 December 1945.^® 

Little information was available in the official records 

regarding those responsible for the establishment of the 

other branch camps primarily built to provide labor for the 

lumbering interests; however, the prisoners incarcerated in 

them were utilized for cutting, hauling or processing timber.^ 

Nevertheless, even with the information available in 

the existing documents, it was apparent that, as was the case 

regarding the branch camps established in the rice growing 

areas, special interest groups, especially those belonging 

20 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 

Report by J. ?. Combs, County Agent, Jefferson County, 
December 1942 - 1 December 1943, Texas Agricultural and 

Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Narrative Report by J. F. Combs, County Agent, 
Jefferson County, 1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944 Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College; Inspection Report 
Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp, Huntsville, Texas 
by Maj. E. C. Shannahan, PMGO, 9-10 February 1945, File: PMGO 
Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO 
389, NA; PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 16 November 1945, p. ). 

21 _ 
f o r example, at Camp Alto and San Augustine, both of 

which were tent camps, the majority of prisoners were used 
PulPwood« See Inspection Report, Report of Visit to 

T e x a s b y ° l l e Axberg, YMCA, 16 August 
1945, i-lie: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, Box 1614, Dec. File, 
Admin Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; see also Inspection 
Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, San Augustine, Texas 
r L 2 ? A? r?A,/17 A uS u s t 1945» File= 255 (Camp Fannin) 
General, Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proi. 
Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW 
uamp. Camp Fannin by Emil Greuter, Legation of Switzerland, 
2661 0 t h e r Inspection Reports, Box 
B?.. » * * FlLe> Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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to associations or other alliances, often succeeded in 

acquiring prison labor and building branch camps. It was 

equally obvious that the costs necessary to establish a 

branch camp resulted in either close cooperation of the 

interested parties, sponsorship of a self-interest 

organization, or as was the case with the lumbering interest, 

aid from a governmental agency. 

Another economic group which was able to secure branch 

camps to provide for their labor needs were cotton farmers, 

and five camps were built to satisfy those needs. It should 

not be implied that prisoners of war were not employed in 

cotton fields around other camps in Texas; however, these 

five camps were all built specifically to answer the demands 

of cotton interests, and the prisoners incarcerated in the 

five camps were employed almost exclusively by surrounding 

cotton farmers. 

Of these camps acquired by cotton interests, four were 

located in El Paso County. Late in 1942, an apparent labor 

shortage developed around El Paso, and the area's cotton 

farmers feared that labor would not be adequate to harvest 

the 1943 cotton crop. As a result, farmers enlisted the aid 

of Congressman Swing Thomason to petition for the estab-

lishment of a prisoner of war camp in the county. Thomason 

was informed, however, that not only were prisoners 

unavailable in such numbers to provide for a labor camp in 

the area, but that present military policy prohibited the 
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location of a prisoner camp within 150 miles of the border. 

The county's farmers and the county agent consequently 

flooded Washington with telegrams, and the Army changed its 

policy to allow camps to be built along the border. The 

area farmers were subsequently informed that a camp could be 

22 

secured for the county. 

The cotton interests, working with the county agent, 

negotiated a contract with the City and County of El Paso 

to lease the Livestock exposition for a POW camp. The 

exposition building was remodeled at a cost of $11,000 and 

several hundred Italian prisoners were sent there from 
23 

Lordsburg, New Mexico. 

As soon as Camp El Paso was approved, farmers from 

nearby Fabens petitioned for a camp of their own. The El 

Paso County Labor Committee agreed one was needed in the 

area, and the farmers converted the Fabens Compress 

Warehouse, located just south of Fabens at a cost of $16,000, 

to provide adequate space for 600 prisoners. Thus, two 

branch camps were established in El Paso County in time to 

provide labor to harvest the 1943 cotton crop. According to 

22 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual 

Narrative Report by W. S. Foster, County Agent, El Paso 
County, 1 December 1942 - 30 November 1943, Texas Agricultural 
and Mechanical College; San Antonio Express. 30 Julv 1943: 
ibid., 4 September 1943. 

23 
San Antonio Express. 4 September 1943. 
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W. S. Foster, the local county agent, the crop would have 

been lost had it not been for POW labor.^ 

Eventually, two more camps were added in the vicinity, 

one at Ysleta, established in October 1944, and another at 

Cantillo, built in July 1945, all to serve the labor needs 

of area cotton farmers. All these camps eventually became 

branches of the nearby base camp at Fort Bliss.^ 

In the Brazos Valley in Central Texas, a branch camp 

was built to provide labor for that region's cotton farmers. 

Camp Chance Plantation, located about forty miles south of 

base Camp Hearne, was the product of a plan worked out by 

three area planters along with cooperation from Agricul-

tural Extension Service and authorities at Camp Hearne. 

George u. Chance, Joe Baker, and J. Earl Porter, all owners 

of large farms in the Brazos Valley, met with other planters 

in the region to enlist their help in building a branch camp 

for the use of prison labor in the cotton fields. Finding 

interest lacking for such a facility, the three planters 

determined to construct a camp on their own. The camp was 

constructed on Chance's land and was composed of several 

24 
Ibid.; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Work 

Detachment at Fabens by Guy Metraux, ICRC, 14 April 1945 
(translation) File: Other Inspection Reports, Sliss, 
Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. 
rfr., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

25 
See PKGO, "Weekly Reports#

M 
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uninsulated corrugated tin buildings and six-man tents. 

Chance, Baker, and porter largely funded the c a m p . ^ 

Although these three large farmers financed the camp, 

other farmers in the valley could utilize the prisoners for 

the cost of ten cents per man per day. The payment would 

go into a fund to offset the costs to the three sponsors 

for building the camp. The records did not indicate how 

many of the area's farmers used prisoners from Camp Chance 

~l^^tation, however, it was determined that Chance, who owned 

about 10,000 acres, utilized them rather extensively, 

employing about 250 in the cotton fields. Chance reported 

that the prisoners were satisfactory workers and stressed 

that their labor helped him save his cotton crop. Camp 

Chance Plantation, which opened in April 1945, housed about 

250 German prisoners of war until it was closed 15 January 

1946. 2 7 

Nine branch camps were built in East and Central Texas 

in order to meet the labor needs of the farmers in those 

regions. Most of the prisoners utilized by these farmers 

were employed in generalized farm work, including land 

clearing, fence building, hoeing, and harvesting. The 

26~ " ~ " 
aryan Daily Eagle. 11 July 1945. 

"ibid.j Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of 
.risoner of rar Camp Hearne, Hearne, Texas by Charles E. 
Eberhardt, Department of State, 17-19 July 1945, File- 680 2 
(State Department) General p/w, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File * 

n,P
er* dr_*» Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; see also PKGo! 

"weekly Reports." ' ̂ » 
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records indicated that the camps were established at these 

locations due to efforts of well-organized small farmers 

representing various crops, rather than interests representing 

one major staple. 

Of the nine camps acquired through the efforts of 

small farmers, four were branches of Mexia. These include 

the camps built near Forney, Kaufman, Cleburne, and 

Corsicana. Four were administered by Camp Huntsville: 

Navasota, Anahuac, Mont Belvieu, and Kirbyville. The 

remaining camp, Camp Garwood, was a branch of Camp Swift. 

The first of the camps to open due to efforts of 

organized small farmers was Camp Forney, which also had the 

shortest life of any camp in Texas. Forney opened to about 

100 German prisoners on 15 March 1944, and it closed two 

weeks later. No information was found in the documents to 
OQ 

explain its termination. 

Camp Kaufman opened the following month. It was the 

home to an average of about 200 German NCOs for the twenty-

one months of its existence. Perhaps because the prisoners 

at Kaufman were non-commissioned officers who had volunteered 

to work at Kaufman, security was very lax at the camp. 

According to a guard who was stationed there, the tent camp 

was surrounded by only one string of barbed wire, and it was 

there only for "show." Had a prisoner wanted to leave, it 

28 — — — 

i A 4i
P?S?; Reports," 15 March 1944, p. 2: ibid 

1 April 1944, p. 2. ' 1 '» 
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probably would have been rather easy, because the fence had 

no gate. There were guards stationed, however, on elevated 

platforms at each corner of the fence to prevent prisoners 
OQ 

from "straying." 

Each morning the prisoners were marched to the fields 

and were expected to perform their assigned tasks, which 

usually included general farm labor such as chopping cotton, 

hoeing and pulling corn, and planting onions. At night they 

were returned to their compound which they found time to 

decorate and make more pleasing by planting small gardens.3^ 

Camp Cleburne was the product of a request made by the 

Johnson County farmers. In the spring of 1944, area farmers 

and otrier interested parties held a county-wide meeting for 

the express purpose of securing a POW camp. They made the 

appropriate application, and in June 1944, Camp Cleburne was 

29 
1Q7i •InJe5vi®w».JeFry Miller to Robert Tissing, 4 August 
1971, in Robert Tissing, "Utilization of WWII Prisoners of 
«ar xn Texas: Oral Memoirs," The Texas Collection, Baylor 
noiV?rf-lty? T e x a s (hereafter referred to as Tissing, 
"Oral Memoirs"); Report, Excerpts of Report Made by Swiss 
Legation on Inspection of Mexia, 12-13 August 1944, File-
255 (Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br , 
POw Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

30C - r 
v- n l 1

 h?p?rt» R®P°rt ° n Visit to POW Camp, Kaufman, Texas 
General August 1945, File: 255 (Camp Fannin) 
ueneral, Box 1614, uec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proi 

Letter, Col. Clifford Urwiller, PMGO to Commanding 
Officer, POW Camp Mexia, Texas, 28 June 1945, UncIas^Tef ® 

to POW -amn ? 0? 0 p e r* 2 i V " P M G 0 ; ReP°rt» Report of visit 
riAhur-ne T 1 T e* a s and POW Branch Camps, Kaufman and 
uleburne, Texas by Maj. S. C. Shannahan, PMGO, File: PMGO 

? n RePOrts» Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, Fieid Ser. 
pts., kept, or., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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established. The prisoners, most of whom were transferred 

from base Camp Mexia, were housed in stone buildings located 

on the old fair grounds just west of Cleburne. Most of the 

prisoners incarcerated there found their services used by 

the small farmers of the area who must have valued their 

labor because some 120 Johnson County farmers utilized POWs 

during 1944 alone. The prisoners performed numerous chores 

for the farmers, but the majority were employed hoeing, 

weeding, and picking the variety of crops raised in the 
31 

county. 

Camp Navasota got off to a shaky start. Application 

was made for a camp by Grimes County farmers in the spring 

of 1944. The application was approved, and in June of that 

year Camp Navasota opened to about 170 German prisoners who 

were moved to their new home from Camp Huntsville. Most of 

the prisoners were immediately put to work chopping cotton. 

According to the area farmers who utilized the POWs, their 

labor was satisfactory. It was not satisfactory to the 

prisoners, however, for disputes arose between the farmers 

and the prisoners over the tasks assigned to the prisoners 

and the number of hours they were required to work, 

ReDort bvXpS a^v C U l t* r ai E x t e n s i o n Service, Annual Narrative 
™ SJU, I io; * u n? c h' County Agent, Johnson County, 
«ech«ni^! r™? \ 1 „ D e c M « > « 1944> Texas Agricultural and 

£ nullfge; Report, Report of Visit to POV Camp 
Kilters by Charles Eberhardt, Department of State, 
*ox 1402 p®?*2 ( S t a t e Department) General P/W, 
RG 389? KA: * ' °Per* B r " P 0 W°P e r* D i v - PMGO, 
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Apparently, the dispute could not be settled, for at the end 

of July 1944, Camp Navasota was closed.3^ 

In May 1945, the camp was reopened to about 200 pris-

oners. Perhaps remembering the disputes of the previous 

year, Camp Navasota was built so that it could be easily 

and cheaply dismantled. The facility was a tent camp 

measuring 350 feet square, surrounded by barbed wire. But 

the tents could easily be disassembled, and even the latrines 

and bath houses were temporary structures. The second 

attempt to establish Camp Navasota proved successful, and the 

camp remained there until it was deactivated in November 

1945.33 

On 1 August 1944, ninety-one German POWs were transferred 

from Camp Huntsvilie to Anahuac and opened a new camp by 

that name. The camp operated as a branch of Huntsville until 

early December 1944, with the 220 prisoners performing a 

variety of agricultural chores. At that time, the camp was 

closed for approximately one year. It was reopened 1 October 

1945, this time as a branch of Camp Polk, Louisiana. Its 

32 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 

Report by A. C. Pratt, County Agent, Grimes County, 
1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College. 

bv r h ^ f c ^ ' p r K 6 ^ 1 ^ 1 1 £ r i s o n e r o f war Camp Hearne, Texas 
5m . ^ e ? h f r d t » Department of State, 17-19 July 

ritll n l v 2 (State Department) General ?/W, Box 1402, 
NA* P M m m- u ' Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
ISA, PMGO "Weekly Reports," 16 June 1944, p. 3; ibid., 
23 July 1944, p. 3; ibid., 23 May 1945, £. 4; ibid 
1 November 1945, p. 10. *' 
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life as a branch of Camp Polk was limited; on 16 November 

1945, it closed permanently. Thus, the total life of Camp 

Anahuac was only about seven months, and even that existence 

was interrupted by almost a year of vacancy.34 

Camp Garwood was home for about 250 German prisoners 

for a period of eighteen months. This prison labor camp, 

a branch of Camp Swift, opened on 8 September 1944 and 

operated continuously until 16 November 1945. Located near 

the Texas coastal rice belt, Camp Garwood supplied prison 

labor to area farmers for general farm work and, during 

harvest season, to the rice producers.35 

Camp Mont Belvieu, a branch of Huntsville, was another 

of the short-lived branch camps. It opened on 16 September 

1944 to help solve the temporary labor shortage of the area 

farmers, and 100 German POWs were moved to the area from 

^untsvi1le. The camp closed as soon as the shortage evap-

orated three months later. 

34 
o T. PMGO "Weekly Reports," 1 August 1944, p. 3; ibid., 

M f r » ibid. 1 October 1945, p. 3; ibid. 
16 November 1945, p. 8. * ' iDia*> 

35 
• ̂  ?vGC» "Weekly Reports," 8 September 1944, p. 6: 

1 Wo^e?^er 1 9 4 3, ?• 9; Report, Report of Inspection 
of PCX Camp Swift and POW Branch Camps Rosenberg, Alvin 

3? 7 C i t y > CamP°» Garwood and Eagle Lake by'caot, 
Charle_ t. Tremper, PMGO, 8 -12 October 1945, File* PMGO 
Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File, Field*Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Sr., inemy pow Info. Bur., PMGO PG 389 FA* 

36 
• "Weekly Reports," 16 September 1944, o. 3; 
ibid., 8 November 1944, p. 4. 



96 

Camp Gorsicana was established rather Late. In early 

April 1945, 133 German enlisted men from Mexia were 

transferred to L-orsicana, and a new branch camp was estab-

lished. Eventually, the camp grew to about 210 prisoners. 

The personnel stationed at the camp represented prisoners 

who were generally those classified as trustworthy. 

Included among the prisoners were about 100 Germans who had 

been determined by United States Army officials to be 

anti-iN'azi, and the rest were Austrians, Czechs, and Poles 

who had been drafted into the German Army and who only 

wanted the war to end so they could be rapidly repatriated. 

This group of prisoners worked for area farmers in a variety 

of capacities, but while living near Gorsicana, they probably 

learned more than they wanted about picking cotton, cutting 

wood, clearing land, and other types of general farm labor. 

Camp Gorsicana was originally a branch of Mexia but in mid-

July was turned over to Camp Fannin for administration. The 

camp finally closed on 16 November 1945.37 

37 
hv Ph«r.V!«°- >,<lnSZeC*:xon ReP°rt of Visit to POW Gamp Fannin 
?o/S f > Department of State, 18-22 July 
r? ^ T,??1 ' (State Department) General p/W, Box 1402 
Class, uec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO Report ' 
*eport of Capt. Lyle T. Dawson, PMGO to Co*iandin£ Officer 

S r t s n n ^ A n ? n X a t ' ? ^ 7 0 b e r 1945> F i l e : P M G 0 inaction' Reports, b annm, Box 2667, Sub. File, Field Inspect" Rents 
vtlit ?r'pnTE;n®my P 0 W Inf°* Bur-» PMGO; Report, Report of ** 

o? -amp, Camp Corsicana, Texas by Olle Axbersc 
- i 6

 2 5 5 tannin) Generalf' 
oon * * rile» Admin. Br., POW Soec. proi Div PMrn 

ibid 1Nt'i "*eeily Sports," 8 April 1944, p.* *5;^ ' 
, 1 J u l y 1944» P. 6; ibid., 16 November 1945, p. 9 
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The ninth branch camp established to provide general 

farm labor was Camp Kirbyville. Kirbyville, a small camp 

of only about 150 prisoners, was established as a branch of 

Huntsville only for about one month, and on 15 July was 

transferred to the jurisdiction of Camp Polk. During its 

existence as either a branch of Huntsville or Polk, the camp 

helped supply labor to the timber and farm interests of the 

area. Camp Kirbyville was closed on 1 October 1945, after 

being active for only six months.38 

Two branch camps, Dumas and Dalhart, both branches of 

Camp Hereford, were established due to efforts of non-

agricultural interests. Late in 1943 Texas Utilities of 

Dalhart, which wanted to use prison labor to ice down 

refrigerated railroad cars for the Rock Island Railroad, 

requested the right to use the labor of Italian prisoners 

incarcerated at Camp Hereford. Although the utility company 

requested the PCMs in December 1943, a branch camp was not 

established until October 1945. Part of the delay in the 

decision to establish a branch camp in Dalhart occurred 

because the prisoners at Camp Hereford were considered by 

the Army to be non-cooperative and pro-Fascist. Thus, fear 

of sabotage of the railroad cars delayed the decision.3^ 

ia T i
 Fio?t "Wee^ly.RfP<>rts," 23 May 1945, p. 4; ibid., 

16 July 1945, p. 7; ibid., 1 October 1945, p. 8. 
39t 
rr Col. T. R. Parker, Commanding Officer, PO'W 

uamp Hereford to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
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Demands for a camp continued to be made, however, not 

only by Texas Utilities but also by area farmers who wanted 

to use the prisoners for generalized farm labor. Eventually, 

permission was granted, and approximately 200 Italian pris-

oners were transferred from Camp Hereford to the new branch 

camp, located on the outskirts of Dalhart, on 16 October 

1945. The efforts were hardly worth the results, because 

the camp closed about six months later when the Italian 

prisoners were finally repatriated.40 

Camp Dumas was established as a result of the city 

fathers' request for a small camp for use by the town in 

such endeavors as street cleaning, clearing off vacant lots, 

and general maintenance. Hence, in April 1945, about 

twenty-five Italian prisoners were transferred there from 

Hereford. The labor of the POWs must have been satisfactory, 

because the size of the camp grew steadily until it contained 

about 100 prisoners. The camp existed about eight months 

and finally closed in November 1945.41 

In addition to the many branch camps requested and 

received due to the efforts of private interests, the United 

States Army established a total of fifteen labor or branch 

FileeC?^n?r n 9 4 3 ,- F i l e : Heref°rd, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. 
File, Rept. Br., nnemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, ftA 

4 0 T , 
12- ibid U tMG°' "wT?f?iy ReP°rts»" 16 October 1945, o. iz, ibid., 15 January 1946, p. 7. 

41 
PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 8 April 1945 n 8- ihiri 

16 November 1945, p. 8. * P* ' lbld*> 
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camps for its own uses. Of this number, the Army built 

camps to provide prison labor for three general hospitals, 

seven at Army Air Corps facilities, two at United States 

Army bases, one at a quartermaster depot, one for the use of 

the Corps of Engineers, and one for an unspecified use. 

The branch camps built to provide prisoner labor for 

general hospitals were located at McCloskey General Hospital 

(Temple), Ashburn General Hospital (McKinney), and Harmon 

jeneral Hospital at Longview. Camp McCloskey was the first 

of these hospital camps established, opening in October 1944. 

This prisoner of war camp, a branch of Camp Hood, was home to 

about 220 German prisoners who were assigned to Camp Hood 

until the camp was deactivated in April 1946.42 

Camp McolosKey, located on the hospital grounds, 

consisted of two two-story barrack buildings, plus a mess 

hall and administrative offices. Each barrack was divided 

into about twenty rooms with three cots in each room; thus, 

the capacity for the camp was about 240 POWs. An official 

from the State Department, however, pointed out that the 

barracks were made terribly overcrowded by trying to cram 

that many prisoners into each room. These prisoners, most 

of whom were veterans from the African campaign, were lightly 

guarded, and the camp did not even have a guardhouse, which 

was uncommon for even a branch camp. The work performed by 

42 
i A . .P¥S?i Reports," 8 October 1944, p. 3; ibid., 
i April jL9q>0) p # 4. 
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the prisoners was confined largely to maintenance work on 

the buildings and grounds of the hospital, although they 

often served as orderlies in the prisoner of war wing of 

the hospital, also.^3 

On March 1945, branch camps were authorized for Ashburn 

General Hospital and Harmon General Hospital. Camp Ashburn, 

located outside McKinney, was established in April as a 

branch camp of Camp Howze. Camp Harmon opened as a branch 

of Camp Fannin the following month. As was the case at 

Camp McCloskey, the camps were located on the hospital 

grounds, and the approximately 200 prisoners assigned to 

each of the camps performed such tasks as carpentry, 

gardening, and general repair on the hospital property. 

Neither camp existed for any length of time. Camp Ashburn 

was deactivated in November 1945; Camp Harmon saw its demise 

in January 1946.^ 

Seven branch camps were established at Army Air Corps 

bases despite months of resistance by this branch at having 

prisoner of war camps even located nearby. Claiming security 

rj _ I n®P® c t i o n Report, Inspection Report of Prisoner of 
1: 3 r a n c h Gamp, Temple, Texas by Van Arsdale Turn^ 
Department of State, 20 March 1945, File- 680 2 

G e n;r a l P/W> B o x 1402, Class. Dec File "per 
uV.9 POw Oper. Dxv., PMGO, RG 389, na * tper. 

44 
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problems and the proximity of sensitive information, the 

Air Corps adopted a policy early in the war of allowing no 

prisoners near any of its facilities; however, after D-Day 

and the fact of no reported sabotage committed by the pris-

oners, the Air Corps changed its policy, and beginning in 

late 1944 and early 1945, it began to seek branch camps. 

Thus, between October 1944 and May 1945, a total of seven 

of the branch camps were located in Texas, most at airfields, 

not major bases. 

The first of the branch camps located at Army Air 

Corps facilities was rather short-lived. m Late October 

1944, Camp Galveston, located at Galveston Air Force Base, 

opened for about 125 German POVs. This temporary branch # 

camp, a branch of Camp Crockett, existed for only one month 

and on 23 November 1944 was deactivated.45 

i<o other Air Corps branch camps were opened until 

March 1945, when three new camps were established and 

received their first prisoners. Lubbock Army Air Field and 

Childress Army Air Field opened new branch camps on 8 March 

1945. 3oth camps were established in order to move anti-Nazi 

prisoners from the pro-Nazi NCO camp at McLean. The anti-

Nazis had received many threats from the pro-Nazi element, 

so authorities segregated them for their own safety by 

moving these prisoners to new branch camps. These German 

23 Nov!mb^l944fp
lr ^ P O " S > " 2 3 °«ober 1944, p. 2; ibid., 
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anti-Nazi prisoners, who numbered about 100 at Childress and 

250 at Lubbock, worked at nearby cotton compresses and 

warehouses.^ 

On about 1 August 1945, the German prisoners were 

transferred from Camp Childress and Lubbock to make the 

prisoners ready for repatriation, and Italian prisoners from 

Camp Hereford were transferred to the branch camps to take 

their placet, and at the same time, the camps became branches 

of Hereford. Italian prisoners of war remained at Camps 

Childress and Lubbock until the end of 1945, when both the 

camps were deactivated.^ 

Lamp Amarillo was also a branch of Hereford, and 

Italian POWs became a rather common sight in the vicinity 

of Amarillo Army Air Field. This large branch camp, which 

at one time held almost 500 Italian prisoners, was also a 

temporary home for German POWs. On 1 January 1946, as the 

Italian POWs were eventually repatriated, Camp Amarillo 

became a work camp of Fort Reno, New Mexico, which housed 

German prisoners. Thus, as the Italian POWs were moved out 

of the camp, German prisoners were moved in. These German 

PMGO, "weekly Reports," 8 March 1945 n t*,* «-• 
Report, Report of Visii- t-« o A r r n " P* Inspection 
Arsdale Tu?ner LllltLnt «? Mf L e a n» Texas by Van 
of Switzerland,' 30 March 1945 ' File-^680^°^5 o e t z» LeSation 
General P/w, Box 1402^ Class Dec Fi lH A D eP a r t o e*<0 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, ma. ' P 6 r* Br*» P 0 W °Per-

16 AugustGl945^epf1^2!ePOr1:S," 1 A u g u s t 1945» P. 6; ibid., 
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prisoners at Camp Amarillo were among the last in Texas to 

be repatriated in that the camp was not closed until March 

1 9 4 6 . 4 8 

On 16 May 1945, three more Air Corps facilities became 

the home for POW branch camps. Camp Pyote and Camp Biggs 

Field were both located at Army airfields, and both were 

branch camps of Camp Bliss. These camps, located in remote 

areas of far West Texas, were about the same size. They 

allowed the 325 German POVs incarcerated in each of the 

camps to sample the terrain and probably the dust of the 

desert-like region. Even though the prisoners may have 

been eager to return to their more humid homeland, unfor-

tunately for them the camps were not deactivated until the 

war had been over in Europe for almost a year. The camps 

closed in March 1 9 4 6 . 4 9 

The third camp to open on the same date was Camp Big 

Spring, a branch camp of Camp Bowie. Camp Big Spring was 

located on Big Spring Army Air Field, and the 120 German 

prisoners made the airfield their temporary home until 

December 1945 when the branch camp was closed.50 

PhGO, "Weekly Reports." 23 warch 1Q&5 >-> q. •, . , 
January 1$46, p. 6; ibid., 1 March 1946 p* 5* ' *» 

49 * 
15 8aPOrt"«" 16 1945> P. 2: ibid., 

50n 
i* n -MjO, 'Weekly Reports," 16 May 1945 n ?• 4 hi* 
16 December 1945, p. 8. p. /, ibid., 
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Thus, a total of seven branch camps was established at 

Army Air Corps facilities in Texas, of the seven, only one 

was not located in a remote area or small town of West Texas. 

No specific explanation was found in the documents which 

discussed the decisions to locate these branch camps in the 

areas where they were built; however, as was the case with 

the vast majority of all the prison camps in Texas, conscious 

effort was always made to establish the camps away from 

population centers. In the case of the branch camps at the 

airfields in Texas, those efforts certainly proved success-

ful. 

The two branch camps established at United states A m y 

bases were established in 1944 at white Rock Lake just 

outside Dallas and Fort Clark, Texas. Fort Clark was the 

first of the two camps to be built, opening in late 

Kay 1944. This rather small work camp was a branch of Camp 

Huntsville and was home to about 150 German prisoners until 

September 1945. Camp White Rock Lake, established in 

November 1944, was a branch of Camp Mexia. The approximately 

300 German prisoners incarcerated there remained in the 

Dallas area until the camp was deactivated in October 1945.51 

The 8th Service Command General Quartermaster Depot was 

located in Fort Worth. On 16 March 1945, a new branch camp 

23 November' 1944^0^ 4 - P " w ' " P / " ? 1?44',g- l-
ibid., 1 October l & i / p 5 ' 1 S e P t e m b « 1945 , p. 1 0 ; ' 
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was opened there, and German prisoners were brought from 

Camp WoIters to the new camp. Gamp Fort Worth employed 

about 400 prisoners who worked in the quartermaster depot, 

primarily stocking and shipping goods, until the camp was 

closed in February 1946.52 

The Corps of Engineers established one camp in Texas, 

Camp Denison. The German prisoners at Camp Denison were 

brought there from base Camp Howze when the camp was opened 

m hay 1944. Camp Denison employed the 200 prisoners at the 

Denison Dam project, which was a Corps of Engineers dam. 

Most of the prisoners worked at grading, brush removal, 

and planting around Denison Dam. Others labored on erosion 

control projects associated with the dam, and one detachment 

worked at the Texas Nursery in the City of Denison. m 

January 1946, Camp Denison was closed, and the prisoners 

were moved back to Camp Howze to prepare for repatriation.53 

Camp Kenedy, a branch of Camp Sam Houston, had a long 

and varied history. it was also rather unique in that it 

was the only branch camp in the United States built for 

officer POWs, and it was nnp nf -e 
one of the few camps in the country 

to be the home for Japanese prisoners. 

16 F - b r u S ? ' ! ^ ^ " h«ch 1945, p. 9; ibld., 

of Camp Howze, Denlson'by VanPt?sdIle°TuraerC™P' B r a n c h C a mP 
State, 24 March 1945, File- 680 2 n ' J eP a r t* e n t of 
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The Kenedy Chamber of Commerce touted the virtues of 

Camp Kenedy, an abandoned CCC camp, as an excellent site 

for an alien detention center. Due largely to the efforts 

of John F. Eikel, the manager of the local chamber of 

commerce, the Army approved Kenedy as an alien detention 

center on 1 Karch 1942. From that time until 1944, the 

Justice Department used Camp Kenedy as a detention center. 

After the Justice Department determined that it was no longer 

needed as a camp for suspected alien enemies, the local 

Kenedy chamber of Commerce then offered the camp to the 

United States Army to use as a prisoner of war camp, m 

the summer of 1944, Alex Bomeyer, who was at that time the 

president of the Kenedy Chamber of Commerce, called upon 

Congressman Richard Kleberg for his help in converting the 

Site to a prison camp. tlomeyer used the argument that with 

the $600,000 the United States Covernment had already spent 

on the camp converting it to an alien detention center, Camp 

Kenedy would be an obvious site to consider as a POW 

ity. Kleberg, in turn, contacted the appropriate office 

in the Var Department, and in September 1944, Camp Kenedy was 

accepted as a prison camp. 

8 ^ ? & ' PMGO, "Weekly Reports," 
^ ' p* ibid., 1 January 1946, p. 6. 

to John ? ?ikel° rh^K»; "JFS"' C h i e f> A l l e n Division, P M G 0 
13 March 1 9 ^ k i ° K!nJv °£™erce, Kenedy, Texas, ' 
1423, sub. Corres. 'hie, Oper ** B o* 
Letter, Alex domeyer, Chamber of Comiercer^nedy;'TexaS!to 
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The following month, Camp Kenedy received its first 

prisoners of war. Kenedy became a camp for German officer 

POrfs who had been wounded and captured during the European 

campaigns, and at least one source stated that the officers 

had been engaged in Che Battle of the Bulge. Along with the 

500 German officers sent immediately to Camp Kenedy, 100 

German enlisted PQWs were also moved to the camp.55 

The German officers were incarcerated at Camp Kenedy 

until late June 1945, at which time sixty-five Japanese 

officers and 365 Japanese enlisted men, all carefully 

selected, were transferred to the camp from Camp McCoy, 

Wisconsin, to be screened for a special "re-education" 

program held in a special school established at Camp 

Huntsville. By the end of November 1945, all the Japanese 

had been transferred from Camp Kenedy, and the camp was then 

permanently closed. Thus, located in Kenedy, in an area 

which is now a housing development, there existed a camp 

- ° ^ s t ^ o n K 1 3 o b x r f 4 2 3 5 S u f ^ 1 9 4 4> K e n e ^ > 
Oper. Div., PXGO^ Letter' ITl p U p ' , *>W 
Department to Cong. Richird K i e b e r g ^ l ^ u ^ s t ^ S i / ^ i , 
Kenedy, Texas - Construction Box 1423 r 9 f?\le: 

Oper. Br., pow Oper Div S M 4 ? V I » ' G o r r e s- File, 
Karshal General to i o m m a A d i n g ^ l e ^ S T * „ 
19 September 1944 ™ * Service Command, 
Box 1423, " b : Corres Fil« ^ y * T?* a S " C o n " ~ « i o n , ' 
PMGO, RG 389, N V Robert ""honhnff' P° W 0 p e r* Div*» 
Detention Ca^o 1942 Kened'' A l l e n 

State » paper read before The Texas a e historical Association, vjarch 5 1976 J-exas 
55 ' 

T _ PMGO, "Weekly Reports." 1 October 1 Q M _ q 
Interview, Robert Thonhoff to Author, 5 March'1976? 



108 

which was home for CCC boys, enemy aliens, German Army 

officers, and members of the Japanese armed forces.56 

When Americans think of labor camps in relation to 

prisoners of war during World War II, they have a tendency 

to assume that only Germany or Russia purposely exploited 

the cheap and dependable labor supply which POWs provided. 

The United States, however, likewise used prisoner of war 

labor to the maximum, and, indeed, as has been shown, built 

special camps for the express purpose of utilizing this 

labor supply in the most efficient manner. Not only was 

prisoner labor exploited for the purpose of freeing military 

personnel from maintenance and housekeeping duties on 

military bases, but what made the labor program in the 

United States unusual was that POWs were also supplied to 

private contractors for their use and gain. 

It is also interesting that of the thirty-six private 

branch camps authorized in Texas, twenty-five were built 

due to requests and demands of large organized landowners 

representing basic staple crops. The rice, cotton, and 

timber interests were more successful in acquiring prisoner 

labor than were small farmers who attracted only nine of the 

branch camps. Either that situation implies that the rice, 

cotton, and timber interests were better organized, and 

1 A u g u ^ r i 9 i 5 " " p ? k l l ? . P t g ? r S ' l f i 1 M J U l y K 1 9 ^ ' P" " i i b " . , 
a discussion of the Japanese r<* Vert!^?r , P* *0- For 
Chapter 7 below. JaPanese re-education program see 
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thorfif OT6 C3Dclbl6 of SXPrf i no-
exerting more pressure than the small 

farmers, or that there was a greatpr 1.1... . 

a greater labor shortage in those 

areas. The documents indicated that the former was more 

generally the case. 

£ V 6 n t n o u § h t h e prisoners were required to work, in 

accordance to the Geneva Convention, certainly not ail of 

their time was consumed by toil, indeed, Army regulations 

mandated that each prisoner be allowed a certain number of 

free hours per week. Thus, the prisoners of war in Texas 

had also time to sample a variety of leisure activities. 



CHAPTER III 

CAMP ROUTINE AND RATIONS 

Much research by American historians and popular writers 

has been devoted to an attempt to describe the experiences 

of Allied prisoners of war during World War II. Virtually 

no work has been done, however, in an attempt to evaluate 

how the Axis prisoners were treated and what their life was 

like while in the hands of Americans. Because Texas had more 

camps than any other state, and because of the large number 

of prisoners incarcerated there, the Lone Star State serves 

as an example for suggesting what camp life was like for the 

prisoners while they were involuntary guests of the United 

States Government, and illustrates how effective the Army was 

in caring for their charges. 

Naturally, capture by an enemy during time of war is, 

to say the least, an unsettling experience. Many of the 

confused, scared, and bewildered Axis soldiers captured by 

American or British troops were sent to the United states, 

and many of those ended up in p r i s o n c a m p s i n T e x a s_ ^ 

prisoners of war brought to the United states entered through 

ports of debarkation at Norfolk, boston, or New York. Upon 

leavxng the ships, the prisoners were herded to sanitation 

stations where each was supposed to take a shower, be 

1 l n 
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sprayed with a disinfectant, and have his clothes deloused. 

Due to the numbers of prisoners processed, however, the 

procedures were often overlooked, and the prisoners instead 

were put on trains and shipped immediately to the camps to 

which they were assigned, when they arrived at their new 

homes, consequently, they were usually in the same clothes 

in which they had been captured, and most had not had a 

chance to bathe for perhaps a month. This would explain the 

commanding officer's remark at Camp Mexia that many of the 

prisoners who arrived there spent most of their free time 

under the showers because of their dirty and exhausted 

condition upon arrival. A resident of Riverside, a town 

near Camp Huntsville, witnessed the coming of the first 

prisoners brought to the camp, she described them as clothed 

in uniforms which were dirty and ragged, and it was obvious 

to her that they had not bathed since capture. The train 

on which they arrived smelled "worse than a cattle car." 

The prisoners, however, lost none of their spirit in spite 

of their condition. After disembarking from the train, they 

marched the three miles to Camp Huntsville in close formation 

singing German songs in four-part harmony.1 

One prisoner Incarcerated at Camp Fannin was brought to 

Norfolk directly from North Africa on board a troop transport. 

Marsh^nGenera^t?risonSr'o?f^re
n
Army;-°ffiCe ° f T h e P r o v ° " 

Historical M o n o a w S ? " r l w n e ? n " ™ Df v l s i o n> 

2££iss M l s S l l J l r i f :
 CzsW^0fmr±rihe 
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He reported that he was not able to bathe or change clothes 

until after arrival at the Tyler facility. "After all," 

he pointed out, "we were prisoners of war."^ 

When the prisoners first began to arrive at camps in 

Texas, they provoked a lot of curiosity from the townspeople 

who wanted to see Hitler's finest personally. When the first 

prisoners arrived at Gamp Kearne, the townspeople were 

instructed by the military officials to stay inside their 

houses. Citizens turned out anyway to witness the arrival 

of the troops and watched as they were marched from the 

railroad down Highway 190 to the camp. At Mexia, when the 

prisoners arrived, the townspeople turned out in great 

numbers to see the representatives of the Afrika Korps. In 

fact, some purposely sought out good vantage points so they 

could get more than a glimpse at the enemy.3 

After the prisoners arrived and were assigned barracks 

in their respective compounds, they were fed, allowed to 

News, 2 October 1944; Francis H. Bowers " H i s i U ^ r i ^ J f ^ 
Country Campus " (Master1 <s Thoc-!e e T "1Etory or the 
Teacher ColUg4, I9I0)̂  d. ll 
Bowers, "Country Campus"). t n e r e a f t e r referred to as 

^Interview, Walter Kattwinkle to Author, 13 August 1976. 

1971, in^obert *Tissingf a"Utilizationrof T^/rS,liHp'i ̂  A U g U S t 

"Oral I - . e J i r s ^ ' l ^ v i e w J e r ^ ' v f T l E S i r , g ' 
9 August 1971 in ibid ^ Letter T R*n »- J°-E?b<Srt Tisslns. 
30 December 1974. 1Dia-' L e t t e r, J- Fort Smith to Author, 
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shower, and issued a serial number if not already possessing 

one. The following days were rather hectic for the pris-

oners as they became acclimated to their new surroundings. 

During the first few days, the prisoners were kept busy 

policing the compounds, being interviewed by camp officials, 

receiving inoculations, and taking physicals.^ 

The clothing of the prisoners also went through various 

adjustments. Although no new clothing was issued the pris-

oners if their national uniform in which they were captured 

was serviceable, all prisoner uniforms, except for officer 

prisoners, were marked with the letters "PW." The markings 

were six inches high and were placed across the back of 

coats, shirts, and jackets. In addition, letters four 

inches high were on each sleeve and on the seat and front 

legs of trousers. If the national uniforms were unusable, 

the prisoners were issued dark blue clothing, similarly 

marked. Officers could purchase or have national uniforms 

made for them, which were not marked. Periodically, prison 

guards raided the compounds to search for clothes not 

appropriately marked, and according to a guard at Mexia, 

they usually found large amounts of contraband clothing.5 

^PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:87. 

Prisoners of Warf ' z ^ A p r i ^ m ^ ^ ^ p M ^ ^ p o w £ l i e n®. a n d 
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In addition to having their uniforms marked, during the 

first hours or days the prisoners drew their clothing allow-

ance. The clothing issue was tightly controlled at all 

camps, and the list of authorized items was precise. Each 

prisoner was issued underwear (four pair), socks (four pair), 

a belt, a cap, coat, gloves, overcoat, two shirts and two 

pair of trousers (if national uniform was unserviceable), 

and one pair of shoes (if prisoners' shoes could not be 

repaired by an internee cobbler). National insignia and 

symbol of rank were allowed to be displayed on the prisoners' 

uniform, but none was issued.^ 

As the prisoners began to settle into their new abodes, 

they were informed of the rules and regulations they had to 

follow, one such regulation dealt with military courtesy. 

Prisoners of war were required to salute American military 

officers and follow basic rules of military courtesies; and 

they had to stand at attention and "face music or colors" 

whenever the national anthem was played or when "To the Colors," 

B^inJ DLL™r!'AUenaDiiiI?on6:pMGSCto,CBri8-H?en- B* M" 

Area: e£i Ci2?:7n&ss 9 

Admin. Div., pjmgo RG 389 ma* ^ a n d Rec°rds Br., 
Robert Tissing 9 August 197^ ^ r y Miller to ^ smg, y August 1971, m Tissing, "Oral Memoirs." 
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"Escort of the Colors," or "Retreat" was sounded. Likewise, 

a ?0W in ranks had to come to attention when addressed by 

an officer. Prisoners were allowed to salute "in the manner 

prescribed by regulations in their own army," which meant 

that the Gentian POMs were allowed to use the extended-arm 

Nazi salute. American personnel did not have to come to 

attention to salute pow officers; however, American officers 

were required to return the salute of POWs.7 

Servicemen of most armies during most wars seem to 

demonstrate a near obsession regarding the quality and the 

quantity of the food that is provided them. During World 

War II, the armed forces of the United states performed an 

admirable job in supplying adequate, if not savory, food to 

the American troops. The United states Army likewise 

generally provided adequate food for the prisoners of war 

in the United states. Indeed, civilians sometimes criticized 

it, not for inadequate diets provided for the POWs, but for 

feeding them too well. The diet fed to the POWs in Texas 

thus reflected not only the availability of food, but 

sometimes the events of the war as well as public pressure. 

Pj'iGO, POv'/ Operations, 1.007 t>°- - i 
Civilian Enemy Aliens ann'orf 1 • , Regulation, 
in PM-n Dntt r> Alxez}s a n d Prisoners of War, 22 Aoril 1Q49 in f.toO, POvv Operations, nnvu vni i n * April i y42, 
pp. 49-50; PQW Circular ho o ™ X * aPPend-» Tab 6, 
?OW Operations, nn.vtu * i A October 1943, in PMGO. 
of^Tabs, Tab ¥>\ POW Circuiario V ° U 1 o f 3 v o i s-
PMGO, POW Operations opmh ?'n26 November 1943, in 
3 v o l s ~ f Tabs, Tab 7. ' append., vol. 1 of 
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In accordance with Article 11 of the Geneva Convention, 

the food ration provided to PQVS was to be equal in quality 

and quantity to that supplied to American troops. 

Regulations drawn up early in the war provided that POVs 

would "be allowed the ration prescribed for United States 

troops." The regulations also sternly warned, however, that 

"m no instance was the money value of the ration to exceed 

that prescribed for enlisted men in the Army." To supplement 

their diet, and to decrease the cost of feeding, P0Ws were 

encouraged to raise their own vegetables in compound garden 

plots, and a corresponding reduction in their rations was 

Late in the war, the prisoners were required to raise 

their own vegetables.8 

During the first three years of the war, the Geneva 

Convention was followed very closely, and food was not a 

major problem. As a German POW incarcerated at Huntsville 

reported in June 1943, "On the first evening and on to the 

first days, we were hungry, but we were soon provided with 

sufficient meals. We received good and adequate food. 

According to our orders to do damage to your enemy wherever 

nemy l u e A s ^ ^ f f f f ^ f R e l a t i o n , c i v i l i a n 
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you can, we naturally were always asking for everything we 
Q 9 

could get.11 

A prisoner at Gamp Fannin agreed that food was generally 

abundant and in large variety; however, when he first arrived, 

he expressed fear and doubt as to what the prisoners were to 

be fed. During his first day at the Tyler camp, he was 

ordered to help unload the boxcars containing the food for 

the mess hall. The particular car he unloaded had nothing 

but canned corn, a vegetable unfamiliar to him as human 

food. He stated that his first reaction was the thought that 

"My God! They are going to feed us cattle feed'" To his 

pleasant surprise and genuine relief, other food was provided. 

In fact, this prisoner observed that he even gained weight 

after his arrival at the camp. The mess officer at Camp 

Mexia reported that indeed most of the prisoners at the camp 

gained four to twelve pounds per year while there.10 

because of the difficulty in preparing food to the likes 

of national groups, there was much food wastage. This 

situation did not escape the attention of the Army. To 

counteract the waste, the Quartermaster General's Office 

drew up a suggested menu for each national group of POWs to 

meet the differences In their tastes. The menus were to be 

1976; ^ r r 4 K S S S « 1 l 9 4 ? . A U t h ° r ' 13 A U g U S t 
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used by the camp mess officer as a guide in preparing meals, 

but they did not mandate foods. Waste continued, however, 

and it soon became apparent that the suggested menu guides 

were inadequate. The Quartermaster General x*as consequently 

ordered to conduct a full field investigation and to seek a 

menu acceptable to the POWs so the waste could be decreased. 

As a result of this rather intensive study, a "POV Menu and 

Mess Guide" was published in July 1944.** 

The Quartermaster General's investigation, which con-

centrated on the eating habits of the German POWs, concluded 

that the serving of foods that the prisoners did not like 

was the direct cause of the food wastage. To correct this 

situation, a Menu Board composed of the camp mess officer 

and other American administrative personnel was ordered 

established at each camp. Their prime responsibility was 

to select menus the POWs would find acceptable to national 

taste and to reduce waste. The Quartermaster General's 

recommendations, which became a directive to all camps, 

called for all canteens to be closed during mess, that the 

portions of servings be reduced to only what would be eaten, 

and that second helpings be allowed only after the POWs had 

Division^PMGO t ^ C o m ^ ^ n g Generals' Air^e^ice^ 6" 

append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs. Tab 6 * pvro oru 

Operations, OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., Tab 8.' ' — 
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cleaned their plates of all foods. Likewise, the 

recommendations stated that Germans preferred a light 

breakfast and suggested that from that time forward such 

foods as bacon, sausage, eggs, ham, potatoes, and French 

toast be eliminated from the morning meal and that fruit, 

cereal, bread, jelly, and coffee be utilized instead. 

Certain foods such as frozen fruit and vegetables, American-

style soup, and peanut butter were ordered completely 

excluded because Germans were "not familiar with this type 

of food and . . . waste results." Camps were also to with-

hold condiments like butter, French dressing, chili powder, 

tomato sauce, sage, and poultry seasoning. Likewise, dishes 

utilizing oysters, corn meal, celery, corn, eggplant, green 

peppers, tomatoes, and canned juices were to be removed from 

Che prisoners' diets. The menu directive also mandated that 

effective immediately, various kinds of meats were to be 

reduced by from 25 to 33 percent, butter by 75 percent, and 

sugar by 50 percent. Beef was to be served rarely, and salt 

pork substituted in its place.12 

To take the place of the food reductions, the directive 

provided that frankfurters, salami, and bologna were to be 

Divisionetp5^o Xl5;J;en;.B- *• 3ryan> Director, Alien 
5 F i il 3 r " U ' A U S e r v i c e Commands, 

, ^ y in rhaj, POW Operations opmr t i o 
0De?ations°In^4OS37^Olj:i-1?

f £ a b ^JPNGO, POW 
P. «-45; POW C i r c u i a r ^ - o / l s . ^ i f ^ g l P f f 5 ! ^ ^ ' 
Operations, OOH, vol. 1-2, append., Tab 3' ' — 
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served more frequently, as was cheese, potatoes, sauerkraut, 

and bread. Cabbage was to be served at least three times 
, 13 per week. 

ŝveri witn this restrictive policy, pressure mounted 

from the public sector and also from within the Provost 

iMarshal general's Office designed to restrict the diets of 

the prisoners and reduce wastage further. Consequently, on 

2 February 1945, new regulations governing POV menus were 

issued. The new orders sent to each POV camp required that 

substitutions be made in prisoners' diets whenever any food 

in short supply was called for in the preparation of certain 

dishes. For example, corn syrup was to be substituted for 

sugar. Likewise, they ordered an end to cooking "fancy 

pastries, delicacies, and other dainty cooking. . . . " 

The new orders also called for camp officials constantly to 

monitor food usages, to search for tunnels and food caches, 

and to prohibit any prisoner from taking food from the mess 

hall. 1 4 

1 3 

. ^ ^ Letter, Brig. Gen. B. K. Bryan, Director, Alien 
^Februarv^ll^^t0• G°pv"n^o^ Generals, All Service Commands, 

February 19-J-3, in PhuO, PQw Operations. OCMH* vol 1-2 

°' I a b S > T a b 5 ; PMG0> £22 
uperations, UCAtt, 1.75, Jung, deutschen 
Operations £5' P ations, OCMd, vol. 1-2, append., Tab 8. 

14 _ 
ov-n D^hI

?^Clr°U?"ar No* 39» p a r t Ir» 2 February 1945 in 
V v o L s ^ r f t f f ^ ' a ? ^ ' V 0 1' !-2' aPP-d./VOL. I of 
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There is no doubt that public pressure in the form of 

editorials in the nation's newspapers and magazines and 

from commentaries by radio journalists partially motivated 

the Army's interest in food control at the prison camps. 

The PMGO Papers contain a very large file of newspaper 

clippings, radio logs, and correspondence relating to food 

wastage, over-feeding, and coddling of the prisoners. 

Significant, too, is the fact that the PMG personally wrote 

replies to newspapers and magazines which had charged the 

Army with pampering prisoners.^ 

Texas newspapers joined a nationwide campaign in early 

1945, charging that the Army was coddling its prisoners. 

For example, a San Antonio paper argued that the United 

States had no obligation to uphold the agreements of the 

Geneva Convention governing treatment of POWs. It criticized 

the fact that Axis POWs received treatment equal to that 

given American GIs, but that the Germans and Japanese did 

not treat American prisoners like they treated members of 

their armed forces. The editorial also observed that the 

Geneva Convention required that the diet of Axis POWs be 

equal to that of American personnel, an observation that 

overlooked different living standards and food preferences. 

The result was, the editorial concluded, that prisoners held 

Box 20,Publicity File' Tech*' ° f W a r ~ "Coddling," 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' Info. Officer, Exec. Div., 
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America, including those in Texas, were over-fed, coddled 

and pampered. 

The ISIl Worth Star Telegram used almost the same logic 

by pointing out that POWs in Texas enjoyed an abundance of 

food, while American soldiers on the battle field did not. 

The editor raged that observance of the Geneva Convention 

did not justify "pampering" of the POWs which allowed them 

the "enjoyment of luxuries" that even American Soldiers did 

not get. The editorial concluded that a congressional 

investigation into pampering was needed.^ 

As the public sector bombarded the FMGO with criticism, 

he also often received advice from inside his office. For 

example, a field liaison officer recommended to the PMG, 

after an inspection of Camp Barkeley, that steps be taken 

immediately to halt the use of rationed or scarce food Items 

at all POW camps, and that any food the prisoners left on 

their plates be picked up from the mess hall and served 

again the next day.18 

For whatever reason, either because of public charges of 

pampering or because of Allied progress against the Germans, 

16 " 

1945, editorial!"80 ^ — ^ n t o n t2 E x p r e s s- 2* February 

^Fort Worth Star Telegram, 21 February 1945, editorial. 

E. C. ShaL^Sn^CFieldRLiaUonIrfffCti°nnRep0rt b y M aJ°r 

File: PMG Inspection Reports ?G°* 17 M a r c h 1945» 
File, Field Inspect Rep?s o y ,, T e X a S» B o x 2655» Sub-
Bur., PMGO, RG 389,*NA. ' m y P 0 W I n f o' 
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or, as the PMG maintained, due to food shortages, in early 

spring, 1945 POW rations were severely reduced. On 

27 April 1945, the PMGO issued a new directive stating that 

due to meat shortages in America, the prisoners' ration of 

meat was to be reduced to four ounces per man per day, with 

eggs also being defined as meat. Also, prisoners were to 

be served only those cuts of meat in low demand by civilians 

such as pig feet, beef and pork tails, organ meat, salted 

fish, and cold cuts along the line of frankfurters, liver 

sausage, and headcheese. Canned fruits, jams, and jellies 

were to be eliminated, and only one ounce of sugar was to be 

allowed each man per day. More significantly, for the first 

time maximum caloric intake per day was limited. Under this 

directive the maximum calories allowed was 3,500 for those 

prisoners doing active work and 2,500 for sedentary prisoners, 

On Sundays, all prisoners were to be considered sedentary. 

Three days later, still another order was issued specifying 

that no additional rations or special dishes were to be 

allowed execpt at Christmas, and even then no food in short 

supply could be utilized.19 

In May 1945, orders detailing the new ration regulations 

were issued, and the caloric intake was reduced even further. 

PMGO ° 6 c ™ % o r i J 1 • ̂ e n T l 1 J 1 4 5 S 
3 vols, of Tabs T*H AC» ns 1 * aPPe™J., vol. 2 of 
™ i 10/e f A S F Circular No. 153 T 
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Now total calories per man were set at 2,500 for sedentary 

prisoners and 3,000 for working prisoners. The orders also 

specified that no garnishes, icings, or elaborate sauces 

were to be prepared, and that at each camp POW menus must 

rigidly follow menu guides issued by the Quartermaster 

General. The menu guides contained lists of food substitutes, 

recipes, and listings for specific caloric values of common 

foods. The camp and compound commanders were to see that 

the caloric intake was not exceeded.^® 

Further, POWs were to work to reduce American-supplied 

food by growing some of their own in camp gardens. Staple 

vegetables only were to be grown, and "luxury" items such 

as cucumbers and watermelons were prohibited. Care was to 

be taken to see that POW-grown vegetables were used in the 

prison mess, and when used a corresponding reduction in 

supplied food was made so that caloric and quantity 

restrictions would be maintained at all times.^ 

As noted above, there may have been several motives for 

the reduction in P 0W rations during the early months of 

1945, but it is important to examine the effect it had on 

PQW Operations. O C M H ^ v o ^ ^ - ^ a p p e A d 2 9 vol ^ o f 3" P^ G 0» 

Shap?h, TSect°*v, Sp: rr
l2 S2.™ 1 9- 5 0 0' isfiSZ Prisoner of t , 

POW Operations. O C M H ^ v o U ^ - ^ ^ a p p e n d 2 9 vol 3" P? G 0» 
of Tabs, Tab 40 See also TM lo I n n * * 2 of 3 vols. 
Chapt. 2, Sect. *v, par. 24. 1 9- 5 0 0» Prisoner of War, 
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the prisoners of war in Texas. There is no doubt that the 

prisoners were acutely aware that new regulations were 

promulgated effecting the quality of the quantity of the 

food they were allowed. The effects of the ration reductions, 

however, varied from camp to camp, as did their daily menus. 

On 14 April 1945, for example, the following was served the 

POWs at Camp Fabens: 

Breakfast: Milk, Cornflakes, Coffee, Bread 

Lunch: Eggs, Sausage (liver sausage), Soup, Tomato 
Saladf Tea 

Dinner: Meatballs, Potatoes, Cabbage, Fruit, Coffee. 

On 30 April 1945, the Camp Bliss prisoners enjoyed: 

Breakfast: Oranges, Dry Cereal, Skim Milk, Coffee 
Cake, Coffee 

Lunch: Headcheese, Potatoes, Green Beans, Bread 
Lorfee * 

Dinner: Bologna, Potatoes, Broccoli, Relish, Bread, 

At Camp Berkeley on 9 May 1945, the prisoners dined on: 

Breakfast: Coffee, Milk, Bread 

Lunch: Soup, Pork Roast, Cheese, Fruit, Coffee 

Dinner: Salad, Sausage (frankfurters), Cheese, Fruit, 
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As can be seen from the above menus, the food provided was 

79 

probably nutritiously balanced, but certainly sparse. 

A further illustration of the food reduction program 

can be made by comparing the amount of food served to POWs 

at Camp McLean with that served to American personnel at 

the same camp the same day: 

For 180 American Guard Personnel For : 248 POWs 

Veal 159 lbs. 99 lbs. 
Pork 118 It 74 It 
Bacon 25 19 0 tl 
Cabbage 43 If 62 If 
Sutter 12 It 5 It 
Eggs 16 doz. 12 doz. 
Potatoes 180 lbs. 198 lbs. 
Onions 10 it 5 If 
Coffee 16 ;i 14 *t 
Mi lk 45 bot. 22 bot. 
Marmalade 9 jars 0 jars 
Canned Apples 4 It 0 11 
Canned Tomatoes 16 II 0 ft 
Cocoa 2 lbs # 0 lbs # 
Raisins 7 ft 0 tt 

These figures are significant, because early in the war the 

POWs were fed the same as American personnel, as prescribed 

by the Geneva Convention. The above list indicates that 

22 
Inspection Report, Report of Interview by Red Cross 

Committee, Work Detachment at Fabens by Mr. Metraux, 14 April 
1945 (translation), File: Other Inspection Reports, Bliss 
Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. 
Br., Enemy PGW Info. Bur., PMGO; Press Release, Ft. Bliss 
Public Relations Press Release, 30 April 1945, File: Prisoner 
of War Menu, Box 22, Publicity File, Tech. Info. Officer, 
Exec. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Excerpts of Report by 
Maurice Berret, Legation of Switzerland, 9 May 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Camp Barkeley, Texas, 
Box 1655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br.! 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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although the POW diet was perhaps sufficient, it is also 

obvious that they were fed much less than their American 

guards. But as a press release from Camp Bliss pointed out, 

although the POWs received "much less" meat, sugar, and fat 

than did the American personnel, the diet of the prisoners 

had the same nutritional value as that of American soldiers.23 

But even the PMGO and the Surgeon General argued as to 

whether or not nutritional value was maintained. In June 

1945, the Provost Marshal General recommended to the 

Commanding General, ASF that the caloric intake be reduced 

even further. The Provost Marshal General stated that 

although his recommendation for cutting the POW ration to 

2,000 calories per day would not starve the prisoners, they 

certainly would not be overfed. Significantly, the Surgeon 

General strongly objected to such a severe reduction. It 

was his stated opinion that the recommended caloric intake 

would be deficient and create nutritional problems. The 

views of the Surgeon General won out, and the caloric intake 

stayed at 2,500 per day, but even this diet occasioned 

23 . 
.Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp McLean 

File- ?v?nUr R* Sfi?nydJr» ICRC» 3 0 April 1945 (translation),* 
Piild Tno'Li ? e C^ 1 0 n £eP°rts> McLean, Box 2667, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO-
1945S Fil^SSp *tm ? Public Relations Office, 30 April 
TI; T J \*,?" S O n e r °f W a r M e n u» B o x 22» Publicity File, 
Tec. Info. Officer, Exec. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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complaints not only from prisoners, but from American 

employers of POW labor. 

So many farmers complained to Congressman Luther 

Johnson of Texas that the prisoners were not receiving an 

adequate diet that the congressman wrote to Army officials, 

arguing that the POWs were underfed to the point where they 

were weak and unable to perform agricultural work efficiently. 

Similarly, an American Army official stationed at Camp 

Fannin observed that many of the prisoners at nearby work 

camps lost weight and were too weak to work.2^ 

Prisoners likewise complained about the decreased 

food allotment. At Camp Wolters, when the ration reduction 

was put into effect, the POWs participated in a sit-down 

strike in protest of the reduced food allowance, arguing 

that the food provided was insufficient. Indeed, the Red 

Cross reported that the food at Camp Wolters, while tasty, 

was very limited in quantity, and only about thirty-five 

cents were spent for each meal for the prisoners.26 

24 
Memo, The Provost Marshal General to Commanding 

General, ASF, 11 June 1945, File: 430.2 General P/W, Box 
1 ,JU C l a S 8 # D e c* F i l e » Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. 

25Ibid. 

26 T 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp 

i Z n n e r h ?n X£ S E* G* s ha™ahan, Field Liaison Officer, 
PMbO, 18-20 March 1945 File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
Wolters, Texas, Box 2675, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. 
fir., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Jung, deutschen 
Kne&sgefangenen. p. 54. 
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Similar complaints came from the prisoners at Camp 

Bowie, where non-workers received 2,500-calorie meals, and 

at Camp Swift. At the latter site, the camp commander 

admitted to an inspector that the meals were inadequate, but 

he noted, too, that the rations were being expanded. At 

Camp McLean, while the POWs complained about the food 

limitations in general, they were especially angry at the 

elimination of such foods as fruit, fruit juices, and 

margarine. Interestingly, even though the food rations were 

cut at McLean, at the time of the above complaint, the POWs 

there were allowed three bottles of beer per week. At Camp 

Eagle Lake, prisoners complained to the Red Cross inspectors 

that salt rations were inadequate in light of the labor 

required of the prisoners at this labor camp. The camp 

commander acknowledged that the allowance was too small and 

27 
agreed to increase it. 

An examination of the documents clearly indicates that 

the implementation of the food restrictions allowed the camp 

27 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp. Camp 

Bowie, Texas by Guy Metraux, ICRC, 1-3 July 1945, File: 
Other Inspection Reports, Bowie, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Camp Swift 

Charles Eberhardt, Department of State* 
1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) General P/W, 

Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, Camp 
?Q^ a r\,?? O t h o r G o e t z > Legation of Switzerland, 29-So March 
ir? * I- ° t h e r Inspection Reports, McLean, Box 2667, Sub. 
File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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commanders a great deal of leeway; therefore, the effects of 

the reduction varied from camp to camp. In contrast to the 

above complaints, the camp commander at the well-run Camp 

Fannin gave the officers in charge of the camp commissary 

and the camp surgeon the assignment of determining precisely 

what the nutritional and caloric requirements were for the 

prisoners. From the results of the study, the camp commander 

undertook to set down the amount of rations the prisoners 

needed, depending on the type of work they did. He also gave 

guidelines which allowed a great deal of variety in the daily 

menu. As a result, there were very few complaints from Camp 

Fannin prisoners about their rations. Indeed, POWs at the 

camp indicated to an inspector from the Red Cross that the 

meals were sufficient and in great variety. As the inspector 

reported, "No one goes hungry among the prisoners at the 

main camp . . . . All are very satisfied in this respect." 

Perhaps one of the reasons the prisoners received adequate 

food was because food was easily smuggled from the mess hall 

to the barracks during the time of the food reduction.28 

Prisoners at a few of the other camps also expressed the 

opinion that the reduced ration, although obvious, remained 

adequate. Prisoners at Camp Wallace reported to a Red Cross 

inspector in March 1945 that the rations were not as large 

as they used to be, but they "are enough, and the quality 

Walter 

28 Jun§» deutschen Kriegseefangenen. p. 53; Interview, 
Kattwinkle to Author, 13 August 1976. 



131 

leaves little to be desired." Similarly at Camp Ysleta, the 

POW spokesman reported that there was a definite reduction 

in the rations in mid-April 1945, but "the food in the camp 

29 

is excellent and very sufficient." 

Not only did the effect of the ration reduction program 

vary from camp to camp, but the duration of the restrictions 

likewise varied. One POW incarcerated in Texas recorded in 

his diary in June 1945 that his diet was sufficient and that 

full rations had been restored. At Camp Bowie, however, 

the duration of restricted rations lasted until several 

weeks after the capitulation of Germany, and an inspector 

reported that the nutritional level of the ration was 

"inadequate" as late as July 1945. At Camp Rosenberg, a 

camp for NCOs, the prisoners had complained earlier about 

rations but by July were satisfied with their diets, because 

by that time their food allotment had been increased. 

Indeed, in August 1945, the Provost Marshal General 

acknowledged that he had received widespread complaints of 

inadequate prisoner diets from both civilians and the POWs, 

some of whom stressed that the prisoners were so weak from 

their diets that they could not adequately do the work 

29 
Quotes in Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. p. 46. 

30 
Ibid., p. 54; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection 

of Camp Swift by Guy Metraux, ICRC, 8-12 July 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Camp Swift, Box 2673, Sub. 
File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur.. 
PKGO, RG 389, NA. ' 
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assigned to them. Because of these complaints, the ration 

reduction program was ended in the summer of 1945, and in 

August of that year, the Quartermaster General issued a new 

directive regarding POW rations.31 

In assessing the reasons for the reduction in rations, 

a combination of factors was responsible for the program. 

One element was the problem of food wastage in the beginning 

due to inadequate meal planning and oversupply. To correct 

this situation, in July 1944 instructions were issued to 

reduce waste, but the problem continued. Thus, the severe 

diet restrictions issued in February 1945 were partially 

designed to produce further saving of food. An additional, 

and equally important, component was the fact that by early 

1945, there was difficulty in delivering supplies and food 

even to the civilian population, and food shortages resulted 

in more rationing. Thus, the POW rations were cut partially 

because of a national civilian food shortage caused by a 

reduced agricultural labor force, the needs of the United 

States Army, and the American attempt to help feed the people 

30 
of liberated Europe. 

Likewise, there appears to be an important, direct 

correlation between the civilian demands to reduce POW 

rations with the movement of the front deeper in Europe, It 

31 _ 

JunS» deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. p. 53. 

32Ibid., p. 60. 
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was on 11 April 1945 that the 3rd Army reached the German 

concentration camps at Thuringen and Buchenwald. The 

brutalities meted out by the Nazis at these facilities 

angered and shocked Americans. Civilians were similarly 

enraged when they heard of the poor treatment accorded 

American POWs by Germany. This news, together with 

information of the incarceration and destruction of the 

Jews, caused American civilians to pressure Army officials 

to impose greater restrictions on Axis prisoners in America 

and to treat them more harshly. As one authority on POWs 

stated, "One can be sure . . . that the discovery of the 

concentration camp cruelties in Germany had a very big 

influence on the shortening of rations in the United States." 

Thus, to a degree that is difficult to determine, the food 

reduction program was at least partially caused by public 

pressure placed on Army officials. 

The POWs themselves had their own interpretations 

concerning the motive for the food reduction program. A 

prisoner at Camp Mexia believed it was based on Allied 

military activities: "After Remagen fell, the rations were 

suddenly reduced." A POW at Camp Fannin believed the ration 

restrictions directly related to the Battle of the Bulge 

and to the Allied discovery of the extermination camps. He 

^Quoted in ibid., p. 62. 
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was very definite, however, that the reduction program was 

34 

"based on vengeance." 

Whatever the reason for the food reduction experiment, 

by falL 1945, prisoner rations had returned to normal, and 

from that time until repatriation, food remained in ample 

quantity and good quality; and except for this one six-

month episode, the prisoners of war incarcerated in Texas 

were adequately, and sometimes more than adequately fed. 

Indeed, one prisoner expressed his surprise at the quality 

and quantity of the rations and compared them favorably to 
35 

those he received while in the German army. 

An army may travel on its stomach, but it generally 

prefers to do so with at least a minimum of incidentals 

which make life cleanctr and generally more bearable. Article 

12 of the Geneva Convention provided that prisoners of war 

were to be furnished a canteen where they could purchase, at 

the prevailing local market price, toiletries, reading mate-

rials, food, clothing items, and other necessities not 

supplied by the holding power. Accordingly, on 22 April 

1942, regulations were issued establishing a canteen in 

every prisoner of war camp in the United States.36 

34 
Quoted in ibid., p. 49; Interview, Walter Kattwinkle 

to Author, 13 August 1976. 
35 
Interview, Walter Kattwinkle to Author, 13 August 1976. 
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PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:91-92; Regulation, 
Civilian Enemy Aliens and Prisoners of War, 22 April 1942, 
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The canteens, operated by prison labor under the 

supervision of an American exchange officer, were expected 

to make a profit from the items sold. The profits realized 

went into a special fund administered by the camp commander. 

The assets accumulated could then be spent, largely at the 

discretion of the prisoners, for equipment to be used by 

the prisoners.^ 

Often the profits amounted to substantial sums. For 

example, at Camp Fannin the prisoners were able to build 

and furnish a large 1,000-seat open-air theater. They 

equipped the theater with a stage big enough for seventy-

five people, complete lighting facilities, and decorations, 

and the POWs had enough funds left over to buy costumes for 

putting on plays. At Camp Huntsville, proceeds from the 

profits of the canteen were so great that the prisoners 

pored over Sears and Roebuck and Montgomery Ward catalogues 

in order to find appropriate items to buy. At Camp Hood, 

prisoners knew what they wanted, and bought it--a Steinway 
38 

piano. 

in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., Tab 6, 
p. 34, Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. p. 62. 

37 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:95; Jung, deutschen 

Kriegsgefangenen. dp. 71-7?. 

38 
PMGO, POW Operations» OCMH, 1:95; Inspection Report, 

Report on Visit to POW Camp, Huntsville, Texas by Dr. Rudolph 
Fischer, Legation of Switzerland, 4-5 December 1943 File* 
Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub. File! 
oi™ Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Inspection Report of POW Camp, Camp 
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The prisoners used no currency in the canteens; instead, 

they were allowed to spend only canteen coupons. They 

accumulated the coupons in several ways. Until June 1945, 

all enlisted prisoners received a gratuity of three dollars 

each month, and those who worked were paid a salary of eighty 

cents per day. Both the gratuity and salary were paid in 

coupons. With these chits the prisoners were required to 

buy expendable toiletries and clothing items such as under-

wear, or they could purchase luxury items such as candy, 

cigarettes, cold drinks, magazines, and in some camps, 

39 
beer. 

In most camps the prisoners had few complaints about 

the availability of goods in the canteens, and virtually 

none about not having the resources to purchase necessary 

items. In fact a common problem at large camps where most 

of the prisoners worked was that they had so many coupons 

they could not spend them all. For example, at Camp 

Huntsville, the canteen officer added a lot of expensive 

trinkets and leather goods to his inventory so the prisoners 

H2 o d* T e x a s by Van Arsdale Turner, Department of State, 
20-22 March 1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) General 
P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div.. 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 

39 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:74, 93, 138; Jung, 

deutschen Krlegsgefangenen. p. 65. 
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would have more items on which to spend their rapidly 

40 
accumulating funds. 

Most camp canteens did a brisk business. One reason 

for the great attraction of the canteens was not only to buy 

the desired goods, but, as explained by an American officer 

at Camp Mexia, to spend the coupons before they became 

worthless. It was the opinion of the prisoners at this camp 

that the United States would lose the war, and when it did, 

the coupons would have no value. Therefore, at Mexia the 

canteen did a phenomenal business.^ 

When official regulations establishing canteens in the 

camps were issued in April 1942, the authorities were rather 

lax in describing what could and could not be sold in them. 

The regulations, for example, merely stated that canteens 

would be established and that they would stock and offer for 

sale such items as tobacco, toilet articles, and clothing. 

These regulations gave the individual camp commanders a great 

deal of leeway in the inventory carried by the canteen by 

stating that in addition to the articles mentioned, the 

canteens could stock " . . . other such supplies as may be 

approved by the camp commander." From the time of this 

^Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 
Huntsvilie by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland, 
J 1 9 4 4> Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville. 
pnv T ? ' ? U b* F i l S ' F i e lo I n sP e c t» Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
P O I n f o . Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

41 
Mexia Daily News. 3 October 1944. 
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early regulation until fall 1944, canteens invoked virtually 

no complaints from the prisoners. Indeed, a statement of a 

POW at Camp Kenedy seemed to characterize most of the camp 

canteens: "In the canteen one could get with coupons 

everything that a prisoner of war could desire." In most 

camps the canteens were connected with the recreation rooms, 

which the prisoners often decorated to resemble a beer 

garden, containing tables and booths. Here the POWs could 

gather, play cards, and drink their daily ration of beer.^ 

With goods becoming scarce in the civilian market, 

however, new restrictions were placed upon items sold in the 

canteens in November 1944. A list of canteen goods was 

issued, and no variation from the list was allowed. Within 

a few months still another, more restrictive, list was 

issued. After these reductions and restrictions were placed 

on the canteens, not only were numbers of goods offered for 

sale reduced, but great variations from camp to camp were 

noted. Apparently, camp commanders interpreted the regulation 

to mean they could make additional cuts from the list issued, 

but they could not add to it. For example, both the 1944 and 

42 
Regulation, Civilian Enemy Aliens and Prisoners of 

War, 22 April 1942, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2 
append vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 6, p. 34; quoted in* 
Jung, deutschen Krieg sgefangenen. p. 65; Prisoner of War 
5i5f:u ar,No; i» 2 4 September 1943, in PMGO, POW Operations. 
OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols. oFTabs, Tab 6; 
Compound Regulations, Camp Barkeley, Texas, 2 March 1944, 
o v I?®Pecti<>n Reports, Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, 

luri, ^ 6 , M 389?*NA?t- R 6 P t S " R e P t" ^ ' E n e m y P 0 W Inf°" 
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the 1945 lists allowed the canteens to stock cigarettes, but 

the prisoners at Camp Hood could not purchase this item and 

were allowed to have only one pipeful of tobacco per week. 

During the same time, prisoners at Camp Denison were able 

to purchase two packages of cigarettes per week. Similarly, 

beer was on neither the November 1944 nor the 1945 list, but 

prisoners at Denison could purchase three bottles per week, 

while those at Camp Hood could buy four. At Camp Barkeley, 

moreover, the prisoners could even drink the beverage in 

their barracks; however, the unlucky POWs at Camp Bliss and 

Camp Kenedy were allowed to buy neither beer nor soft 

drinks.^ 

43 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:94; for a complete list 

of the goods allowed in canteens see POW Circular No. 50, 
18 November 1944, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2, 
append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 8; for a list of the 
1945 restrictions, see TM 19-500, Enemy Prisoners of War, 
April 1945, Appendix X; Inspection Report, Inspection of 
POW Camp, Camp Hood, Texas by Van Arsdale Turner, Department 
of State, 24 March 1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) 
General P/W, #1, 3ox 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Inspection of POW Camp, 
Branch Camp of Camp Howze, Denison by Van Arsdale Turner, 
Department of State, 24 March 1945, File: 680.2 (State 
Department) General P/W #1, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, PMG Inspection 
Report of Camp Barkeley, Texas, 17 March 1945, File: PMG 
Inspection Reports, Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Press Release, Ft. Bliss Public Relations Office 
Release, 8 May 1945, File: Prisoner of War Menu, Box 22, 
Publicity File, Tech. Info. Officer, Exec. Div., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Camp Kenedy, Texas by 
Mr. Peret, ICRC (translation), 3 April 1945, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, Texas, Box 2671, Sub. File, 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. 
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After Che more than adequate supplies that were avail-

able to the prisoners during the first two years of their 

incarceration, the canteen restrictions were obvious to them 

and provoked widespread complaints. POWs at Camp Hulen 

registered their views about insufficient canteen supplies 

to a representative of the Red Cross, complaining that even 

basic necessities were not available to them. At Camps 

Hood, McClosky, and Kenedy POWs were particularly perturbed 

that underwear, handkerchiefs, and socks were no longer 

stocked at their respective canteens. At Camp Fannin, canteen 

supplies were reduced so severely that higher authorities 

ordered the commanding officer to place more items in supply 

because the canteen had been stripped to only the "bare 

44 
necessities." 

Nevertheless, in spite of the reduction made in the 

supplies available to the prisoners of war in the camp 

44 
Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. pp. 66-67; 

Inspection Report, Report on Visit to Camp Hulen, Texas by 
Paul Schnyder, ICRC (translation), 18 March 1944, File: 
Other Inspection Reports, Hulen, Texas, Box 2664, Sub. File, 
Field inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 
Camp Hood, Texas by Charles E. Eberhardt, Department of 
State, 7-8 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) 
General P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. 
Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Camp Kenedy, 
Texas by Mr. Peret, ICRC (translation), 3 April 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, Texas, Box 
2671, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. Bur., PMGO; Letter, Commanding General, ASF to 
Commanding Officer, Prisoner of War Camp, Camp Fannin, 
Texas, 14 September 1945, File: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, 
Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proi. Div., PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. ' 
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canteens, most of these people still had access to a variety 

of desired goods and the resources to buy them. Keeping in 

mind that America was involved in war which put a strain on 

resources and goods available to the public, and that those 

incarcerated were the enemy, the Army more than adequately 

met the canteen requirements laid down by the Geneva 

Convention. Adequate rations and the availability of 

incidentals helped keep the prisoners' morale high; so did 

the multifaceted program of diversions provided the POWs by 

their captors. 



CHAPTER IV 

MORALE INCENTIVES 

Items such as food, beer, cigarettes, and candy were 

not the only things the Army provided the internees. The 

American military officials assumed that prisoners of war 

with high morale were easier to control and incarcerated 

than dejected, bitter, lonely inmates. The Axis POWs in 

Texas consequently were the beneficiaries of a broad program 

designed to boost their morale and, for their captors, make 

their control easier. 

Prisoners of war incarcerated in Texas, like POWs any-

where, became homesick and concerned about friends and 

relatives at home. Mail, or sometimes the lack of it, was 

a subject which, like food, occasioned numerous prisoner 

complaints. Delivering mail efficiently to the many prisoners 

scattered throughout the country proved to be a problem both 

for the POWs and for the United States Army officials. 

Indeed, it was a problem never fully solved. 

Articles 8 and 36-40 of the Geneva Convention provided 

for the right of prisoners of war to communicate with their 

families. The military officials tried to meet these 

requirements and as early as 22 April 1942 promulgated the 

first regulation outlining policies governing POW mail. 

142 
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According to these regulations, the Army allowed prisoners 

of war in the United States to write two letters and one 

post card per week. The length of the letter was limited to 

twenty-four lines, and the type of ink was specified. Also, 

the military authorities demanded that all correspondence be 

written in clear language and contain no information about 

the POW camp or treatment received by the prisoner. Any 

letter violating the rule was confiscated.^ 

Even when the prisoner of war program was in its infancy, 

the Provost Marshal General noted that "many complaints have 

been made by internees to the Protecting Powers regarding 

delay in mail." This problem of delayed mail plagued the 

PMGO throughout the war. One of the reasons for inadequate 

delivery was that all mail the POWs sent or received had to 

be censored. On 19 December 1942, Executive Order 8985 was 

issued setting up the Office of Censorship. All mail, cable, 

radio, and other communication between the United States and 

any foreign country was censored after that date, including 

POW mail. As the POWs continued to complain, the PMGO 

investigated and concluded that the problem in getting mail 

through was due to the requirement that ail POW correspondence 

had to be routed directly to the Office of Censorship, a 

requirement resulting in "considerable delay." The PMGO's 

Hermann Jung, Die deutschen Kriegsgefangenen in 
amerikanischer Hand-USA (Munich: Grieseking, 1972) 7"pp 72-
73 (hereafter referred to as Jung, deutschen Krlegsgefangenen^ 
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answer to the situation was, curiously, to reduce the number 

of letters the prisoners were allowed to send. Thus, in the 

summer of 1943, as the number of POWs in the United States 

grew rapidly, new regulations were issued allowing only one 

letter and one post card to be mailed per week by NCOs and 

enlisted men, while general officers were allowed five letters 

2 
and five post cards. 

Nevertheless, complaints continued. Not only was the 

Office of Censorship a bottleneck in the processing of mail, 

but as more prisoners were brought into the country, the 

volume of mail, and therefore the length of delay, grew. The 

Provost Marshal General expressed concern about the mail 

service and admitted the "many complaints" were continuously 

being made by the Legation of Switzerland to the International 

Red Cross Committee that POW mail was not being delivered 

promptly. After receiving complaints from the Swiss Legation 

that POWs at Camp Hood were not allowed to write home, for 

example, the PMGO assured Swiss officials that the reason 

2 
Circular, Col. B. M. Bryan, Director, Alien Division, 

PMGO to Commanding Generals, All Service Commands, 9 December 
1942, United States, Dept. of the Army, Office of The Provost 
Marshal General, Prisoner of War Operations Division, 
Historical Monograph: Prisoner of War Operations Division. 
Office of The Provost Marshal General. 4 vols., Office of 
the Chief of Military History, Washington, D. C., vol. 1-2, 
append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 6 (hereafter referred 
^ f 8 *>NG0'.rQW Operations. OCMH); PMGO, POW Operations. 
OCMH, 1:14-17,150; Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Director, 

^ l vi si° n» PMGO to All Service Commands, 14 January 
1943, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2 append., vol. 
,, T* append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 6; Jung, deutschen 
Kriegsgefangenen. p. 73. 
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was that there was a shortage of POW stationery at Hood, and 

that the problem was being corrected. Army officials like-

wise admitted that prisoners at Camp Hood were not receiving 

their mail promptly. At Camp Swift, a PMGO inspector 

discovered that prisoners were not receiving mail because it 

3 

was often misplaced and therefore delayed. 

Often the delay was longer than the prisoners thought 

reasonable. German POVs at Camp Russell, incarcerated in 

Texas since November 1943, had received no mail from home as 

late as March 1944. Similarly, prisoners at Camp Fort Sam 

Houston arrived there in October 1943, but some reported that 

as late as March 1944 they had not received any mail. The 

consensus of the prisoners in that camp was that at least 

six months were required for a letter from Germany to reach 

them. One prisoner at McLean was especially perturbed 

because "Christmas packages for the most part went bad 

because I did not receive them until March 1944." Camp Mexia, 

one of the first camps to open in Texas, contained prisoners 

3 
Prisoner of War Circular No. 11, 3 December 1943, in 

PMGO, POW Operations, OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., vol. 1 of 
3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 7; Letter, Col. I. B. Summers, PMGO to 
Werner Weingartner, Legation of Switzerland, 3 November 
1943, File: 330.14, Camp Hood, P/W, Box 411, Unclass. Dec. 
File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div. 
PMGO; Consolidated Index Sheet, 29 December 1943, Box 411 
Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Br!, 
Admin. Div., PMGO; Letter, Maj. Earl L. Edwards, PMGO to 
Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 12 November 1943, 
File: 311.7 Camp Swift p/w, Box 420, Unclass. Dec. File, 
Pr°oQnTeCJl' Ser-» Mail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. 
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who as late as February 1944 had received no letters from 

home since their arrival. The plight of a prisoner at Camp 

Huntsvilie was typical. Arriving at Huntsville on 30 June 

1943, he sent his first letter to Germany 17 July 1943, and 

it arrived at its destination on 11 November of that year. 

He did not receive his first letter from home until June 1944, 

almost one year after he had written.^ 

Because of the many complaints, Army officials spent 

considerable man-hours investigating the mail problem. 

Significantly, the reason for the concern was fear that 

Germany would retaliate and hamper mail deliveries to United 

States personnel imprisoned in Germany. Investigation 

determined that due to the sheer volume of prisoner mail, a 

huge backlog of over one million letters and 65,000 parcels 

had accumulated at the Office of Censorship. To relieve the 

congestion, military officials determined that the censorship 

office would check at random only about 5 percent of the 

prisoner mail, and commanding officers at the individual 

camps would be responsible for inspecting parcels.5 

4 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Ft. D. A. Russell 

by Paul Schnyder, ICRC (translation, 9 March 1944, File* 
Other Inspection Reports, D. A. Russell, Texas, Box 2667, Sub. 
File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur. 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 
Fort Sam Houston by Emil Greuter, Legation of Switzerland, 
al of71 1 J *CTf?"

le: , 0 t h e r Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, 
Box 2671, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
pp 82-83*' PMG°' R G 3 8 9 , N A ; J U n 8* d e u t s c h e n Kriessgefangenen. 

5 
Memo, Brig. Gen. 8. M. Bryan, Assistant, PMGO to Deputy 
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To expedite the handling of mail and speed delivery, a 

central directory was established in March 1944 at Camp 

Hearne. The Camp Hearne German Postal Unit consisted of 

300 German prisoners under the direction of two American 

officers. They were provided a locator file with the name 

and address of every German POW in the United States. After 

censorship, all mail and parcels were sent to Camp Hearne 

for sorting and then were forwarded to the appropriate 

addresses.^ 

The German Postal Unit, although created for the benefit 

of German prisoners, caused much agony and no small amount 

of embarrassment for Army officials. The prisoners given 

access to the locator file were all classified as pro-Nazi 

or "non-cooperatives.'» They found ways of establishing a 

nation-wide internal Nazi intelligence network by which they 

were able to spread pro-Nazi information to prisoners all 

over the United States.^ 

Chief of Staff for Service Commands, 28 February 1944, 
File: 383.6, Prisoners of War, February 1944, Box 45 
Correspondence File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, 
Office of Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA; PMGO, POW 
Operations. OCMH, 1:156, 164; Jung, deutschen 
Kriegsgefangenen. p. 84. 

6 
United States, War Department, Provost Marshal General 

Office, Reference Manual on Prisoner of War Administration. 
Provost Marshal General School* undated, p. 105t in PMGO 

0|erations OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., vol. 3 of 3 vols, 
of Tabs, Tab 117 (hereafter referred to as PMGO, Reference 
Manual on Prisoner of War Administration'). 

Ibid.; for a full discussion of activities at the 
Hearne Postal Unit, see Chapter V. 
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In spite of attempts to streamline the delivery of 

correspondence to the prisoners, complaints continued, and 

on 1 February 1944, new restrictions were placed on POW mail. 

Now, the Army allowed enlisted men to send only two letters 

and four post cards per month, while general officers were 

allowed five letters and five post cards. The aim of the 

reduction was to decrease the volume of mail, because D-Day 

and the subsequent fall of France caused a rapid increase 

in POWs brought to the United States. Thus, by reducing the 

number of letters and cards allowed each prisoner, the total 
Q 

volume could perhaps be better managed. 

In spite of the efforts made by the military officials, 

prisoner mail problems continued, and so did the complaints. 

For example, a State Department official reported from Camp 

McCloskey on 20 March 1945 that mail was so slow that only 

about 1,000 pieces had arrived there since October 1944, and 

that some prisoners had not received any mail in over eleven 

months. According to a report of the International Red 

Cross dated 2 July 1945, at Camp Bowie over 70 percent of the 

POWs there had received no mail since their capture. Similar 

reports of complaints indicated that attempts to reform mail 

delivery were not very effective.9 

o 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:150; Jung, deutschen 

Kriegsgefan^enen. p. 74. 

Inspection Report, Inspection of POW Branch Camp, 
Temple, Texas by Van Arsdale Turner, Department of State, 
20 March 1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) General P/W, 
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In the closing days of the war in Europe, the PMGO 

received information that due to the breakdown of the German 

postal system accompanying the collapse of Germany, no 

additional POW correspondence could be forwarded to Germany, 

Austria, Czechoslovakia, or Yugoslavia. Orders were sent to 

the various prison camps, and on 21 July 1945, mailing priv-

ileges for all German prisoners were canceled. After this 

time, no additional prisoner complaints about mail were 

received. American officials were no longer concerned about 

German retaliation upon American POWs; moreover, the United 

States determined that after V-E Day, the legal ramifications 

of the Geneva Convention no longer applied.*® 

The documents indicate that prisoners of war incarcerated 

in Texas believed that mail service provided them was inad-

equate, and American officials admitted the inadequacies of 

the system, agreed that a problem existed, and searched for 

a solution. Even though no perfect solution was found, and 

mail delivery bedeviled the Army throughout the war, at least 

genuine attempts were made to adhere to the Geneva Convention. 

Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Camp McLean, Texas by 
Paul Schnyder, ICRC (translation), 28 November 1944, File: 
Other Inspection Reports, McLean, Box 2667, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 
389, NA; Jung, deutschen Kriessgefangenen. p. 89. 

*°PMG0, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:153; ibid., 2:2; ASF 
Circular No. 279, 21 July 1945, Sect. V, in PMGO, POW 
Operations, OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., Tab 2; Jung, deutschen 
Kriegsgefangenen. p. 8. 
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Likewise, no conscious efforts were ever made to prevent 

PCWs from getting news from home. 

In addition to allowing correspondence between POWs and 

their acquaintences in their home country, military author-

ities also permitted prisoners who had relatives in the 

United States to receive visitors. One of the prisoners at 

Camp Kexia had a sister who had lived in Chicago since 1923. 

After securing permission from the proper authorities, the 

sister, Mrs. Paul Langer, traveled to Mexia in December 1943 

and visited with her brother for several hours. Similarly, 

Chris Smoeliner, a naturalized citizen who lived in Lawrence, 

Kansas, and who had not seen his brother, Hans Smoellner, 

for twenty-five years, learned that his relative was a 

prisoner of war incarcerated at Camp Hearne. In the spring 

of 1944, the brothers were reunited and allowed to visit at 

the Hearne facility. At Camp Mexia, one of the officer 

prisoners, a colonel, had an aunt living in Texas who visited 

him often. According to the information officer at Camp 

Mexia, the same ritual always occurred. At first sight of 

her relative, the lady would spit at him, then berate the 

prisoner for his role in the war, and finally chide him about 

the latest German military defeat. Although the colonel was 

under no compulsion to see his aunt, he usually asked the 

camp authorities that he be allowed to see her again. As a 
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result, the Lady became a rather wellknown and frequent 

visitor.^ 

MiLitary authorities used other devices to improve POW 

morale. As an inducement to or reward for good behavior, 

some of the prisoners who had relatives who were also pris-

oners in other camps in the United States were allowed 

transfers in order that prisoner relatives could be reunited, 

Even though this policy caused a degree of unfavorable 

publicity in the nation's newspapers, during the last two 

years of the war, the Army often permitted fathers and sons 

to be placed in the same camps and allowed brothers to be 

12 
reunited. 

Naturally, certain restrictions were placed on the 

transfers. For example, the prisoners had to pay for the 

cost of transportation, and camp officials had to agree to 

the transfers. Further, only prisoners deemed by camp 

officials to be "cooperative" were even considered for the 

privilege. If, in the opinion of camp officials, the pris-

oner requesting transfer was judged to be uncooperative, his 

request was denied. This was the fate of POW Walter W. at 

11Mexia Daily News. 12 December 1943; ibid., 4 October 
1944; Hearne Democrat, 12 May 1944. 

12 
Letter, Colonel Earl L. Edwards, PMGO to Commanding 

General, 8 th Service Command, 22 July 1944, File: Camp 
Bowie, Texas, Box 2476, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. Bur., PMGO; Letter, Colonel H. Szilagyi, 8 th Service 
Command to PMGO, 4 October 1944, File: Howze, Camp, Texas, 

* Sub* File» RePc. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, 
RG Jo9, NA. 
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Gamp Mexia who asked to be moved to another camp so he could 

be with his brother. He was turned down because he was 

13 

considered a troublemaker. 

Most POWs in Texas, however, experienced no difficulty 

in receiving transfers. Henry N. (8IG-251467) was allowed 

to transfer from Camp Atterbury, Indiana, to Gamp 3liss, 

Texas, so he could be with his brother, Erhard (8WG-27912MI). 

Likewise, Ambros G. (8IG-79912) of Gamp Hood was allowed to 

be with his brother who was incarcerated at Camp Clinton, 

Mississippi. Indeed, bulging files indicate that transfers 

for reuniting relatives were very common, in fact so common 

that proper utilization of POW labor was sometimes hampered. 

This situation is understandable after examining the statis-

tics regarding transfers. Although no specific reasons for 

the transfers were recorded, Camp Huntsville received 7,147 

prisoners between 1 January 1944 and 29 May 1944 while 

transferring 8,570 during the same period. From 1 January 

1945 until 29 May 1945, the same camp received 1,162 POWs 

and transferred 2,245. Since camp officials were responsible 

for putting each enlisted prisoner to work, and many of the 

jobs required a degree of training, the huge number of 

transfers obviously hampered the Army's goal of full 
13 
Letter, Major Howard w. Smith, PMGO to Commanding 

General, 8th Service Command, 5 October 1944, File: Hearne 
Texas, Box 1483, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur * 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. POWs whose names Appeared only in the ' 
official documents will be identified by first name only 
especially if the information is detrimental. * 
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employment of the POWs. Even though not all of the above 

transfers had as their goal reuniting relatives, obviously 

that practice could easily complicate the labor program even 

more. Regardless, the privilege was allowed until the end 

14 
of the war. 

Even though some prisoners were united with their rel-

atives, boredom remained an ever-present companion of most 

POWs. Thus, the POW engaged in activities designed to take 

his mind off his situation. Prisoners are capable of 

devising a plethora of pastime activities to make their 

circumstances more tolerable, while the captor has a vested 

interest in encouraging pastime activities of prisoners 

because idleness has a tendency to provoke mischief, escape 

attempts, and other undesired behavior. Logically, the 

busier a prisoner of war is kept, the less time he has to 

think about acts the holding power might want to discourage. 

For this reason, and because of simple humaneness, the 

American authorities were very liberal in allowing, indeed 

encouraging, healthy pastime activities for the prisoners 

of war incarcerated in the United States. 

14 
Letter, Major -toward W. Smith, PMGO to Commanding 

General, 8th Service Command, 16 January 1945, File: Ft. 
Bliss, Texas, Box 2476, Sub. File, Rept. Br.,*Enemy POW 
Info. Bur., PMGO; see entire file for other prisoner trans-
fers; Letter, Colonel Dudley R. Griggs, Commanding Officer, 
North Camp Hood to PMGO, 18 February 1944, File: Hood 
Camp, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. File, Rept. Sr., Enemy POW* 
Info. 3ur., PMGO; for transfers from Camp Crockett see 
File: Crockett, Fort, Texas, Box 2477, Sub. File, Rept. 
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Under a policy established early in the war, no POW was 

allowed to work more than nine days in succession; thus, 

Sundays were generally set aside as free time. Indoor and 

outdoor sports and activities were encouraged. American 

authorities issued to every 250 prisoners: 

1 Basketball 1 Game Bingo 
3 Volley Bails 24 Decks Cards 
3 Volley Ball Nets 3 Games Dominoes 
4 Soccer Balls 3 Games Chinese Checkers 
1 Table Tennis Set 2 Games Backgammon 
1 Lawn Croquet Set 3 Woodburning Sets 
2 Sets Horseshoes 12 Games Checkers 

In addition to these activities, other sports equipment 

could be purchased with the prisoners' funds or could be 

supplied by welfare agencies such as the International Red 

Cross or the Young Men's Christian Association.^ 

In most camps, prisoners were also allowed to publish 

their own camp newspapers. These, of course, were subject 

to strict censorship and control by camp authorities. For 

further entertainment they were allowed to have radios, 

phonographs, and records, and most camps showed movies at 

least once a month. These activities, like the books allowed 

Br.» —nemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389i Report, Manpower 
Report, June 1945, File: 383.6 April 1945, Box 43, Corres. 
File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Commander, ASF, RG 160, NA. 

« ^°A- R e f? r e" C e Mf"ual on P r i s o neg of War Administration, 
p. 53, POW Circular No. 46,T3 October 19477 in PMGO POW 
Operations, OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols.""of 
Tabs, Tab 8; PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:144. 
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in the camp libraries, were also strictly censored. "Subject 

to supervision to prevent the glorification of enemy 

nationalsim," both theater and musical organizations were 

permitted. Many of the camps had orchestras, bands, and 

theater groups. Usually welfare organizations supplied 

equipment for these groups, but sometimes it was made by 

1 6 
the prisoners themselves. 

Many of the POWs took advantage of their tenure in the 

prison camps and attempted to improve their intellectual 

proficiencies (or escape boredom) by attending the myriad of 

courses offered them. From the beginning of the POW program, 

provisions were made for approved classes taught by prisoner 

instructors. Under this program, prisoners were allowed to 

choose from their fellows an educational director and 

individual instructors in order to organize classes in 

language, history, mathematics, and other subjects approved 

by the PMGO. To supplement the education program, libraries 

and reading rooms were allowed. In varying degrees, both 

the courses of study and all reading materials were censored, 

and no publication relating to military matters or containing 

"anti-democratic propaganda" were allowed.^ 

16 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:144. 

^Prisoner of War Circular No. 1, 24 September 1943, 
in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2 append., vol 1 
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By 1944 the PO^ education program was expanded when 

military authorities allowed certain colleges and universities 

to develop courses of study, supply books, and advise in the 

establishment of university-level correspondence courses in 

which the POWs could enroll. In that same year a new branch, 

the Prisoner of War Special Projects Division, was set up in 

the Provost Marshal General's Office for the express purpose 

of "re-educating" the prisoners. This highly classified 

program was designed to introduce the POVs to the virtues of 

democracy and capitalism. To implement it, a large variety 

of new courses were offered at each camp, and the prisoners 

were strongly encouraged, but not required, to attend. If 

these programs did not appeal to the prisoner, he also was 

allowed to apply for courses from the Armed Forces Institute 

at no charge.*® 

Another activity enjoyed by some of the POVs was the 

practice of their religion. Article 16 of the Geneva 

Convention guaranteed freedom of religion for prisoners of 

war, and American camp officials encouraged religion in the 

individual camps. American officials were surprised to 

J-e3£*ri, however, that there were very few chaplains in the 

German army. In fact, many of the German poWs who had been 

18 
W /* P?*°A ^Eerations, OCMH, 1:141-143; POW Circular 
No. 46 13 October 1944, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 
vol. 1-2, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 8. The 
re-education P r o® r a m be discussed in detail in Chapter 
VII below. 
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priests or ministers in civilian life were assigned to the 

regular army as ordinary soldiers. Among the approximately 

500,000 German POWs in the United States, for example, only 

nine were Catholic chaplains, and of the nine, military 

intelligence found several to be members of the Gestapo. 

To ease the shortage of POW chaplains, prisoners who had 

been ministers or priests in civilian life were located and 

distributed to the camps as equally as possible. These 

clergymen, once screened by the camp commanders, were given 

free time to prepare their sermons, which were subject to 

19 
approval by the authorities. 

United States Army chaplains, whose chief responsibility 

was supervising prisoner clergymen, and in some cases arranging 

for civilian ministers to conduct services if no POW minister 

was available, "found it difficult to exercise a helpful 

influence over the prisoners because of their inherent 

distrust." But they did review all sermons and the literature 

utilized in an attempt to assure that religion remained the 

purpose of Sunday gatherings of prisoners.20 

Not all POW camps had a chapel. In those cases where 

there were none, the prisoners often built one. In some 

19 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:89-90; POW Circular 

No. 46, 13 October 1944, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 
!-2» append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 8. 

20 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:89-90; POW Circular 

No. 46, 13 October 1944, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 
1-2, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 8. 
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cases, they converted their recreation rooms or other areas 

into chapels or actually constructed a new building out of 

scrap lumber and building materials. POW craftsmen often 

painted, carved, and constructed church furniture, ornaments, 

21 

and fixtures. 

But whether engaged in religion, music, the theater, 

soccer, movies, reading, or education, the prisoners of war 

in Texas had sufficient activities to keep them occupied. 

The full magnitude of free time cannot be fully appreciated, 

however, until prisoner facilities are examined in individual 

camps. Only then can it be understood why Texans as well as 

civilians of other states often concluded that the United 

States military officials were pampering POWs. 

Prisoners or war at Gamp Mexia often expressed satisfaction 

with the wide-ranging variety of activities made available to 

them. As early as August 1943, an officer prisoner at Camp 

Mexia observed that "very early everything was done in order 

to give us something to do." Among other things available to 

the prisoners were various courses which were created and 

taught by the POWs themselves. In the officers' compound, 

courses were offered in French, English, Italian, Russian, 

Latin, history, agriculture, forestry, psychology, geography, 

literature, mathematics, chemistry, physics, and engineering. 

In addition to the fact that the camp commander, Col. John Dunn, 

21 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:89-90. 



159 

actively encouraged the education program at Mexia, the 

breadth of the undertaking was possible because among the 

officer POWs were eighty-four who had been teachers in 

civilian life. At least some of the POWs benefited directly 

from the educational opportunities afforded at the camp. 

Walter Littmann, for example, attended courses at Camp Mexia 

and became interested in chemical engineering. After his 

return to Germany, he pursued that interest, earned a degree, 

and became a chemical engineer in Koblenz, West Germany.^ 

In addition to the formal courses available to the 

prisoners at Mexia, a variety of reading material was 

allowed. The prisoners' library had a large assortment of 

novels, technical manuals, trade publications, poetry, and 

adventure stories, all available in German and English. For 

those who preferred them, periodicals such as Life. Time. 

Newsweek. Liberty. Readers Digest, and The Saturday Evening 

Post were available. Also, the camp canteen subscribed to 

the Dallas Morning News. Kansas City Star and New York 

23 
Times. 

22 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Mexia, 

Texas by Sidney S. Ivers, YMCA, 24-28 July 1944, File: 255 
(Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., 
POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Jung, deutschen 
Kriegsgefangenen. pp. 101-102; Letter, J. Fort Smith to 
Author, 30 December 1974. 

23 
For a complete list of books and periodicals in POW 

library at Mexia see Survey, Field Service Camp Survey, POW 
Camo, Mexia, Texas, 8-9 January 1944, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) 
General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Mexia Dally News. 30 October 1944. 
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Camp Mexia likewise had a rather active music program. 

The music director had been a YMCA orchestra director in 

Germany, and he took advantage of the presence of several 

professional musicians incarcerated in the camp. Consequently, 

there were two orchestras in each compound, a forty-voice 

singing group, and a theater group composed of thirty actors 

who staged a new production each week. The YMCA or the Red 

Cross provided instruments for the music group, or they were 

purchased from the prisoners' canteen funds.^ 

For those who had other interests, several radios and 

phonographs were available, as well as classes in art and 

handicrafts. Further, the prisoners could enjoy soccer, 

boxing, tumbling, table tennis, baseball, or tennis. 

In addition to the organized activities, some prisoners 

spent their pastime pursuing hobbies. One prisoner at Mexia 

constructed a miniature replica of an entire German village 

complete with churches, houses, schools, and streets. Others 

built elaborate castles out of colored rocks. One of the 

24 ~ ' 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Mexia 

Texas by Sidney £. Ivers, YMCA, 24-28 July 1944, File! 255 
(Camp hexia) General, 3ox 1610, Dec. File, Admin. Br POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

25 
Memo, To Director, Special Projects Division, Field 

Service Report on Visit to POW Camp, Mexia, Texas by Capt 

General^Box ilia n 19?5J F l l e : 2 5 5 ( C a m P Mexia} General, Box m s , Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO, Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camo 
25? ; S ^ 0 U e A X b e r 8» YMCA> 6- 7 A u* u s t 1945, File^ 
255 (camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File Admin Br 
POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 
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POWs, a clockmaker in civilian life, occupied some of his 

time by constructing a clock out of wood. 

Another avocation followed by many of the prisoners at 

Camp Mexia was concocting alcoholic beverages, a practice 

naturally frowned upon by the American authorities. But 

according to a guard at the camp, every thirty days the 

guards toured the camp to see what sort of concoction the 

POWs had brewed since their previous raid. It, in fact, was 

sort of a game played between the prisoners and their guards. 

The POWs were skilled at brewing a variety of beverages from 

the potatoes or oranges they pilfered from the mess hall. 

One of the prisoners recalled years later a still the guards 

never found--it was hidden under the altar of the chapel.27 

Sometimes the POWs spent their leisure hours conjuring 

up plans to harass their captors. Once an American officer, 

upon inspecting one of the POW barracks, thought he heard a 

baby chick. After a through search, he found two of them 

wrapped in a cloth under a small stove. It seems that some 

of the enterprising prisoners had smuggled eggs from the mess 

26 
Mexia Daily News, 4 October 1944; Letter, J. Fort 

Smith to Author, 30 December 1976; Interview, Harry K. Hale 
to Robert Tissing, 9 August 1971, in Robert Tissing, 
"Utilization of WWII Prisoners of War in Texas: Oral 
Memoirs," The Texas Collection, Baylor University, Waco, 
Texas (hereafter referred to as Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"); 
Interview, Jerry Miller to Robert Tissing, 9 August 1971. 
in ibid. ' 

Interview, Carl Maisen to Robert Tissing, 5 August 
1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"; Mexia Daily News. 19 October 
1974. — — » 
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hall in their socks, and kept them under the stove in their 

barracks until they hatched. After the live chicks were 

discovered, the POWs delighted in mystifying the officer as 

to how they came to have live chickens in their living 

28 
quarters. 

Religious activities were followed to some extent in 

virtually all the prison camps. At Camp Hearne, Lieutenant 

Gustuv A. Zoch, a Lutheran chaplain assigned to the camp, 

held regular services for the prisoners. Father Peter 

Villani and Father B. Braui of St. Anthony's Catholic Church 

in Bryan celebrated masses each Tuesday. POWs often assisted 

29 
in the services. 

Not all prisoners, of course, participated in religious 

activities. At Camp Hearne, a camp for non-cooperative NCOs, 

Lieutenant Zoch found there were three types of POWs: thor-

oughbred Nazis, who had no interest in religion; the 

Gottalaeubig. or those who believed in God but were non-

sectarian; and those who were dedicated Catholics or 

Protestants. According to the chaplain, the latter were in 

30 
a minority at Hearne. 

Regardless of their religious opinions, all the prisoners 

at Hearne could be entertained by one of the fine musical 

28 
Letter, J. Fort Smith to Author, 30 December 1974. 

29 
Hearne Democrat. 31 December 1943. 

Ibid. 
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groups in the camp. During the North African campaign, one 

of the German units captured was a military orchestra. The 

entire group was subsequently sent to Camp Hearne, along with 

most of their instruments. Camp Hearne thus had one of the 

best POW orchestras in the United States. One member of the 

camp orchestra had been a church organist in civilian life, 

another a composer, and still another a concert pianist. 

Others had played with such orchestras as the Furtwangler 

Philharmonic, the Frankfurt Symphony Orchestra, and other 

professional ensembles. The orchestra conductor was a 

professional musician who had studied at the University of 

Leipzig. For the entertainment of the prisoners in the 

31 

camp, the orchestra staged a concert every Sunday. 

For those with the talent and the desire to write, a 

camp newspaper, Per Spiegel, was published weekly. For 

information to put into the paper, a daily news summary was 

provided the prisoners; for additional information, the 

3,600-book library was utilized. Additional data of news-

worthy interest was gleaned from the courses taught in 

English, French, American history, geography, the American 
3? 

economy, or political science. 

31 
Ibid. 

32 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Hearne, 

Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 2-3 August 1945, File: 255 
(Hearne) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, Field Service Report on Visit to 
POW Camp, Hearne, Texas by Captain Alexander Lakes, 
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For those prisoners whose interests did not run in the 

religious, musical or intellectual vein, there were other 

interests to pursue. For example, between each POW barracks 

formal gardens were planted, some with reproductions of 

German castles in miniature. A POW constructed a concrete 

water fountain and a sundial to grace one of the flower 

gardens; others used a woodworking shop which they constructed 

33 
from scrap materials. 

Lieutenant Colonel Sam Buchard, commanding officer of 

Camp Fannin, was often described as exceptional in his 

abilities, and the camp was considered one of the best admin-

istered POW camps in the 8th Service Command. In order to 

keep the prisoners occupied, Buchard encouraged a wide 

variety of pastime activities. For example, the prisoners 

were allowed to convert an unused barracks into a chapel, 

which they decorated by installing church windows, hanging 

prison-made tapestries and carved reproductions of second and 

third century sacred symbols and artifacts. The chapel was 

furnished with handmade furniture, all of which gave the 

setting a "very religious atmosphere." To serve the chapel, 

an American Baptist chaplain and a German Catholic priest 

held services regularly.34 

^9"2°=.ffnUar^ } 9 4 5' F i l e : 2 5 5 (Hearne) General, Box 1615, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA 

33 
Hearae Democrat. 31 December 1943. 

34t 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Camp Fannin, 
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In addition to religious activities, the prisoners at 

this East Texas camp could avail themselves of musical or 

theatrical performances regularly held in their prisoner-

constructed outdoor theater seating 1,000 people. Among the 

1,000 prisoners at Fannin were enough interested men to have 

a twenty-four-piece symphony orchestra, a dance orchestra, 

and a string band. The orchestra conductor was a professional 

musician and several members were well-known musicians in 

Germany. To round out the fine arts offerings, the camp also 

had a thirty-five-man theater group which regularly staged 

35 
productions. 

Texas by Guy E. Metraux, ICRC, 18-22 July 1945, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Gamp Fannin, Texas 
by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 14-15 August 1945, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp, 
Fannin, Texas, by Edward Patte, YMCA, 7-8 February 1946, 
File: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Di^f., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

35 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 

o?m?/^ann^n' Texas by Emil Greuter, Legation of Switzerland, 
23-24 February 1945, File: Other Inspection Reports, 
Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect, Repts., Rept. 
Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report 

ic8*"1" C O ^amp Fannin, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 
1 1 L ^ V s u s t 1 9 4 5» F i l e : o t h e r Inspection Reports, Fannin, 
Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 
Visit to POW Camp Fannin by Charles E. Eberhardt, Department 
of State, 18-22 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State Department) 
General P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW 
Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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For those with more pedestrian tastes, movies were 

shown once a week; and there were soccer, table tennis, 

tennis tournaments, thirty radios available, and a 2,500-

volume library. Among the prisoners was a professional 

landscape gardener who planted beautiful rose gardens in 

the camp, plus the prisoners had a five-acre vegetable 

garden. Finally, the prisoners had access to the carpenter 

shop where they could pursue their woodworking hobbies. 

At Camp Bowie, home of about 3,000 German naval and 

army personnel, the prisoners occupied their leisure hours 

in a variety of ways. In each of the compounds, they had 

access to a ping-pong table, a pool table, three card tables, 

a regulation soccer field, two volleyball courts, and two 

tennis courts. During the evenings, they could view movies 

36 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of Camp at 

Fannin by Mr. Paul Schnyder, ICRC, (translation), 12-18 
December 1943, File: Other Inspection Reports, Box 2661, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection 
of Camp Fannin, Texas by Paul Schnyder, ICRC, (translation), 
26 May 1944, File: Other Inspection Reports, Box 2661, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. 3ur., PMGO; Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects 
Division, PMGO from Maj. Paul C. Neuland, Field Service 
Branch 18-20 January 1945, File: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, 
Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div. PMGO: 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp, 
Fannin, Texas by Edward Patte, YMCA, 7-8 February 1946, 
File: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Jung, deutschen 
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which were shown two times per week, particularly enjoying 

Laurel and Hardy films and Popeye cartoons. 

For entertainment the camp had a fourteen-piece band 

and a sixteen-man orchestra which presented concerts reg-

ularly. To satisfy their educational desires, fifteen 

courses were offered at the camp, and ten prisoners took 

correspondence courses from Howard Payne College in nearby 

Brownwood, thus probably making use of the 1,300-volume 

library available to the prisoners in the camp.^® 

At Camp Huntsville the POWs entertained themselves in 

ways similar to the other Texas camps. Besides having an 

orchestra, band, and choral group in each compound, as well 

as usual sports facilities, the camp had an unusually large 

educational program, offering dozens of courses. It also 

37Inspection Report, Special Services Report, Prisoner 
of War Camp, Camp Bowie, Texas, 2 October 1944, File* PMG 
Inspection Reports, Box 2656, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Field Service 
Report of 7isit to POW Camp, Camp Bowie, Texas by Capt 
Herman Graupner, PMGO, 3-9 January 1945, File: 255 (Camp 

T e x a s> General, Box 1607, Dec. File, Admin. Br., 
PO*7 Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

38 
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had a heavily-used library containing over 2,000 volumes 

written in German. Perhaps some of the books were utilized 

in preparing the weekly editions of the camp's newspaper, 

Die Fanfare, which contained book reviews, news items, 

information on the POW education program, and even instructions 

39 
on cutting pulpwood. 

The POWs at Huntsville also occupied themselves in 

decorating the areas around their living quarters. A local 

nurseryman donated several thousand dollars worth of trees 

and shrubs to the prisoners who carefully planted them all 

40 
around their compounds. 

To the probable relief of the camp authorities at Camp 

Hood, virtually none of the prisoners there were officially 

classified as Nazi or non-cooperative, perhaps this factor 

explains why the prisoners incarcerated there expressed such 

39 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, 

Huntsville, by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland, 
4-5 December 1943, File: Other Inspection Reports, 
Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. 
Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 
Visit to POW Camp Huntsville, by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, 
Legation of Switzerland, 12 April 1944, File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, from 
Capt. Alexander Lakes, PMGO, 17-18 January 1945, File: 255 
(Camp Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin." Br 
POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

^Inspection Report, Report on Visit to Camp Huntsville 
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a large interest in reading and educational pursuits designed 

to familiarize them with America. A large number of POWs 

enrolled in correspondence courses from De Paul University, 

studying such fields as American social problems, history of 

the English language, history of American art, and American 

history. For prisoners not qualified for college-level work, 

the inmates taught many courses themselves including a 

popular course in United States history and the history of 

41 
Germans in Texas. 

These prisoners not only learned about their captors in 

the classrooms, but also from lectures and American-prepared 

news summaries which were read daily over the loudspeaker by 

one of the prisoners. From their large library, the POWs 

frequently read copies of Time. Newsweek. Life, and New 

York Times. Also available were the ever-popular German-

American newspapers such as the Cincinnati Freie Presse. the 

Chicago Abendpost. the New York HeroId und Staats Zeltung. 

and the Milwaukee Deutsche Zeitung.^ 

In addition to periodic offerings of the camp orchestras, 

theater group, and chorus, the POWs could take advantage of 

41 
Memo, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp Hood, Texas 
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arts and crafts lessons in woodcarving or linoleum block 

cutting. If these activities did not appeal to them, they 

could go to the movies where such favorites as "Stormy 

Weather," "Coconut Grove," "Holiday Inn," "Seventeen," 

"Young Mr. Lincoln," or "Chump at Oxford" were shown.^ 

Religion and Bible studies were also popular at Camp 

Hood, which had an especially beautiful chapel. Protestant 

and Catholic services were held once a week, and two German 

ministers who were incarcerated there presided over Bible 

study every Wednesday. Perhaps one reason that religion was 

encouraged by the American authorities was that, according 

to the commanding officer, much intelligence information was 

gained by the clerics from the POWs.^ 

As mentioned previously, the prisoners often earned 

large profits from their canteens which they were allowed to 

spend for items they desired. They sometimes used these 

surplus funds to purchase rather expensive luxuries. The 

canteen at Camp Maxey was especially profitable, for from 

those funds the POWs purchased a wide array of goods designed 

to make their stay as comfortable as possible. The prisoners 

at this camp purchased no less than seven pianos, fourteen 

44 
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by Capt. Alexander Lakes, PKGO, 10-11 January 1945, 
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radios (to supplement the thirty which had been supplied 

them), four typewriters, and two pool tables. They also 

bought books, sports equipment, draperies for their barracks 

and canteen, flower seed and shrubs, and building supplies 

with which they constructed a beer garden, a chapel, and a 

theater. To supplement their activities associated with the 

above, the prisoners also had at their disposal two pho-

nographs and a large record selection, a twenty-five piece 

orchestra, a theater group, and even a beehive.^ 

Camp Hereford had the distinction of being both an 

Italian prisoner of war base camp, the only one in Texas, 

and also the camp to which hard-core Fascists and trouble-

makers were sent. But regardless of their political 

affiliation or economic philosophy, many of the 1,000 pris-

oner officers there took advantage of the time by enrolling 

in various college-level courses. For example, seventy-one 

45t 
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12 February 1944, File: Camp Maxey, Texas - Construction, 

T ' s • C o r r e s - file, Oper. Br., Enemy POW Oper. Div., 
PM^O; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to Prisoner of War 
Camp, Maxey, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 23-24 August 1945, 
I' 'n.JSa ( C a m p M® x e y> General, Box 1617, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA 
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Italian officers took courses from Loyola University of 

Chicago, sixty-four were enrolled at De Paul University, and 

ten at West Texas State Teachers College at Canyon.^6 

Even though the director of studies for the camp was 

"noted as being 100 percent Fascist," courses were likewise 

offered at the camp and were well-attended. The prisoners 

also had theater groups, orchestras, arts and crafts, and 

movies, with "leg shows" allegedly being the most popular.^ 

Similar examples of POW pastime activities exist for 

each of the camps located in Texas. Even the smallest 

branch or labor camps were provided equipment and space to 

help the prisoners fight boredom. If the facilities avail-

able to the prisoners in Texas were typical of the other 

camps in other states--and there is every reason to believe 

that they were—then the vast majority of the POWs in this 

country were not short of activities designed to occupy 

their time. 

One should remember, however, that the elaborate 

facilities allowed or provided did not exist for the sole 

46 
See entire File: 255 (Camp Hereford) Texas, Box 

ion * D e c* F i l e» Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 
jo7, NA. 

47 
Report, Field Service Camp Survey, Camp Hereford by 

Capt. Floyd Spencer, PMGO, 7-9 March 1944, File; 255 (Camp 
Hereford) Texas, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PKGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to 
POW Camp, Hereford, Texas, by Louis Hortal, YMCA, 1-3 May 
1945, File: 255 (Camp Hereford) Texas, Box 1615, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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purpose of making the prisoners' lives easier. The American 

authorities wanted to make a good impression on the prisoners 

and subtly convince the Axis prisoners of American benev-

olence and humaneness. Further, from the beginning of the 

POW program in the United States, the Army wanted to make 

sure that the Germans, who held many American prisoners, would 

have no excuse to retaliate because of mistreatment of Axis 

POWs by the Americans. Sut for whatever reason, never before 

in recent history were prisoners of war allowed the wide 

variety of activities as those enjoyed by the Axis POWs 

incarcerated in Texas. 

Regardless of the pastime activities and humane 

treatment accorded the POWs in Texas, these men were prisoners, 

and they were treated as such. Just what the prisoners 

thought of their treatment is difficult to ascertain because 

individual prison camp records were destroyed soon after the 

war, and naturally, most complaints and expressions of 

attitudes about treatment would have been made by the POWs 

to the commanders of the respective camps. Further, individ-

ual files kept on each prisoner were returned to the Federal 

Republic of Germany in the 1950's and are not presently open 

for public inspection; therefore, the researcher is limited 

to those views registered by the POWs which were subsequently 

passed on to the PMGO and retained by that office. Even with 

that office, an assessment of what the POWs thought of their 

experience is possible. 



174 

Often the Level of complaining related directly to the 

quality of leadership demonstrated by the commanding officer 

of the respective camps. The prisoners at Camp Mexia, for 

example, registered few complaints. One reason for this 

situation might have been the general laxity with which the 

camp was run and the numerous violations of directives 

tolerated by the camp commander. An inspection of that camp 

by an inspector from the PMGO indicated that the POWs were 

allowed to do things directly contrary to regulations 

governing the operations of prison camps. At Mexia, some 

POWs were allowed to wear civilian clothes not marked with 

the required "PW" insignia; food, soft drinks, and beer were 

consumed in barracks; and Nazi signs and insignia were 

displayed on the outer walls of barracks in the officers' 

compound. German officers were allowed to censor incoming 

prisoner mail; military courtesies were not shown American 

officers; and several POWs were found working as orderlies 

for camp personnel. Perhaps because the POWs did not want 

to call attention to their forbidden pleasures and over-

looked regulations, they registered few complaints.^8 

Indeed, treatment of POWs, and corresponding complaints, 

varied significantly from camp to camp. The commanding 

^Inspection Report, PMGO Inspection Report of Visit to 
POW Camp, Mexia, Texas and POW Branch Camps, Kaufman and 
Cleburne, Texas by Maj. E. C. Shannahan, PMGO, 1-5 March 
iy45, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. 
File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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officer at Camp Fort Sam Houston, Major Claude Wilde, was 

apparently strict. One act which provoked several complaints 

from the affected prisoners was his policy of paying fifty-

four POWs who worked as cooks and bakers out of prisoner 

canteen funds. When this practice was called to the attention 

of the representative of the Swiss Legation, this represen-

tative of Germany's "protecting power" requested the practice 

be stopped because of its illegality under the Geneva 

Convention. Similarly, at the same camp all POWs were 

required to attend courses in English and pass a prescribed 

competency test in the subject. This policy, too, provoked 

49 
numerous complaints. 

Colonel Victor Wales, camp commander of Camp Barkeley, 

likewise had a reputation for strictness. POWs there 

complained to the Swiss Legation of the camp's drab appearance 

and lack of quality in construction which failed to keep out 

the wind and dust, the lack of grass and landscaping, the 

paucity of recreation facilities, and restricted time allowed 

to participate in any athletic recreation. Wales undoubtedly 

ran a strict camp. The POWs often complained of the twice-a-

day inspections, the policy of lights off at 2300 hours, and 

49 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 

tt Sam Houston by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of 
Switzerland, 7 August 1944, File: Other Inspection Reports, 

f I Texas, Box 2671, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., 
p« 3ri» *n?my P 0 W Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
Report of Visit to POW Camp, Fort Sam Houston by Sture 
Persson, YMCA, 14 September 1945, File: Other Inspection 
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the disallowance of meetings of no more than three prisoners 

after 2200 hours. 

Quite often the POWs complained about the amount and 

type of work they were required to perform. At Camp Chinero, 

a branch camp of Fannin located in a forested area about six 

miles from the town of Chinero, the POWs were suspected Nazis 

or troublemakers, and that fact might explain some of their 

numerous complaints. Among other gripes they expressed was 

their conviction that camp officials purposely delayed the 

distribution of Red Cross parcels and books. They also 

voiced their hatred of being forced to rake the sludge from 

their pit latrines as well as their displeasure at being 

expected to perform too much work each day.5* 

At Camp Mexia, some of the prisoners were contracted to 

work for area farmers. On one of the work details, eleven 

P0*s cutting wood complained that the farmer who employed 

Reports, Sam Houston, Texas, Box 2671, Sub. File, Field Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

50t 
n I f s P e c t l o n Report, Excerpts of Report from Visit to 

Lamp Barkeley, Texas by Emil Greuter, Legation of 
Switzerland, 30-31 March 1944, File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Camp Barkeley, Texas, 3ox 2655, Sub. File Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. 3r., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO: 

?S,', C o"?P? u n d
 Regulation, POW Camp, Camp Barkeley, 

March 1944, File: Other Inspection Reports, Camp 
Barkeiey, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. R e pts. 
Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA ' 

51 
P InfPecJ3-on Report, Excerpts of Report of Visit to 
23^25 G r e u t e r » Legation of Switzerland, 
ZJ-Z5 February 1945, File: Other Inspection Reports 
Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept 
Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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them overworked them by setting their required daily tasks 

unreasonably high. Significantly, the commanding officer 

agreed with the POWs and confirmed that the employer had 

indeed been overworking them, and his contract for POW labor 

was immediately canceled. Other POWs complained that 

civilian employers abused them. A prisoner work detachment 

at Chance Plantation, located south of Bryan, reported that 

a civilian guard ripped his insignia off his shirt. 

Prisoners working at the nearby Elmwood Farm complained that 

the farmer threatened that unless they worked harder, he 

would have them picked up by prison officials and put in 

the guardhouse. The following day, the same farmer left in 

charge of the detail his sixteen-year-old son, who, according 

to the prisoners, used abusive language and ordered them 

about in an "unbecoming" tone. This detail also complained 

that the drinking water supplied to the prisoners was dirty 

and "not fit to drink. 

As discussed previously, reduced food rations occasioned 

much lament from the prisoners. Complaints from POWs at 

Camp Hereford became so widespread that they provoked a 

high-level meeting involving the ambassador from Italy and 

other high officials. After V-E Day, American camp officials 

52r _ „ 

Letter, extracts of Inspection Report of Swiss 

Division °rLJ>L̂ ULy«-19Ĵ  p r eP a r e d Special War Problems 
3o^l6l2, Si? ?tate» F i L e : 2 5 5 <H®arne) General, 
RG 389^ NA ' ' P 0 W S p e C* ProJ' D i v- » ™ G0, 
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generally tightened the discipline and privileges allowed 

the POWs. The prisoners at Hereford believed that they were 

being unfairly disciplined and punished, so they contacted 

the Bishop of Amarillo, who in turn contacted Representative 

Eugene Worley. Worley passed the complaints of poor treat-

ment on to the PMGO. Meanwhile, the Hereford inmates, in 

order that their case would be heard, also complained to 

representatives of the International Red Cross and to the 

Italian ambassador, both of whom likewise contacted the War 

Department regarding alleged mistreatment and complaints. 

As a result of these complaints, a meeting was held which 

included the Provost Marshal General, the Assistant Secretary 

of War, the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-I, the ambassador of 

Italy and a representative of the Red Cross. As a result of 

the meeting, an inspection was made of Camp Hereford to 

investigate complaints regarding treatment. Included in the 

inspection team were representatives of those individuals 

mentioned above plus the Bishop of Amarillo.53 

Significantly, the investigation confirmed many of the 

POWs complaints. The inspection discovered that the daily 

rations for the prisoners at Hereford had been reduced after 

Germany's defeat, and the caloric value was significantly 

53 
Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, The Provost Marshal 

General to Inspector General, War Department, Special Staff, 
bri?ary 1 9 4 6 > F i l e : 2 5 5 General P/w (April 1945), Box 

r„ oon Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. ' 
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below 2,000 calories per man. Also, the food being offered 

did not conform to national tastes. The investigators also 

found that canteen goods were severely curtailed, that meat 

and sugar all but disappeared from the diet, and that the 

prisoners had lost a considerable amount of weight. Whether 

the conditions were ordered corrected or not could not be 

determined by the existing documents.5^ 

As noted previously, however, significant reductions in 

rations were ordered for all camps in the spring of 1945, 

and those reductions brought complaints of mistreatment from 

prisoners wherever incarcerated. The majority of the 

complaints registered by POWs in Texas normally emphasized 

that ration reductions hindered their ability to perform 

required tasks. Prisoners at Hearne, for example, complained 

that a lack of fats, proteins, and sugar caused them to feel 

so weak and tired that they could not accomplish normal work 

requirements. Prisoners at Camp Swift, Ganado, Garwood, Bay 

City, £1 Campo, Camp Hood, and Mexia made similar complaints. 

POWs at Camp Cleburne had a legitimate and unusual complaint 

which was confirmed by an inspector of the PMGO: they were 

sometimes fed raw bacon for their noon meal."*"5 

54 
Ibid. 

55 
Inspection Report, Extracts of Inspection Report of 

Swiss Legation to POW Camp Hearne, prepared by Special War 
Problems Division, Department of State, 18-19 July 1945 
f l e : J " (Camp Hood) General, Box 16*5, Dec. File! Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Extracts 
of Inspection Report of Swiss Legation to POW Camp Hood, 
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Occasionally, prisoners complained of real or feared 

brutality from American camp officials. For example, a 

major PMGO investigation was conducted in response to 

complaints of mistreatment made by two POWs from Camp 

Barkeley, namely, Gerhardt L. and Heinz R. The pair escaped 

from Camp Barkeley in the spring of 1944 and made their way 

to El Paso, but a detail of American soldiers captured them 

in the railroad yard. The captured POWs claimed that the 

Americans beat them unnecessarily with black-jacks, other-

wise brutalized them, and subjected them to public ridicule 

by parading the POWs in front of civilians while handcuffed— 

all in violations of official directives. After a thorough 

investigation, the PMGO found the charges to be true, and 

the captain in charge received an administrative reprimand, 

while the others involved were given transfers. 

prepared by Special War Problem Division, Department of 
State, 7-8 July 1945, File: 255 (Camp Hood) General, Box 
1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp Swift and 
Branch Camps by Sture Persson, YMCA, 17-21 September 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File, 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp Swift, Texas 
by Guy Metraux, ICRC, 8-12 July 1945, File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. 
Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 
Inspection of POW Camp, Mexia, Texas and POW Branch Camps by 
Maj. E. C. Shannahan, PMGO, 1-5 March 1945, File: PMGO 
Inspection Report, Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, Field Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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For documents involving this incident see entire 

File: 330.14 General P/W (May '44 - September *44), 
B o x *386, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
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Other POWs claimed they lived in constant fear of being 

beaten or shot by American personnel. A charge made by a 

prisoner from Camp Bliss reflected this fear in a letter to 

the Swiss Legation in Washington. At Camp Bliss, Giuseppe C. 

reported that the POWs "are deprived of necessities" and 

that they lived in fear because the American guards "speak 

very freely of shooting whenever an infraction of the 

regulations had been committed, just as if we are criminals." 

He further charged that the prisoners received "half uncivil 
57 

and rude treatment." 

Other complaints from POWs reflected problems associated 

with branch camps. For example, at Camp Kenedy, the German 

officers were upset because no Catholic priest or chaplain 

was allowed to conduct religious services at the camp. POWs 

at Camo Eagle Lake registered similar complaints. These 

specific problems often existed because of the rather small 

number of prisoners at the branch camps, thus creating 

difficulties in assigning a chaplain to each or arranging 

for a civilian cleric from a neighboring town to visit the 
CD 

camps regularly. 

57 ~ ' 
Letter, Giuseppe C. (POW) to Dr. Max Habricht. 

Legation of Switzerland, Washington, D. C., 6 June 1942, 
File; 311.7 Ft. Bliss, Box 422, Unclass. Dec. File, Proi. 

389 NA6r*' M a i l a n d R e c o r d s » Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 

58t 
t — . K ^ p e c! 1 0 n ReP°rt» Report of Visit to Camp Kenedy, 

n+ur' Perret» Y M CA, (translation), 3 April 1945, 
2671' ^ ? ^ n S P ^ t ^ n

T
R e p ° r t S » Sam Houston, Texas, Box 

2671, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rest. Br., Enemy 
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Another typical complaint regarding treatment concerned 

insufficient clothing, especially the shortage of underwear, 

socks, hats, and work shoes. At Camp Kenedy the POWs 

complained that they had no handkerchiefs or underwear and 

that the camp commander would not stock any in the canteen. 

There was a similar shortage at Camp McClosky, where two 

POWs were punished by being given extra duty for wearing 

contraband underwear. At Camp Bowie, the POWs who had to 

work out-of-doors complained that they were allowed only 

one pair of shoes, and during inclement weather, their feet 

59 
stayed wet constantly. 

Perhaps the most widespread complaint from the pris-

oners regarded items they claimed were stolen from them by 

American personnel. Many prisoners at Camp Hearne protested 

POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Memo, Extracts from No. TC-18756, 
Inspection Report of Swiss Legation Visit to Eagle Lake, 
10 July 1945, prepared by Special War Problems Division, 
Department of State, File: 255 (Camp Swift) General, 
Box 1622, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proi. Div., PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. 

59 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Camp Kenedy, 

Texas by Mr. Peret, YMCA (translation), 3 April 1945, 
other.Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, Texas, Box 

2671, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. 3ur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Inspection 
of POW Camp, Camp Hood, Texas by Charles E. Eberhardt, 
Department of State, 7-9 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State 
Department) General, P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 
Inspection of POW Camp, Camp Bowie, Texas by Emil Greuter, 
Legation of Switzerland, (translation), 2-3 February 1944, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO 
RG 389, NA. ' 
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that valuables had been stolen, one claiming that 23,000 

francs were taken from and never returned or credited to 

his account. At Camp Hereford the prisoners argued that 

valuables were taken from them when captured, and contrary 

to the promises of their captors, they were never returned. 

Prisoners at Camp Fort Sam Houston claimed that guards stole 

several watches during an inspection of the barracks.^ 

Before any conclusion regarding prisoner views of their 

treatment can be made, one must remember, just as it is the 

duty of a prisoner of war to try to escape, it is likewise 

his duty, or at least his prerogative, to create problems 

for his captor. On the other hand, most POWs did not 

complain. In fact, POWs sometimes complimented prison 

officials for the fair treatment. The prison spokesman at 

Gamp Fabens told a Red Gross inspector that "the prisoners 

are well satisfied with the treatment which is given them; 

they have a very great respect for their [American) commanding 

officer." Sometimes individual POWs indicated their desire 

to stay in or return to the United States after the war. A 

60 
For complaints of POWs at Gamp Hearne, see entire 

File: 330.14, General P/W (22 Feb '44 - April >44), Box 
1386, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO* 
Consolidated Index Sheet, 26 October 1943, File: 332.3' 
Camp Hereford p/w, Box 411, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech 
Ser., Kail and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO; Inspection 
Report Report of Inspection of POW Camp, Ft. Sam Houston 
by Emil Greuter, Legation of Switzerland, 4 April 1944 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Sam Houston, Box 267l! Sub 

piool BG6339'!eJ; R e p t S " R e p C" Br' • Eneml' ? o w lnfo- Sur., 
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prisoner at Gamp Hood wrote, "I am no German and would like 

to get out of the camp. No matter what happens, I don't 

want to ever go back to Germany. I am willing to do any 
fi 1 

important war work for America." 

Requests from POWs to remain in this country after the 

war were surprisingly common. Four prisoners incarcerated 

at Camp Kaufman are typical. They each wrote letters to the 

PMGO in which they repudiated Nazism, asked to become 

citizens of the United States, and volunteered to join the 

American Army. Although no prisoner of war was allowed to 

remain in the country after the war, many did subsequently 

return. One POW from Camp Fannin was so impressed with his 

treatment, the country, and the environment near Tyler that 

after repatriation, he returned to Texas and now lives in 

East Texas. Similarly, a group of ex-POWs from Mexia return 

to that city regularly and speak of their just treatment and 

the good impression it made upon them. 

61 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Work Detachment, 

Fabens, Texas by Mr. Metraux, ICRC, 14 April 1945, File: 
Other Inspection Reports, Bliss, Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Letter, Edward Schmitt, POW Camp, Co. 15, Camp Hood to 
Maj. Alexander Lakes, PMGO, 1 July 1945, File: 255 (Camp 
Hood) General, Sox 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Letter, Major Robert Bagnall, Executive Officer, POW 

Camp, Mexia to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
22 December 1944, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
NA; Interview, Walter Kattwinkle to Author, 13 August 1976; 
Letter, J. Fort Smith to Author, 30 December 1973". 



185 

Certainly prisoners had real cause to complain about 

treatment involving specific camps, problems, and personnel; 

however, the records indicate that the POWs incarcerated in 

Texas received firm but fair treatment at the hands of their 

American captors. Considering the magnitude of the POW 

program and the length of time it lasted, plus the emotions 

involved, widespread complaints of unfair treatment were 

certainly not evident in the documents available. In fact, 

they do not significantly out-number the complaints calling 

for firmer treatment made by civilians in Texas. As one 

ex-prisoner of war observed, after being in the German Army 

in the battlefields of North Africa, where canned meat of 

questionable origin was the daily diet, and cattle cars were 

the method of transportation, he experienced a pleasant 

change when transported on passenger trains to a prison camp, 

given rations in greater variety and amounts than being 

accustomed to, and having a pleasant, if not gracious, barrack 

to live in and a reasonably soft bed to sleep in. In this 

new, if not unique, experience for the American Army, prison 

camp life was made as humane as any prisoner of war program 

could be; and while prison life was probably not the choice 

of most captives in Texas, at least they were provided the 

essentials of life and acceptable surroundings in which to 

spend their involuntary incarceration.^ 

63T . 
Interview, Walter Kattwinkle to Author, 13 August 
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While they were denied their freedom, their stay in 

prison camps in Texas was made more acceptable by the Army's 

very liberal policy of providing and encouraging participation 

in the wide variety of pastime activities. Educational and 

religious programs kept the prisoners* intellectual and spir-

itual needs satisfied; sports and entertainment facilities 

provided outlets for their physical and psychological well-

being. 

Even though the Army allowed the individual prisoner to 

keep in touch with his family, and went so far as to allow 

relatives to be reunited, the military can be faulted for 

not being able to devise an efficient method to handle the 

volume of mail the POWs generated. Nevertheless, even though 

this problem was never solved, and the prisoners had legit-

imate complaints in this regard, at least the Army recognized 

the problem and sincerely attempted to alleviate it. 

Although variation occurred from camp to camp regarding 

facilities, equipment, and camp policies, most POWs had few 

genuine complaints of abuse or neglect. The Army more than 

met the requirements of the Geneva Convention regarding 

provision for pastime activities. Indeed, if any criticism 

could be levied at the Army, it was the failure to communicate 

adequately to the public the reason for its humane treatment 

of the POW—fear of retaliation upon German-held American 

prisoners of war. The result of this lack of communication 

was that the public assumed that POWs were treated too well. 
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The American people believed that prisoners were fed too 

well, were allowed too many opportunities for pastime activ-

ities, and were pampered in general. The Army was very 

strict about the security of the POW program and simply did 

not inform the public adequately of the justification for 

its policies regarding treatment of the POWs. 

During a national emergency such as a world war, some 

secrecy is necessary. Regarding the prisoner of war program, 

the Army failed to realize that it probably was an advantage 

to communicate clearly information involving certain aspects 

of its policies to the public. For instance, if the public 

understood the motives for the good treatment accorded POWs 

in the United States, its charges of pampering and the sub-

sequent controversy regarding POW rations probably could 

have been avoidedj however, some secrecy was probably 

necessary. On the other hand, the public probably would not 

have understood or tolerated all the camp activities which 

the Army made available to the POWs. The people would have 

had difficulty understanding why the Army allowed a 

continuation of Nazi terrorism, brutalities, and political 

control to exist in most of the camps. The public likewise 

probably would not have comprehended the Army's inability to 

halt such practices. 



CHAPTER V 

NAZI ACTIVITY 

Just because the Axis prisoners in the United States 

were kept behind barbed wire, and took no further part in 

the war, imprisonment did not mean an end to their political 

life. Political activities and internal organizations were 

much in evidence inside the POV compounds and barracks, and 

to the dismay of the American officials, the prisoners who 

retained a dedication to the goals of National Socialism 

often controlled these political activities. Although 

carefully kept from the public, Nazi influence upon the pris-

oners in individual camps was common for the duration of the 

POW program. Since Texas held more prisoners than any other 

state, a detailed examination of the Nazi activities in this 

state will indicate the severity of this problem and the 

failure of the military authorities to eradicate it.* 

That the German POWs held a wide spectrum of political 

views was understandable, considering that there were over 

500,000 in the United States. Their ideology ran the gamut 

lf°r a thorough discussion of the Nazi problems and 
attempts at segregation, see Edward John Pluth, "The 
Administration and Operation of German Prisoner of War Camps 
q i ? i t ® d . S t a t f s During World War II" (Ph.D. dissertation, 
Ball State University, 1970), Chapters 10, 11 (hereafter 
referred to as Pluth, "Administration and Operation of German 
Prisoner of War Camps in the United States"). 
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from extreme anti-Nazi to rabid Nazi. The problem for the 

military was to find a way to identify those with strong 

Nazi leanings, and early in the war the War Department moved 

in that direction. As early as February 1943, a policy of 

segregation was adopted. This policy was extremely vague and 

without instructions for accomplishing the goals, but it 

called for the segregation of all German POWs into Nazi and 

anti-Nazi groups. The various camp commanders tried to meet 

the requirements of the order but had limited success.2 

Six months later, segregation regulations were further 

refined, and the camp commanders were ordered to continue 

identifying the Nazi element and segregate it from the other 

POWs in each camp. They were further ordered to identify 

and segregate those within the Nazi groups who were consid-

ered to be "Nazi leaders, Gestapo, or extremists." Then in 

October 1943, the camp commanders were instructed to separate 

from the Nazi group the POWs who were considered to be merely 

non-cooperative rather than hard-core Nazi.3 

2 . ' ~ ~ " " " 

Letter, Maj. Gen. J. A. Ulio, Adjutant General A^F tr» 
Commanding General, SOS, 18 February 1943, File: 383 6 
(anti-Nazi) Gen. P/W, Box 1394, Class. Dec File ODer Rr 

SI SK'K D-V PM3S- Ra 389- In"MUi™ to Separates 
the pro-Nazi from the anti-Nazi, one of the reasons for the 
segregation attempts was to facilitate a re-education pro-
gram which was established in 1944. For a full discussion 
n J A

r e"^u U Cu t X O n Pro§rarn s e e Judith Gansberg, Stalag: 
tinit^d rS m a rv a bu 6 StorY- 2l «ie German POWs in the 
ij fh xw Y o r k : Thomas Y. Crowell, TT77)7~pp—42-

(hereafter referred to as Gansberg, Stalls: U. S A.) 

Letter, Maj. Gen. J. A. Ulio, Adjutant General ASF to 
Commanding General, lst-9th Service Commands, 31 October 1943, 
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The reason for this more detailed policy was that mil-

itary intelligence had determined that members of the Gestapo 

and SS had established systems for transmitting messages back 

to Germany; therefore, their identification and surveillance 

was necessary. In Texas, known Gestapo agents were held in 

Camps Hearne, Huntsville, iMaxey, Brady, Swift, and Mexia. 

Military authorities were concerned that agents in Texas were 

able to transmit names to the Gestapo in Germany so that 

reprisals against the families of non-Nazi POWs could be 

carried out. The method used to send messages consisted of 

including names of POWs in personal letters to acquaintances 

in Germany who, in turn, would deliver the names to the 

Gestapo. Indeed, even before capture, the Gestapo had made 

arrangements to distribute agents among the German forces 

being taken captive by Allied troops in order to obtain 

military information and to keep under surveillance those 

prisoners suspected of collaborating with American officials.4 

File: 333.6 POV, Box 461, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff 
for Ser. Commands, Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160 
NA; Pluth, "Administration and Operation of German Prisoner' 
of War Camps in the United States," pp. 306-308. 

4 
iMemo, Col. Catesby C. Jones, PMGO to Brig. General 
3FYan» Assistant Provost Marshal General, 21 October 

I !<JOC L 8 3 , 6 G e n e r a l P/W (April 1943 - Oct. 1943), 
! £ * « ? ' Class. Dec. File, Oper. 3r., POW Oper. Div., 

ffi o .A* W* R o l f e» Security and Intelligence 
Division, 8th Service Command to Commanding General, ASF 
9 March 1944, File: 383.6 General P/W (Nov. 43 - Sept. 44), 

RGX389 NA ' De°* F i l 6' °Per* B r " P° W ° P e r* DiV*' PMG0» 
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In addition to reprisals taken against the families of 

non-Nazi prisoners, another bothersome problem facing the 

American authorities was the pressure exerted against these 

POWs in their respective camps. Of particular significance 

were the repeated attempts by pro-Nazi NCOs to induce other 

prisoners to become non-cooperative, either by persuasion, 

threats, or in many cases, beatings. Along with the pressures 

to which the cooperative POWs were subjected, many who worked 

were forced to deliver part of their pay to strong-arm squads 

which existed in some of the camps. 

Because the problem became so acute, each service 

command was ordered to designate particular camps or compounds 

inside each camp for the segregation of NCOs from other pris-

oners. After accomplishing this separation, then the coop-

erative and the non-cooperative NCOs were to be segregated. 

In Texas, Camps Brady, Hearne, and McLean were all classified 

as non-cooperative NCO camps, and pro-Nazi NCOs from all over 

the 8th Service Command were sent to these camps. Other 

segregation camps in Texas were Camps Kenedy and Hereford. 

5 
Letter, Adjutant General's Office to Commanding 

Generals, All Service Commands, 6 February 1944, in United 
States, Dept. of the Army, Office of The Provost Marshal 
General, Prisoner of War Operations Division, Historical 
Monograph: Prisoner of War Operations Division. Office of 

Provost Marshal General. 4 vols.. Office of the Chief"" 
of Military History Washington, D. 0., vol. 1-2, append., 

® ^ vols, of Tabs, Tab 16 (hereafter referred to as 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH). 
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The former was reserved exclusively for Nazi officers, while 

Camp Hereford held hardcore Italian Fascists.6 

These special camps did not, however, end the internal 

influence that the pro-Nazi elements extended over many of 

the camps in Texas. A particularly troublesome problem 

remained throughout the prisoner of war program with the POW 

camp spokesmen. According to the Geneva Convention, each 

POW camp was to be allowed to select a spokesman from among 

the ranks to act as a liaison between the prisoners and their 

captors. In many cases, the camp spokesmen were Nazis. Even 

where the philosophy and tactics of the spokesman, known by 

camo officials, led to their removal from positions of 

authority, there were still enough Nazi followers that they 

were usually replaced by someone of the same general out-

look. ̂  

The problem with the camp spokesmen became so acute 

that in March 1944 the War Department sent a special directive 

to all service commands in the United States. The directive 

^Letter, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant Provost 
Sa5Sh\L ?S?/6rai^° D e ^ y , G h i e f S t a f f f o r Service Commands, 
I M afSL 1 9 4 4» F i l e : 383'6 Gen- p/w <Nov- 1943 - Sept. 1944) 
Box 1396 Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO;' 
Letter, Lt. Col. Frank Choate, Adjutant General, 8th Service 
yommand to PMGO, 9 December 1944, File: 383 6 Gen P/V 
£ A p r l L V ^ 4 " Fe?" 1945)> B o x 1396' C U s s - Oec. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

7 
ca Si?n?LCf7,i^cer??n prisoriers of War," Current History 
5 4 (March 1 9 4 5 ) : 1 9 5 - 1 9 6 ; Pluth, "Administration and 
Operation of German Prisoner of War Camps in the United 
States," p. 308. 
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pointed out that many, if not most, camp spokesmen were 

strongly pro-Nazi, and that camp commanders too often allowed 

the spokesmen too much administrative power in order to gain 

superficial efficiency. The directive also stated that the 

pro-Nazi elements, especially the officers and NCOs, had 

been the principal organizers of work stoppages, slow-downs, 

forced suicides, beatings, and family reprisals. The pro-

Nazi spokesmen generally terrorized the anti-Nazi prisoners, 

held kangaroo courts for those who deviated from the Nazi 

line, and subjected their fellow prisoners to Nazi prop-

aganda. Each camp commander was, therefore, to investigate 

all camp spokesmen, and any found exercising undue authority 
o 

were to be removed from their position. 

Interestingly, evidence suggests that the camp command-

ers were not always enthusiastic in carrying out this or 

other directives aimed at lessening Nazi control. Nazi 

domination of a camp did not mean that the camp was not well 

organized and disciplined, or that a majority of the prisoners 

were outwardly troublesome to the American authorities. In 

fact, often the camps which had Nazi internal control were 

quiet, efficient, and well-run. The Nazis realized that a 

well-controlled, disciplined camp would find support from 

8 
Letter, Headquarters, ASF to Commanding General, All 

Service Commands, 24 March 1944, File: 383.6 Gen. p/w 
(Nov. 43 - Sept. 44), Box 1396, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Pluth, "Administration 
and Operation of German Prisoner of War Camps in the United 
States," pp. 311-312. 
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most camp commanders who often tolerated the Nazi influence 

because of its tight command over the internal aspects of 

the camp. One prisoner testified that at Camp Fort Hood, 

Nazis were allowed to retain positions of leadership through-

out most of the camp's duration, and that this leadership 

was backed up by the American authorities. A survey of 

individual camps indicates that Nazi influence was significant 

in many camps in Texas, and it continued until the end of the 

war, suggesting that either camp officials were unable or 
Q 

unwilling to stop it. 

Nazi influence within the camps resulted in more than 

efficiency and order. It also often meant a reign of terror 

for many of those POVs who chose, for whatever reason, to 

cooperate with the American officials. Between September 

1943 and April 1944, Nazi elements were responsible for a 

series of incidents which included beatings, several forced 

suicides, and at least five murders. During that eight-

month period, two prisoners were forced to commit suicide at 

Gamp Concordia, Kansas. In November 1943, a POW was beaten 

to death in Camp Tonkowa, Oklahoma. During the following 

month, one POW was murdered at Camp Hearne, Texas. Similarly, 

at Camps Papago Park, Arizona, Camp Chafee, Arkansas, and 

Camp Gordon, Georgia, prisoners were murdered. All the 

murdered prisoners had been accused either of collaboration 

9 
Pluth, "Administration and Operation of German Prisoner 

of War Camps in the United States," p. 308 
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with camp officials or of being informers. Eventually, 

fifteen German POWs were arrested for these crimes and court-

martialled, and fourteen were executed.*® 

The War Department and the PMGO were aware of the Nazi 

influence and throughout the war tried with only limited 

success to curb it. Among the remedies attempted by the PMGO 

to identify and neutralize the Nazi influence were monthly 

physical exams to search for suspicious tattoos on the pris-

oners' arms, a War Department pamphlet designed to serve as 

a guide for camp officials to use to recognize and identify 

Nazi thinking, and even new segregation orders to divide and 

separate the POWs according to nationality. In fact, the 

War Department was still attempting to find an effective 

method of identifying and neutralizing Nazi influence after 

the war ended, for the last directive regarding segregation 

of the Nazis was not issued until 8 August 1945.** 

Letter, Deputy Chief of Staff for Service Commands to 
Commanding General, 7th Service Command, 20 April 1944 
File: 383.6 General P/W (Nov. 1943 - Sept. 1944) Box'1396 
Class. Dec. File, Gper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGo! RG 389. ' 
NA; New York Times. 16 January 1945, 1:3; Pluth, 
11 Administration and Operation of German Prisoner of War Camps 
in the United States," pp. 316-318. 

Letter, Maj. Gen. Archer L. Lerch, Provost Marshal 
general to Deputy Chief of Staff for Service Commands, 
11 November 1944, File: POW, Nov. 1944, Box 43, Corr4s. File. 
Pen" "aJtp dp iftnffMf°r ?er' Conunands> office of the Command. 
Gen., ASF, Ro 160, NA; Directive, From Secretary of War to 
Commanding Generals Ist-9th Service Commands, 8 August 1945, 
J w I?-? °en* ^ M a y ' AuS- 45)» B o x 1396, Class. 
U J1 * °Per- Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389. NA: 
Lnited States, War Department, Provost Marshal General 
Office, Reference Manual on Prisoner of War Administration. 



196 

In order to illustrate both the size and the severity 

of the Nazi problem among the POWs in the United States, this 

issue in the camps in Texas requires investigation in detail. 

By examining Nazi activity in selected camps in this state, 

an indication of the magnitude of the problem in camps 

throughout the country and the difficulty of its solution 

can be appreciated. 

Camp Mexia was not a specially designated Nazi camp; 

however, its history illustrates that Nazi influence upon 

internal policies was significant and persistent. As 

mentioned previously, Camp Mexia was built early in the war 

and received its first prisoners in late spring 1943. The 

only thing remotely unusual, but not unique, about the camp 

was that in addition to its capacity for 4,800 enlisted men, 

it also was home for about 1,000 German officers. 

Nazi activity at the camp began soon after the arrival 

of the first cadre of prisoners from the battlefields of 

North Africa and continued until the camp was closed. One 

of the earliest arrivals at Camp Mexia was one Lieutenant 

uolonel Bruno N. (8NG-30335). He was almost immediately 

classified by camp officials as an "outspoken Nazi leader" 

perhaps because one of his first acts to protest imprisonment 

Provost Marshal General School, undated, in PMGO POW 
??Krati°!!si voi* 1~2' append-. vol. 3 of 3%&n. of 
labs, Tab 11/ (hereafter referred to as PMGO Reference 
Manual on Prisoner of War Administration^ Pluth 
Administration and Operation of German Prisoner of War 
Camps in the United States," p. 327. 
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was to lead the other POW officers in opposition to the 

requirement that all prisoners receive typhus shots as 

required by Army policy. According to the executive officer 

at the camp, "a very firm policy" had to be adopted to get 

the officers to take their shots. Lieutenant Colonel Bruno N., 

was soon joined by Major Adolph L., Captain Siegfried 0., 

and Lieutenant Heinz R. , who were deemed to be "rabid Nazis," 

and together the four men assumed Nazi control over the 

officers' compound. These Nazi leaders led the other 

officer POWs in acts which included refusal to obey the 

orders of camp officials, threatening anti-Nazi prisoners, 

displaying pictures of Hitler, holding kangaroo court, and 

stripping rank from officers who disobeyed their commands.^ 

Although most of those considered to be Nazis were 

officer PCWs, not all were. For example, one Sergeant 

Werner R., a "Nazi agitator," arrived at Mexia in November 

1943. He immediately took control of Company 9 and led the 

entire cadre in a revolt which required force from camp 

1 2 " 
Letter, Capt. E. G. McCurtain, Executive Officer POV 

BoxP
248^ Sub PpG?' 2l ° C t 0 b e r 1 9 " . Maxey! C^p,' P°" 

Letter Col Thnn«'i T ' E T y P 0 W I n f o" B u r". P M G°: teeter, uol. Thomas A. Bay, Commanding Officer POW Camn 

su£la
FJLPMR2;t

2VugT 1943 • F1U: aSTfttz, 
NA Inlh'nfBr;' ? n e m y P 0 W Info- PMGO, RG 389, ' 
NA. Both of these letters were located in a file which 
primarily contained documents relating to Maxey. Apparentlv 
a file clerk mis-filed them. The last name of POWs are 
purposely omitted due to the nature of the charges made 
against them. Use of their full names could constitute an 
invasion of privacy for them and their families? If ^heS 
names appeared in the public record, they are used. 
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officials to halt. He likewise refused to obey orders, 

denounced American newspapers in the camp as propaganda and 

threatened anyone who read them, and made pro-Nazi speeches. 

His antics were so blatant that camp officials had him 

transferred to Camp Alva, Oklahoma, a special POV camp 

13 
containing the most rabid Nazis. 

Despite the fact that some of the more outspoken Nazis 

were transferred, Nazi influence continued at Camp Mexia. 

Camp officials found an eleven-page document which had been 

published by POWs inside the camp which was a pro-Nazi 

directive to the prisoners extolling the virtues of Hitler 

and Nazism. The directive gave specific instructions as to 

how Nazi POWs should conduct themselves, resist American 

propaganda, and hold true to their ideals. Likewise, Nazi 

officers regularly previewed all movies shown at the camp 

and wrote reviews of each, pointing out what, in their view, 

was the propagandists nature of them. Among other reviews 

prepared for the POWs by the Nazi officers were ones on 

"Du Barry Was a Lady" and "Happy-Go-Lucky," which the 

officers said were poor and false propaganda.^ 

Letter, Capt. E. G. McCurtain, Executive Officer, 
POW Camp Mexia to PMGO, 1 November 1943, File: Kaxey, Camp, 

' Sub* F i l e' R e p t* B r " ^enty POW Info. Bur., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. 

14 
Letter, Major Edgar L. Bull, Commanding Officer, POW 

Camp Mexia to Chief, Intelligence Branch, 8th Service 
Command 18 July 1944, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, 
Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Sr., POW SDec. Proi. Div.. 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 
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Nazi activity at the POW camps was not always merely 

designed to disrupt normal camp operation; often the Nazi 

elements had goals which went far beyond their immediate 

situation. The assistant director of intelligence for the 

8th Service Command, Colonel Alexander Adair, for example, 

wrote to the commanding officer at Camp Mexia, Colonel John 

Dunn, requesting information regarding three prisoners then 

held at the camp. The intelligence officer desired 

information about previous internment, political philosophies, 

and general disposition of Lieutenants Otto F., Franz R., 

and Freimut S. Dunn responded immediately, giving the 

information Adair requested. The three prisoners, according 

to Dunn, had been interred at four other camps previous to 

being sent to Camp Mexia. The reason for their frequent 

transfers was that they were outspoken anti-Nazis and had 

been moved about for their own safety. Indeed, on the night 

the three arrived at Mexia, Dunn observed, they had been 

attacked by other POWs who obviously had received intelligence 

data of their own about the newcomers' politics. After they 

were attacked and severely beaten, camp officials decided to 

keep the three outside of the POW officers' compound for 

their own safety. Dunn concluded that the three POWs in 

question seemed to be strongly anti-Nazis and in fact had 
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suppLied the camp commander with valuable information about 

the Gestapo.^ 

Attached to Colonel Dunn's and Adair's correspondence, 

however, was a highly classified undated letter signed 

"Padre." Whether "Padre" was an undercover camp intelligence 

officer or a collaborationist prisoner could not be determined, 

but his appraisal of the three prisoners in question was 

entirely different from Dunn's. According to "Padre," the 

three prisoners were not anti-Nazis, but instead were ded-

icated Nazis who feigned their philosophy in order to become 

accepted by the American officials. In fact, "Padre" pointed 

out, the three were strong proponents of National Socialism 

who had attempted to establish a Nazi underground network 

among the prisoners of war so they could assume a strong 

Nazi position after their return to Germany; therefore, 

their assumed attitude was a sham, and they were not to be 
1 

trusted. 

15Letter, Col. Alexander Adair, Assistant Director, 
Intelligence Branch, 8th Service Command, to Commanding 
Officer, Mexia Prisoner of War Camp, 2 January 1945 File-
253.91 General, Box 1608, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec! 
Proj. Div. , PhGO; Letter, Col. John Dunn, Commanding Officer 
Mexia Prisoner of War Camp to Commanding Officer, 8th Service 
Command, Security and Intelligence Division, 2 January 1945 
l\hel 2:>3-91 General, Box 1608, Dec. File, Admin. Br., 
POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, P.G 389, NA. 

16 
Letter, signed "Padre," undated, File: 253.91 

General, Box 1608, Dec. File, Admin. Sr., POW Spec.' Proi 
Div., PHGO, RG 389, NA. * 
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The final disposition of this case could not be deter-

mined from the available documents, but the incident 

indicates both the concern of American officials for the 

prisoners' political beliefs and the degree of sophistication 

which the Nazis could utilize to continue their influence 

while being held as prisoners of war and later to play a 

significant role in post-war Germany. The episode also 

demonstrates the appreciation of the American officials of 

the abilities and methods of their enemy. 

Although the camp administrators at Mexia were acutely 

aware of the Nazis' persistence and intrigues, they were 

never able to eradicate their influence and sway. In fact, 

camp officials had to suspend the prison newspaper, Deutsche 

Sammlung. because it contained virtually nothing but Nazi 

propaganda. The newspaper understandably took a pro-Nazi 

interpretation because its editor, one Colonel E., was the 

camp spokesman. Before capture he was on the staff of 

General Jurgen Von Arnim and was considered by military 

intelligence to be "one of the strongest Nazis in the German 

Army." In addition to the camp newspaper, the Nazi officers 

also kept a circulating scrapbook containing articles 

designed to boost the morale of their fellow prisoners. The 

articles placed in the scrapbook concerned American military 

defeats, news regarding American food shortages, promotion 
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lists in the German army, articles on the Polish Question, 

and information about desertion in the American Army. 

Of course, not all the prisoners were happy with the 

degree of influence maintained by the Nazis, and in 

June 1944, a major struggle occurred at the camp between the 

Nazis and the anti-Nazis. According to information supplied 

by an anti-Nazi, one Ludwig W., the struggle for power began 

when the pro-Nazi element attempted to gain control for 

themselves. Although the two rival elements were about 

equally divided in strength, the Nazis won due to their use 

of intimidation and strong-arm tactics. After asserting 

its domination, the Nazi element put placards inside the 

barracks stating that "he who is not against the Americans 
1 a 

will be punished," 

After the Nazis gained superiority over the anti-Nazis, 

they virtually ran the internal affairs of the camp as they 

saw fit. According to Ludwig W., the real leader of the camp 

was one Lieutenant K., who was a Nazi party official. He 

appointed the camp spokesman and the camp commandant, both 

mere figureheads. Lieutenant K. demanded and received the 

power to censor all newspapers, control the use of the 

17Memo, Capt. Alexander Lakes, PMGO to the Director, 
POW Special Projects Division, 8-9 January 1945, File: 255 
(Camp Kexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br.. POW 
Spec. Proj. Div. , PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

18 
Letter, uol. Kussell Sweet, Military Intelligence 

Service to Gen. B. K. Bryan, Assistant Provost Marshal 
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radio, determine the use of free time by all prisoners, 

direct political indoctrination, censor all mail, and hold 

party court. Also, Lieutenant K. appointed dedicated Nazis 

to enforce Nazi rule, and whenever prominent Nazis were 

transferred, successors or proven loyalty to the party were 
19 

appointed. 

The Nazi rule at Mexia also assumed the power to punish 

transgressors of the internal rules. When one anti-Nazi 

criticized their power, he was tried by a party court, placed 

under house arrest, and told he would be retried as a traitor 

after the war. Another POW mentioned that "the Allies had 

already made considerable progress in the war ." For that 

crime, he was tried and confined to quarters for making 

"defeatist" statements. All officer POWs were required to 

donate part of their funds to pay those POWs who refused to 

work, and two officers who did not comply were expelled from 

the "camp brotherhood." Those prisoners who attended 

religious services were branded as being "reactionaries," and 

General 2 February 1945, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, 
turn-'I * Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., 
PMGO, Report, Interrogation Report No. 4597, File- 255 
General P/W (Jan. 45 - Mar. 45), Box 1382, Class. Dec. File 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 

19 
Letter, Col. Russell Sweet, Military Intelligence 

Service to Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant Provost Marshal 
r,Febr^T7 19i5! F l l e : 2 5 5 <C<""P Mexia) General, 

PMran? i! ' D " e - / l U > Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., 
PMGO, Report, Interrogation Report No. 4597, File- 255 
General P/w (Jan. 45 - Mar. 45), Box 1382, Class.*Dec File 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA ' 
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to show their contempt for religious services, a group of 

20 

Nazis defaced the prison chapel. 

The Nazis likewise worked hard to attempt indoctrination 

of their fellow prisoners. They controlled the education 

program, for example, in such a way that the courses were 

taught "in a form colored by Nazi doctrine." They also 

required all prisoners to attend regular party lectures and 

weekly reviews of the news and to listen to daily readings 

from Hein Kampf. In order to insure their continued control 

over the camp, "Nazi stool-pigeons" listened in on private 

conversations. Further, to spread the gospel of Nazism to 

Mexia's branch camps, prisoner doctors received Nazi 

instructions whenever they visited the labor camps. With 

this degree of control, one can understand what the informant 

meant when he stated, "The Nazi organization exercises 

extraordinarily strong pressure for all inhabitants of the 

21 
camp." 

20 
Letter, Col. Russell Sweet, Military Intelligence 

Service to Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant Provost Marshal 
General, 2 February 1945, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, 
Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div. 
PMGO; Report, Interrogation Report No. 4597, File: 255 
General P/W (Jan. 45 - Mar. 45), Box 1382, Class. Dec. File, 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA,. 

21, 
Letter, Col. Russell Sweet, Military Intelligence 

Service to Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant Provost Marshal 
General, 2 February 1945, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, 
Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., 
PMGO; Report, Interrogation Report No. 4597, File: 255 
General P/W (Jan. 45 - Mar. 45), Box 1382, Class. Dec. File, 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Except for the single abortive attempt by the anti-Nazis 

to gain influence over Gamp Mexia, the Nazi elements 

continued their control until the end of the war without 

great hindrance. As late as March 1945, the camp commander 

observed that in the officers' compound "fanatical Nazis" 

were in complete control. During that same month, an 

inspector found on the wall of each barrack in the officers' 

compound a sign proudly proclaiming that the area was a 

22 
Nazi camp. 

Interestingly, the camp authorities could do little 

regarding the influence of the Nazis as long as they did not 

attempt to disrupt the administration of the camp. Thus, 

the apparent policy of the American officials was basically 

to protect those prisoners whom the Nazis threatened and 

punish those guilty of contravening camp rules or Army 

policy. If the Nazi leadership was particularly obnoxious, 

the Mexia officials arranged transfers to other camps. 

Otherwise, the most active Nazis were carefully watched and 

their behavior monitored. 

22 
Letter, Col. John Dunn, Commanding Officer, POW 

uamp, Mexia to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
o .iarch 1945, File: Maxey, Camp, Box 2481, Sub. File 
fcept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
eport of PMGO Inspection of POW Camp, Mexia, Texas and POW 

l U5m?S' a n? c l e b u r n e by Haj. E. C. Shannan, 
PiMjO, 1-5 March 1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
Fiexxa, 3ox 2667, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept Br 
tnemy POW Info. Bur., PKGO, RG 389, NA. ** 
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Those affected most by Nazi rule were the anti-Nazis, 

who were "subjected to countless insults and abuses because 

of their antipathy toward Nazism." For them the camp 

officials offered what protection they could including 

transfers. Often known anti-Nazis were transferred en masse 

to other camps in the 8th Service Command, most to Camp 

McCain, Mississippi. Within a two-month period in the fall 

of 1943, fifty-two anti-Nazis were transferred, and literally 

hundreds requested transfers. But often transfers were 

arranged for the anti-Nazis only after their lives were in 

apparent danger. For one POW, Heintze Von K. (8WG-34785), 

transfer almost came too late. In January 1944, the Nazi 

authorities ordered him to commit suicide. Although his 

"suicide" attempt failed, he so feared reprisals that he 

successfully pleaded for a transfer to Camp McCain. One 

Sergeant H. was more fortunate. During an altercation between 

the Nazi and anti-Nazi element at Camp Mexia, Sergeant H. 

led a group of 100 anti-Nazi NCOs out of the Nazi-dominated 

compound. After the dispute subsided, the Nazis threated 

him with bodily harm and promised to track him down after the 

war. He so feared for his life that he asked for and 

received a transfer to Camp Kaufman, a branch of Mexia, 

where he became spokesman for that camp.^ 

2 3 — 
traoloea? ° f a n t i _ N a z i POWs from Camp Mexia see 

entire File: 253.91 Anti-Nazi Prisoners of War, Sox 1374 
Class. ̂ Dec File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter! 
dng. uen. L. h. Guerre, Director, Security and Intelligence 
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The evidence indicates that tension between the Nazis 

and non-Nazis at Camp Mexia was typical of the majority of 

camps in Texas. At that camp, the most active Nazis were 

POW officers. At Gamp Hearne, however, the most obnoxious 

pro-Nazi devotees were non-commissioned officers. As a 

resuLt, in February 1944, Gamp Hearne was designated a 

special non-cooperative NCO camp to which suspected or known 

NCO troublemakers from throughout the Sth Service Command 

were sent. 

From the days of the earliest arrival of POWs to Camp 

Hearne, tensions between political groups arose. The pris-

oners divided into two rival factions known as the Democrats 

(anti-Nazis) and the Nazis. In the summer of 1943, the two 

cliques engaged in a struggle for control of the internal 

affairs of the camp. In order to attain leadership, the 

Nazi element on the night of 21 August 1943 attacked the 

anti-Nazi compound. During the assault, the Nazis went on a 

rampage, and one barrack was set afire and burned, several 

other barracks were wrecked, and a number of the anti-Nazis 

severely beaten. A result of this outburst was that one 

corporal Klaus B. (8WG-4468), who was described by the camp 

commander as being deceitful, arrogant, and prone to make 

Division, 8th Service Command to PMGO, 4 February 1944, 
file: Maxey, Camp, Box 2481, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Memo, Lt. Walter S. (POW) to Mai 
Davidson, 28 July 1944, File: 255 (Camp Kaufman, Texas) 
General, Box 1616, Dec. File, Admin. 3r., POW Spec. Proi. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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"agitating speeches," Sergeant Willi S., Seigfreid K., and 

Ewald N., who were "arrogant and persistent Nazi agitators," 

were transferred to Gamp Alva, Oklahoma.^ 

Transfer of known or suspected Nazi agitators did not, 

however, bring peace to Camp Hearne or end the violence 

there; nor did it end Nazi rule in the compounds. During 

the fall and winter of 1943, there were continuing clashes 

between the two factions which resulted in several beatings, 

forced suicides, and other forms of terrorism carried out 

against the anti-Nazis. An example of this reign of terror 

occurred in December 1943. POW Corporal Hugo Krauss was 

born in Germany in 1919. He came to the United States with 

his parents in 1928, and the family settled in New York City. 

In 1939, as a result of friendship with a member of the 

German-American Bund, he returned to Germany, joined the 

army, was sent to North Africa, and was captured there by the 

Americans. After his capture, he was imprisoned in Camp 

Hearne, where he served as an interpreter for the camp 

24 
Letter and enclosure, Maj. Earl Edwards, POW Division, 

PMGO to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 8 October 
1943, File: 383.6 Gen. P/W (April 43 - Oct. 43), Box 1396, 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
Col. Ft. K. Whitson, Commanding Officer, POW Camp Hearne, 
Texas to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 19 October 
1943, File: Hearne, Texas, Box 2384, Sub. File, Rept. Br., 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Interview, Robert £. 
Rohde to Robert Tissing, 24 Hay 1972, in Robert Tissing, 
"Utilization of WWII Prisoners of War in Texas: Oral 
Memoirs," The Texas Collection, Baylor University, Waco, 
Texas (hereafter referred to as Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"). 
Rohde was the fire chief at Camp Hearne. 
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officials. American authorities regarded him highly, and 

they always considered him very cooperative. Krauss was 

openly critical of the German government and its conduct of 

the war and freely admitted to other prisoners his intention 

of returning to America after the war. He likewise supplied 

American officials information regarding Nazi activity within 

the camp and identified the Nazi leaders.^"* 

The Nazis therefore considered Krauss disloyal and a 

traitor to their cause. Thus, on 17 December 1943, after 

lights out, a group of about ten pro-Nazis armed with clubs 

left their barracks, cut a hole in the fence of the compound 

where Krauss was held, invaded his barracks, and administered 

a severe beating to the "traitor.» Krauss screamed for 

help, but none came. His skull was crushed, both his arms 

were broken, and he was beaten from head to foot. Krauss, 

who never regained consciousness, died as a result of injuries 
9 A 

seven days later. 

Nazi control and influence continued at Hearne through-

out the war and was partially encouraged when in February 1944 

the camp was designated as a non-cooperative NCO camp, one of 

three in Texas. After receiving this classification, pro-

Nazi and generally non-cooperative NGOs from all over the 8th 

25;, r, . , „ t ,, 
„ Sryan DaiTg Eagle, 14 January 1944; New York Times. 

17 January 1945, llTT. * 
26 

,, , ®JEZ^^DaiJ^ Ea£le, 14 January 1944; New York Times. 
1/ January 1945, llTT. " 
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Service Command were sent here. For their own protection, 

the anti-Nazi prisoners were either transferred to other 

camps or kept carefully segregated from the pro-Nazis. Thus, 

because the non-cooperatives were in such a majority, Nazi 

27 
influence remained strong. 

3ut Nazi influence at Gamp Hearne transcended the 

barbed wire surrounding the prisoner compounds. Indeed, the 

most serious breech of security in the entire United States 

prisoner of war program was perpetrated by the Nazi faction 

at Camp Hearne. These prisoners skillfully established a 

Nazi intelligence network among all the prisoners to coor-

dinate Nazi activity throughout the country and to reach 

into other camps to punish those of other political 

persuasions. The means for accomplishing this feat was the 

German Postal Unit, established at Camp Hearne in March 1944. 

As discussed previously, the efficient delivery of pris-

oner mail was a major problem faced by American officials. 

As more and more prisoners were sent to the United States, 

and prisoner mail subsequently increased in volume, American 

27 
hemo, Capt. Halbert Show, Adjutant, POW Camp Hearne 

to Commanding Officer, Camp Hearne, 14 February 1944 
File. Hearne, Texas, Box 2483, Sub. File, Rept. Sr., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGC; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to 
Camp Hearne, Texas by Charles E. Eberhardt, Special War 
Problems Division, Department of State, 17-19 July 1945 
File: 680.2 (State Dept.) Gen. p/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. 
t"ile, Ooer. Br., POW Oper. Div. , PMGO; Memo, Capt. Alexander 
no OA* T^^O to.5frector' Special Project: Division, PMGO, 
19-20 January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 1615, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA, 
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officials sought a solution for a speedy and accurate system 

of mail delivery. 3y January 1944, the problem had become 

acute, and the PMGO became concerned that unless the pris-

oners were allowed to send and receive mail efficiently and 

quickly, the Germans would retaliate and prevent American 

prisoners from receiving mail. Thus, steps were taken to 

reform the system of handling prisoner mail. By February 

1944, a huge backlog of over 1,250,000 letters and 65,000 

parcels had developed at the Office of Censorship, where 

all PCW mail was sent. To relieve the backlog, the PMGO 

decided that instead of examining all POW letters, the 

censorship office would actually select at random only about 

5 percent for censorship. Also, from that time forward, 

the camp commanders would examine POW parcels and thus 

relieve the Office of Censorship of that responsibility. 

Finally, the PMGO established a central center to which all 

German POW mail would be sent for sorting, routing, and 

forwarding to the addressees. Consequently, on 8 March 1944 

the German Postal Unit was established at Camp Hearne,^ 

The German Postal Unit was to give directory service to 

all mail received from abroad addressed to POWs in the United 

28 
Interoffice iv;emo, From Lt. Col. tdwin J. Carpenter, 

PMGO, 5 March 1945, File: 311.7 (German Postal Unit) Gen! 
P/W, Box 1382, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 3r., POW Oper. Oiv , 
PMGO; Memo, Brig. Gen. 3. M. Bryan to Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Service Commands, 20 February 1944, File: 383.6 
Prisoner of 'War - Feb. 1944, Box 45, Corres. File, Dep. Chief 

i I a f° r ^er* Commands, Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, 
RG lot), N.A • 
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States. Similarly, after censorship by camp commanders, all 

mail sent by prisoners within the country to other POWs was 

to be sent to tfearne for sorting and forwarding to the 

addressee. The Postal Unit employed about 300 prisoner 

NCOs, and two American officers and about ten enlisted men 

supervised it. The Postal Unit certainly served its primary 

function, for between 1 June 1944 and 1 June 1945, the unit 

dispatched 7 , 7 5 7 , 8 6 8 letters and 3 2 , 5 5 5 bags of parcels.^9 

The content, not the volume, of the letters and parcels, 

however, eventually concerned the American officials. The 

Americans should not have been surprised that the non-

cooperative prisoners might attempt to sabotage the security 

of the mail system, but what was remarkable was the length 

of time that it took those officials to take action to halt 

the violations of Army policy and public law. 

Three months after the German Postal Unit became 

operational, the camp commander, Colonel John L. Dunn, 

reported to the PMGO that he had determined that prisoners 

working at the facility were regularly opening letters to 

other POWs and illegally slipping notes into the envelopes. 

Since the letters already bore a censorship stamp, the 

contraband notes were sent directly to the addressee without 

29^ 
For a copy of Standard Operating Procedure for the 

German Postal Unit, Gamp Hearne see File: 311.7 (German 
Postal Unit) Gen. p/w, Box 1383, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PKGO, RG 389, NA. Also see PrtGO, POW 
Operations. OCMH, 1 : 1 5 6 . 
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inspection. Dunn was fulLy confident that this action did 
O A 

not happen often, and he vowed to correct the abuse. 

Within the PMGO papers, however, are numerous examples 

of contraband notes to indicate that the practice was exces-

sive, and Dunn's optimistic prognosis was not shared by his 

superiors. In July 1944, Major General Archer L. Lerch, the 

Provost Marshal General, and Brigadier General Louis F. 

Guerre, Chief Director of Internal Security and Intelligence, 

8th Service Command, came to Hearne to inspect the postal 

unit personally. Their recommendations regarding the 

operation of the facility could not be found in the records; 

however, in addition to the contraband notes continuing to 

be slipped into POWs • letters, other violations of security 

j 31 
were uncovered. 

In August 1944, one month after Lerch's inspection, it 

was reported that the POWs at the Hearne unit had learned to 

counterfeit return labels. By manufacturing these labels, 

30 
Letter, Col. John L. Dunn, Commanding Officer, Camp 

Hearne to PMGO, 3 May 1944, File: 311.7 General p/W 
(Feb. 1944 - May 1944), Box 1383, Class. Dec. File, Oper 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

Examples of contraband letters sent by POWs at Hearne 
to fellow prisoners may be read, but not quoted due to secu-
rity classification. For sample letters which were 
^"t

I
e^cept:ed ? e e especially letter, Lt. J. R. Osmond, Adjutant, 

PO^ Camp Devins, Massachusetts to Security and Intelligence 
Division, 1st Service Command, 14 April 1944. File* 311 7 
General p/W (Feb. 1944 - May 44), Box 1383, Class. Dec. File 
Oper. br POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. For announcemeAt 
1944nSpSC n H e a r n e facility see Hearne Democrat. 14 July 
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the POWs at tiearne had an ingenious system by which they 

could communicate with other prisoners without detection. 

POWs at tiearne, after manufacturing a supply of the labels, 

sent them to their co-conspirators by slipping them into 

their letters. The recipient of the label could then mail 

a package or letter to any address, leaving off the return 

address, but attaching a "return label." Any mail with a 

return label automatically went to Hearne as missent or 

undeliverable mail. Because the correspondence had no 

return address, even if the American authorities intercepted 

it, it could not be traced. 

Most of the NCOs who worked at the Hearne Postal Unit 

were Nazis. Because they had a master list showing the camp 

address of every POW in the United States, and were informed 

when transfers occurred, they found it rather easy to locate 

any prisoner. Thus, they kept a blacklist of all anti-Nazis 

known by them, read their mail, informed fellow Nazis in other 

camps of transfers of anti-Nazis, and actually destroyed or 
O Q 

delayed mail for selected prisoners. 

Weak leadership and poor administration contributed to 

a continuation of known abuses. An inspection was made of 

32 
Memo, Lt. Col. Edwin Carpenter, Commanding Officer 

Enemy .Section, PMGO to Col. Howard F. Breese, Assistant 
Director, POW Division, PMGO, 3 August 1944, File: 311 7 
(German Postal Unit) Gen. P/W, Box 1383, Class. Dec File 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 339, NA. ' 

33 
Ibid. 
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the facility in October 1944. The officer in charge of the 

unit, Captain Henry H. Turner, admitted to the inspector that 

150 prisoners could handle the mail instead of the present 

300 being utilized, and that the latter amount was too large 

a group for Turner and his men to watch. The commanding 

officer of Hearne was asked about reducing the workers to 

150, and he replied that he could not reduce the work force 

because the prisoners would strike if he attempted. "They 

have me over a barrel," the commanding officer replied, "and 

1 think they know it." Significantly, no change in personnel 

was made at this time, and the work force was not reduced.^ 

Three months later, still another investigation was made 

of prisoner abuse at the Hearne Postal Unit. The investigation 

resulted in a special report on activities at the facilities. 

The investigator, after a two-day visit, recommended that the 

German Postal Unit be abolished as presently constituted at 

Hearne. He found that the NGOs who handled the mail were 

"tough and hard boiled" and "definitely subversive." He also 

reported that commanding officers at camps throughout the 

United States and the Intelligence Division of the 8th Service 

Command had complained repeatedly about and described the 

types of abuses perpetrated at Hearne. The investigation 

34~ 7 ~~ — _ 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POV Base Camp 

Hearne, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, POW Special Proiects 
0 C C o b e r 1 9 4 4. FiU: 255 ( ^ ^ 0 

" " 1 $ , M i F 1 U ' A d m i n' B r " Spec. Proj. 
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report noted that the 300 NCOs employed at the Postal Unit 

had all been classified as non-cooperative, and that a large 

number of them openly wore the traditional skull design ring 

35 
indicating SS membership. 

Regardless of their non-cooperative designation and the 

open display of their ring, the vast majority of the unit's 

employees had never been screened by camp officials. The 

investigation also found that Captain Turner, the officer in 

charge of the unit, was unqualified and "too prone to give 

the German prisoners of war the benefit of the doubt." 

Turner explained that he and the four American enlisted men 

assigned to him could not possibly effectively monitor the 

activities of all the POW personnel assigned to the Postal 

Unit because the unit was scattered in fifteen different 

buildings. Moreover, none of the American personnel could 

read or speak German and therefore had no idea what the 

German POWs wrote on the letters they handled.^ 

35 
Memo, For the Director, POW Special Projects Division, 

PMGO, Subject: Field Service Report on Visit to German 
n^ ai In Uoi t ,

T
 P 0 W 2 a ? P ^ e a r n e . Texas by Capt. Alexander Lakes, 

PMGQ, 19-20 January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 
1515, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; see 
also Recommendations, POW Special Projects Division 
Recommendations for German Postal Unit, Hearne, Texas 10 
January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 1615, Dec. 
rile, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

-

D M n n Memo, tor the Director, POW Special Projects Division, 
P.tuO, Subject: tield Service Report on Visit to German 

io niS ,T P 0 W C a m?n?f a r n e» T e x a s by Capt. Alexander Lakes, 
* 9- 2 0 January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 

, c* c1}e».Admin. 3r., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; see 
also Recommendations, POW Special Projects Division, 
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This investigator concluded that the German NCOs, who 

ordinarily refused to work, had jumped at the chance to work 

in the Postal Unit only to establish an intelligence network 

among the POWs in the United States, and especially to keep 

track of the anti-Nazis. He confirmed that the unit's 

employees regularly sent contraband letters to their comrades, 

that they maintained a blacklist of anti-Nazis, that they 

forged postmarks and return address labels, and that they 

even were able to forge censorship stamps. He concluded the 

report with the hope that since the camp commander had been 

removed that month for tolerating these abuses, the new 

07 

commander would reorganize the unit and its personnel. 

Significantly, even after this report was made and 

concerned officials notified of the condition at Hearne, no 

major reorganization occurred at this time. Instead, in 

February 1945, the Provost Marshal General ordered still 

another investigation. The PMG reported that the original 

reason for establishing the German Postal Unit at Camp 

Recommendations for German Postal Unit, Hearne, Texas 10 
January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 1615, Dec. 
File, Admin. Br., POM Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, rg 389, NA. 

37 
Memo, For the Director, POW Special Projects Division, 

PMGO, Subject: Field Service Report on Visit to German 
Postal Unit, POW Gamp Hearne, Texas by Gapt. Alexander Lakes, 
PM'jO, 19-20 January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 
1615, Dec. File, Admin. Sr., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; see 
also Recommendations, POW Special Projects Division, 
Recommendations for German Postal Unit, Hearne, Texas, 10 
January 1945, File: 255 (Hearne) General, Box 1615, Dec. 
File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Heame was because the NCOs incarcerated there refused to 

work, and authorities believed that if these prisoners were 

allowed to handle POW mail, they would gladly work because 

it would benefit their fellow countrymen. 

Instead, the POWs at Hearne used it for their own gain. 

They were able to break down the censorship system, locate 

prisoners' camp addresses, send letters without censorship, 

counterfeit various stamps, including the censorship stamp, 

and in a word, compromise the security of the POW program 

in the United States. Therefore, the PMG recommended that 

the entire operation at Camp Heame be terminated, and the 

German Postal Unit, minus the personnel, be transferred to 

Camp Fort Meade, Maryland. Even after numerous complaints, 

inspections, and investigations over a period of eleven 

months, which uncovered and detailed the abuses at Camp 

Hearne, the Postal Unit was not moved to Camp Fort Meade, 

however, until July 1945.39 

38t 
AQP +-« ̂ etter^-Ma:'A Gen- J' A* uJ-io» The Adjutant General, 
oif ^°,('0mandln? General. ASF, 12 February 1945, File-
•ill. / (German Postal Unit) General p/W, Box 1383, Class 
Lec. File, Oper. Sr., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, Maj. Gen. 
Archer L. Lerch, Provost Marshal General to Commanding 

A S F; I2,. iMarch }^5, File: 311.7 (German Postal 
onrj I '^eneffL P/W, 3ox 1383, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Directive, Maj. Gen. J. A. Ulio, The 
Adjutant General to All Service Commands, 12 July 1945 
File: 311.7 (German Postal Unit) General P/w, Box 1383 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO RG 389 
IN A; wircular, ASF Circular No. 280, 23 July 1945 'sect 4* 
in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 2, append., Tab 56." " 

39 
ASF to Gen* 1J* A' "Jo0* T h e Adjutant General, 
ASE to Commanding General, ASF, 12 February 1945, 
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After the unit was moved, the Provost Marshal General 

admitted that allowing the non-cooperative NCOs at Camp 

Hearne handle and distribute the mail was done at the "price 

of complete lack of security" and was accompanied "by 

numerous violations of mail regulations." He further conceded 

that the POWs employed at the unit were able to secure "all 

the vital information necessary to maintain an intelligence 

system for their own prisoners of war in this country." 

The Provost Marshal General put it mildly. But the important 

question was why, in the face of the overwhelming evidence, 

was the Postal Unit allowed to continue to operate at Camp 

Hearne when the security of POW mail, and perhaps the 

security of the entire prisoner of war program was com-

promised . ̂  

Extensive research in the PMGO Papers indicates that 

an overwhelming concern of those involved in the POW program 

was to maintain extreme caution in handling controversial 

questions involving the German prisoners in order to insure 

File: 311.7 (German Postal Unit) General P/W, Box 1383, 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Memo, Maj. 
Gen. Archer L. Lerch, Provost Marshal General to Commanding 
General, ASF, 12 March 1945, File: 311.7 (German Postal 
Unit) General P/W, Box 1383, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Directive, Maj. Gen. J. A. Ulio, The 
Adjutant General to All Service Commands, 12 July 1945 
File: 311.7 (German Postal Unit) General P/W, Box 1383 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
NA; Circular, ASF Circular No. 280, 23 July 1945, Sect. 4, 
in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 2, append., Tab 56. 

40 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:156-157. 
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that nothing was done which in any way could be used by 

Germany as an excuse to mistreat American prisoners. The 

Provost Marshal General had impressive statistics showing 

that regardless of what else the Hearne NCOs may have done 

regarding POW mail, they did handle a huge volume of mail 

rather efficiently. Thus, one factor explaining the slow-

ness of reacting to the situation at Camp Hearne was fear of 

German retaliation. 

Another was simple naivete and poor judgement. How a 

facility as potentially sensitive as a Postal Unit would 

ever be located at a camp which had previously been des-

ignated as "non-cooperative" is inconceivable. The Provost 

Marshal General seemed to confuse "non-cooperative" with 

"non-working." The Geneva Convention clearly stated that 

NCOs were not to be required to work at any but supervisory 

jobs. The POWs at Hearne refused to do any sort of work, 

which was their right under the terms of the Convention. 

But this camp was home for non-working, non-cooperative pris-

oners; that is, they were strongly pro-Nazi or at least 

obstructionists prisoners. To give prisoners of that type 

positions of authority over something as sensitive as mail, 

and then lightly monitor their activities with an inadequate 

number of untrained personnel, invited trouble. 

The Provost Marshal General made the decision to locate 

the German Postal Unit at Hearne, so he was hesitant to admit 

his mistake. The PMGO was responsible for an efficient mail 
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deLivery system for the prisoners of war in the United States, 

and the Hearne Postal Unit, regardless of its subversive 

activities, was an improvement in efficiency. Unfortunately, 

the price of efficiency was the loss of security. 

What made the postal sabotage at Hearne so significant 

was that it was the only example in the entire POW program 

in the United States of Nazi success over their captives; 

however, it should not be implied that Nazi abuse was halted 

in other camps. Camp Huntsville, for example, experienced a 

continued Nazi presence, often resulting in violence, from 

the time it opened in spring 1943 until September 1945 when 

the German POWs were moved to other camps in order to make 

room for Japanese prisoners. 

ks was the case in most of the camps in Texas, Nazi 

influence was strongest among the NCO and the officer pris-

oners. Although early in the war, camp officials transferred 

large numbers of NCOs who were "Nazi leaders, extremists, 

and chronic troublemakers," by late 1944, Gamp Huntsville 

became a "dumping ground" for incorrigible Nazi NCOs. In 

fact, this camp received the overflow of non-cooperative NCOs 

from stamps Srady, Hearne, and Tonkawa, OkLahoma, and many of 

these unwanted quests were members of the Gestapo and the SS. 

Thus, a large group of Nazi non-commissioned officers always 

resided at the facility. The NCOs received support for their 

influence from several officer prisoners who were also bona 

fide Nazis. Three of the German medical officers, a Catholic 
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priest, a protestant chaplain, and the camp commandant were 

known extremists, and if not Gestapo agents, they were 

certainly controlled by the Gestapo. 

These extremist elements exerted control over the 

internal affairs at Huntsvi1le in a variety of ways and used 

various means to harass the American officials. Among the 

techniques used was threatening those pOWs who volunteered 

to work and the encouragement of work slowdowns and work 

stoppages. The Nazis, for example, once led a strike by 

refusing to work on the grounds that they would not work on 

their national holidays. They induced other POWs to loaf on 

their jobs. They likewise purposely refused to accept 

letters mailed to them specifically so they could complain 

about mistreatment. The Nazi clerics and the medical officers 

often refused to attend to the spiritual or medical needs of 

anti-Nazis. The Nazis prominently displayed replicas of 

national emblems, including the swastika, national flags, 

and pictures of their national leaders, especially Hitler, on 

41 
Letter, Col. Joseph R. Carvolth, Commanding Officer, 

POW Gamp, Huntsville to PiMGO, 7 September 1943, File-
Huntsville, Texas, Box 2340, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. Bur., PMGO; Memo, Capt. Alexander Lakes, Field Liaison 
Officer, PMGO to Director, POW Special Projects Division. 
PMGO, 7 February 1945, File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) General, 
Box lol5, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div. 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp 

T e x a s E m i l Greuter, Legation of Switzerland 
fS/e E* E b e r h a r d t , Department of State, 19-20 January 
c w •i e : 0 t h e r Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, 

3uri / R e p " - - R e P t " 3 r " E n e m y P 0 W I n f°-
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barracks' walls in most of the compounds. This sort of out-

ward activity led Chaplain Maurice M. Hall of Huntsvilie to 

tell the Baptist General Convention in Dallas that about 60 

percent of the POWs at Camp Huntsville were "confirmed Nazis," 

and that "you might as well preach Christianity to a wall as 

these Hitlerites." Hall described these POWs as "treacherous, 

mad, and fanatical with their dogma," who often tried "to 

lynch their commrades who are not Nazi."^ 

Although Hall possibly over-dramatized his presentation 

to his co-religionists, the Nazi element did indeed give 

cause for concern. In order to perpetuate their control, 

they often resorted to terrorism and brutalities against 

those who did not share their dedication or zeal. Quite 

often anti-Nazis, out of fear of their lives, approached 

42t 
Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, 

Huntsville by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland 
and Charles £. Eberhardt, Department of State, 4-5 December 
1943, File: Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
3ur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp 
Camp Huntsville by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of * 
Switzerland and Eldon F. Nelson, Department of State, 
12 April 1944, File: Other Inspection Reports, Box 2664 
Huntsville, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br. ' 
Enemy POW Info. 3ur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report on 
tfisit to POW Camp, Huntsville, Texas by Emil Greuter, 
Legation of Switzerland and Charles E. Eberhardt, Department 
of State 19-20 January 1945, File: Other Inspection Reports, 
Huntsville,^ox 2664, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. 
i-r. , unemy Irifo. Bur.f PMGO; Inspection Report, PMG 
Keport of Visit to POW Camp Huntsville, Texas by Mai. E. C. 
bhannahan, Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 9-10 February 1945* 
File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, Sub ' 

wra' ^ e V Q I n ^ e C J - •ep^s:: RepC- Bf: • ?°w Info. Bur., 
PiiGO, R.J 389, ISA; Mexia Daily News. 11 November 1943. 
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American camp officials seeking protection. Normally, those 

who asked for protection were afforded it by being placed in 

the camp hospital or the guardhouse until transfer to another 
/ o 

camp could be arranged. 

For many of the anti-Nazis, protection came only after 

they had been administered beatings so severe that extended 

hospitalization was required. On more than one occasion, 

mass punishment was administered the anti-Nazis. On the 

night of 25 November 1943, a serious riot in one of the 

prison compounds occurred. After several days of significant 

tension, a large group of Nazis armed themselves with clubs 

and assaulted the anti-Nazi compound. By the time the guards 

could respond to the altercation which resulted, many anti-

Nazis were severely beaten. One reason for the delay in 

putting down the riot was that the Nazis, who had obviously 

carefully planned the attack, assigned several of their 

fellows the duty of bodily preventing the guards from 

entering the compound under assault.^ 
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Letter, Gol. H. H. Davis, Commanding Officer, 

Huntsville PO'»v oamp to Commanding General, 8th Service 
Command 1 May 1943, File: 383.6 (anti-Nazi) General P/W, 
Box 1394, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Col. Joseph R. Carvolth, Commanding Officer, Huntsville 
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Class. Dec. File, Oper. Sr., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
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*ile: Huntsville, Texas, Box 2840, Sub. File, Kept. Br., 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 
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The twenty-five guards who responded to the alarm found 

their way blocked by a large group of prisoners and were 

forced to remove the human obstruction they encountered 

physically. When the guards finally broke through to the 

site of the beatings, many of those carrying out the assault 

broke and ran for the stockade fence giving the impression 

they were attempting to break out. The guards called for 

them to halt. All did except for one whom a guard shot and 

killed.45 

One of the Nazi raiders hid in a latrine building. As 

a guard officer entered the building, the POW attacked him 

with a club and beat him to the ground. The guard recovered 

in time to see the prisoner running away and ordered him to 

stop. The POW refused, so the guard shot him twice, wounding 

him severely. 

Huntsville by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland 
and Charles E. Sberhardt, Department of State, 4-5 December 
1943, File: Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Sox 2664, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
3ur., PMGO; Letter, Col. John Crissy, Commanding Officer, 
Huntsville to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
29 December 1943, File: Huntsville, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. 
File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, 

Huntsville by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland 
Charles E. Eberhardt, Department of State, 4-5 December 

. Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info! 
-ur. , PMuO; Letter, Col. John Crissy, Commanding Officer, 
Huntsville to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
29 December 1943, File: Huntsville, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. 
4 lie, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, 
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Although several of the anti-Nazis were beaten that 

night, the real object of the attack was an anti-Nazi 

Catholic priest. He had been administered what, in camp 

parlance, was known as the "Holy Ghost Treatment," that is, 

his attackers forced a pillow case over his head so he could 

not identify them, and then they beat him. The priest 

"suffered unmentionable brutalism and tortures at the hands 

of the Nazis. . . . " The documents did not reveal what 

provoked this organized assault or why this particular priest 

47 
was the specific target. 

The Nazis at Huntsville and other Texas camps did 

maintain, however, a sort of informal intelligence network 

which kept them informed of the politics and military record 

of new arrivals. This fact was illustrated in the case of 

one POW Hans W., an Austrian who had been forced to join the 

German Army. When first captured, he confessed to his captors 

Huntsville by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland 
and Charles E. Eberhardt, Department of State, 4-5 December 
1943, File: Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Sr., Enemy POW Info, 
sur., PMGO; Letter, Col. John Crissy, Commanding Officer, 
Huntsville to commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
29 December 1943, File: Huntsville, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. 
File, Kept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

"^Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, 
Huntsville by Dr. Rudolph Fischer, Legation of Switzerland 
?Q^TCharleS £* Eberhardt, Department of State, 4-5 December 
1943, File: Other Inspection Reports, Huntsville, Box 2664, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
ur. , PM-orOj Letter$ Col. John Crissy^ Commanding Officer, 
Huntsville to Commanding General, 8th Service Command 
29 December 1943, File: Huntsville, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. 
File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 3ur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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that he was an anti-Nazi, and before being sent to Camp 

Huntsville had worked for the British Army. He arrived at 

Camp HuntsviLie in a group of about 100 other NCOs, and word 

soon spread throughout the Nazi compound of Hans W.'s 

background. Soon after his arrival, a group of Nazi NCOs 

entered his barracks under the cover of darkness and attacked 

him. The victim screamed for help to the prisoners in nearby 

bunks, but they refused to give aid out of fear of retaliation. 

Thus, the "Holy Ghost Treatment" left Hans W. so badly beaten 

that he had to be hospitalized for an extended period of 

time. Although he was not able to identify his attackers, 

he did give the American officials valuable intelligence 

data regarding the Nazi and SS membership at the camp.^ 

The Nazis were not the only ones to concoct methods 

for gathering intelligence information on new arrivals to 

their camp. The American camp officials aLso maintained 

contacts with anti-Nazis for intelligence interviews or 

simply waited for information to be volunteered by those who 

feared for their lives. One of the prisoners at Camp Hood 

was Sergeant Vito P. The sergeant was actually an anti-Nazi 

Italian but had been captured in a German uniform and 

therefore was imprisoned with Germans. Because the pro-Nazi 

48 
Report, Col. John Crissy, Commanding Officer. POW 

?fRH,uHUntSVi"i/1® t 0 CorTimanding General, 8th Service Command, 
16 rebruary 194d, File: 250.1 General P/w #2, Box 1370 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
ii £\ • 
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element at Camp Hood threatened to kill him, he sought out 

the proper camp official and provided information on other 

• • 49 prisoners m return for protection. 

In early 1944, the Nazis administered a series of 

beatings to a number of anti-Nazis at Camp Hood. On 10 February 

1944, six of these anti-Nazis asked to be interviewed by camp 

officials, 3°d they named the Gestapo members at the camp and 

described the methods and tactics used by them to control and 

influence other prisoners. From information supplied by the 

six informers, camp authorities learned that the Nazis encour-

aged work slowdowns, participated in major thievery of 

supplies, and even sabotaged camp property and equipment. 

Because of a fear that other prisoners knew that these men 

had given information to the Americans, for their own 

protection, all six were transferred to another camp.50 

Camp Hood officials often sought out prisoners from 

whom they hoped to obtain intelligence information. To this 

end, prisoner behavior was observed in hopes of locating 

those who might cooperate. Such was the case of POWs 

Heinrich L. and Michael M., two suspected anti-Nazis. On 

49 
j A iLetter, Capt. Kalbein Johnson, Executive Officer, Camp 
Hood, 13 January 1944, File: 253.91 - Anti-Nazi Prisoners 
of '*ar. Box 1374 Class. Dec. File, Ooer. 8r. , POW Oper. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

n,,, nemo, Capt. Robert G. Oberlander, Intelligence 
„f r' p o w Gamp, North Camp Hood to Officer in Charge, 

11 rebruary 1944, File: Hood, Camp, Texas, Sox 2480/Sub. 
v*iLe, Kept. Br., inemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO,, RG 389, NA. 
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13 March 1944, these two POWs were interviewed by the camp 

intelligence officer. Both admitted that they were anti-

Nazis and that the Nazi clique had threatened them with 

violence and death. They testified that the Nazis kept 

suspected anti-Nazis under constant surveillance, subjected 

them to constant pressures, and threatened to kill any 

suspected of disloyal behavior. These collaborationists 

even made suggestions to camp officers regarding actions 

which could be taken to weaken the Nazis' power and protect 

the non-Nazis. 

The next day, 14 March 1944, the intelligence officer 

at Hood interrogated POW Walter K., whom the Americans knew 

to be an anti-Nazi. From this prisoner, the intelligence 

officer learned that the camp spokesman, one Hans B. was 

the true leader of the Nazis at Camp Hood, and that his 

greatest influence was among the NCOs. The camp official 

was also able to confirm that the Nazis kept: a blacklist of 

all suspected anti-Nazis and constantly monitored their 

behavior. Further, the Nazi leader, Hans B., ordered the 

POWs to attempt to escape and to sabotage equipment at the 

camp. The informer also described to the intelligence 

officer how the Nazis kept a detailed record on every POW 

1.
M e m o» Col. H. W. Roffe, Deputy Director, Security and 

Intelligence Division, 8th Service Command to Commanding 

A 2 ^ ? a r C ? 1 9 4 4' F i U : H o o d» CamP» Texas, 8 

RG 389 NA File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, 
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who was assigned work details and promised punishment if he 

52 
worked too hard. 

POW Klaus K. voluntarily asked to be interviewed by 

camp officials. He was immediately taken to the dispensary 

and questioned, and he gave camp officials information about 

the Nazi element previously unknown to them. They learned 

that POW Josef E. had appointed himself as Nazi propaganda 

officer and daily read his version of the news to the other 

prisoners. They also became aware that the Nazis had acquired 

a large amount of unauthorized clothing, apparently prepar-

atory to an escape, and that they had purposely destroyed 

government-issued clothing and shoes. Not so significant 

was his revelations that the POWs had stolen sugar and fruits 

from the mess hall and had a large amount of alcoholic 

beverages hidden under one of the barracks. 

Prisoners of war who volunteered information or other-

wise collaborated with the Americans were, in the eyes of 

those loyal to the German cause, collaborationists and 

traitors. Consequently, the camp officials normally used 

52. 
Letter and Memo, Capt. Robert C. Oberlander, 

Intelligence Officer, POW Camp, North Camp Hood to Commanding 
Officer, POW Camp, North Camp Hood, 16 March 1944, File* Hood 
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elaborate security precautions to prevent other POWs from 

learning the information given by the informers. If they 

believed that pro-Nazi POWs knew or suspected damaging 

information had been given the Americans, transfers were 

usually arranged to protect those who volunteered to 

cooperate. For those who chose to provide intelligence 

data, it was at best a risky business because, as has been 

shown, the reputation or political beliefs of prisoners 

arriving at new camps often preceded them.̂ '̂  

But regardless of the danger to the cooperative POWs, 

camp officials did assume an active role in seeking intel-

ligence information about the personnel under their 

jurisdiction. ,»/ith this information they were usually able 

to identify Nazi leaders, know their tactics, and in some 

cases anticipate their plans. Being aware of this element 

did not, however, mean their activities were neutralized, 

not at Camp Hood or the other camps in Texas. 

Interestingly, Nazi activity persisted throughout the 

war in most camps in Texas, but almost all their influence, 

power, or domination was directed not toward disruption of 

camp administration or military objectives, but toward the 

anti-Nazis in their respective camos. At Camp Bowie, for 

54. , " 
pAnr» Go1't D" d L e y R* GriS?s, Commanding Officer, 
camp riood, North Camp Hood, Texas to Commanding General, 

8th Service Command, 25 April 1944, File: Hood Camo 
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exampLe, constant friction occurred between the pro-Nazi 

and anti-Nazi elements, often resulting in violence. On 

1 January 1944, POW Karl K. was attacked by a group of Nazis, 

who beat him severely. Soon after the brutal attack, he 

presented himself to the camp officials and asked for a 

transfer to an anti-Nazi camp for his own safety. Three 

weeks later, several Nazis similarly attacked POW Alfred J. 
s s 

and beat him with boards. 

Because of these attacks and threats, the camp commander 

was convinced that most of the anti-Nazis at Camp Bowie lived 

in constant fear of their lives. His recommended solution to 

the Nazi terror at the camp was the transfer of the anti-

Nazis to safer camps. Although transfers were arranged for 

many of the known anti-Nazis, and the pro-Nazis segregated 

and placed in a special compound with many of their privileges 

withdrawn, Nazi influence and control at the camp continued, 

and non-Nazis were forced to live by their rules. Among 

other powers the Î azis assumed and enforced was the right to 

hold special "courts" in which those suspected of 
. 

Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 
uamp -jowxe, Texas by Emil Greuter, Legation of Switzerland 
?"? ?•}"*» t l l e : other Inspection Reports, Box 2656, 
Sub. rile, Held ber. Repts., Rept. 3r., Enemy POW Info. 
3ur PKGO; Letter, Col. R. K. Whitson, Commanding Officer 
POtv Camp, amp Bowie to Commanding General, 8th Service 
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wommanding General, 8th Service Command, 24 January 1944 
£ile: Camp Bowie, Texas, Box 2476, Sub. File Rept Rr ' 
Enemy ?0W Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. P " 
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disloyalty were tried and sentenced to a variety of pun-

ishments. 

Physical abuse of anti-Nazis also continued. In 

January 1945, several anti-Nazis received a beating from 

the Nazi clique. In response to the brutality, the camp 

officials decided to rid themselves of the most rabid Nazis 

and subsequently arranged the transfer of fourteen POWs who 

were guilty of carrying out the above attack. The 

segregation and transfer was not enough, however, to destroy 

or even weaken Nazi control at the camp. As late as July 1945, 

the POW camp spokesman reported to camp officers that the POW 

company leaders, the compound spokesman, and many of the POW 

teachers were rabid Nazis and wore their Nazi insignias 

as proof. In fact, the camp spokesman believed that 

"practically all officers and noncoms (at the camp) can be 

considered the pillars of the Nazi system. . . . 
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1944, File: Camp Bowie, Texas, Box 2476, Sub. File, Rept. 
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Most camp commanders established special compounds in 

an attempt to segregate the Nazis and thus afford some 

protection to the anti-Nazis, and the records indicate that 

POWs were constantly being shifted, segregated, and reseg-

regated. Separation of the factions was not, nevertheless, 

very successful. Camp Maxey had a Nazi compound which held 

529 NCOs, but that fact did not mean that their influence 

was unfelt outside the compound fence. Since it was the 

policy of the PMGO to segregate POWs by nationality, Maxey 

held about 700 POWs who were actually Poles and who would 

not reveal their nationality out of fear of Nazi reprisals. 

The Poles knew that the Nazis had infiltrated their group, 

and in fact the leader of the Nazis at Maxey assumed a 

Polish name so the American camp officials would place him 

in the same compound with the Poles. In that position he 

constantly threatened them with reprisals against their 

families if they disclosed their true identity and asked to 

be segregated from the German prisoners. Thus, throughout 

much of their captivity, these prisoners remained silent about 
58 

their true nationality. 

Lt. Alton C. Linne, 23 July 1945, File: 255 (Gamp Bowie, 
Texas) General, Box 1608, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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The anti-Nazis had good reason to fear Nazi threats of 

reprisals. They knew that often the threats had been carried 

out. In 1945 Camp Fort Sam Houston temporarily became a 

camp for pro-Nazi NCOs, but it also housed some who were 

anti-Nazis. One of the latter had been warned that his 

family in Germany would be punished if he did not cooperate 

with the Nazis. He refused to agree to the Nazis' demands, 

and indeed, in April 1945, received word that his family had 

been persecuted because of the prisoner's anti-Nazi beliefs. 

After receiving this terrifying news, the POW committed 

suicide. So by beating, threats, or intimidation, the Nazi 

prisoners maintained their control in spite of American 

59 
efforts to weaken it. 

In fact, Nazi influence was so pervasive that it often 

determined camp policy. The commanding officers at Camps 

Swift and Fort Sam Houston, for example, did not allow the 

Department of State, 12-13 September 1944, File: Other 
Inspection Reports - Maxey, Box 2666, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Field Service Report on Visit to POW 
Camp, Camp Maxey by Capt. Herman W. Graupner, PMGO, 14-18 
January 1945, File: 255 (Camp Maxey) General, Box 1617, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Letter, 
Col. Wxodzimierz Onacewica, Military Attache, Polish Embassy, 
Washington, D. C. to Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Assistant, PMG, 
3 October 1944, File: 383.6 General P/W (Oct. 44 - Jan. 45), 
Box 1396, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. 
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prisoners to publish a camp newspaper out of fear that the 

Nazis would get control of it and use it for their own 

orooa^anda. Similarly, the branch camps for which Camp 

Swift was administratively responsible were not allowed to 

have religious services because the POW chaplains were all 

Nazis, and Camo Swift's commanding officer believed they 

would use the opportunity to visit the branch camps to 

60 

exchange and pass on intelligence information. 

The commanding officers at Camps McLean and Brady used 

a system of punishments and rewards in hopes of influencing 

the behavior of the pro-Nazis under their jurisdiction. 

Both camps were, as one report described them, "super-Nazi 

non-commissioned officer's camps." In order to induce these 

non-cooperative POWs to work and behave themselves, movies, 

recreation facilities, and canteen privileges were eliminated 

for those who disobeyed orders or refused to work. For those 

6 0 
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General, Box 1621, Dec. File, Admin. Br., *>OW Spec. Proj. 

Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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who cooperated, entertainment was allowed, including beer in 

, 61 the canteens. 

But either because of unwillingness to act or inability 

to do much about it, American camp officials in Texas were 

unable to halt Nazi influence in most of the POW camps in 

the state. At Camp Bliss, for example, the POW camp spokes-

man and the chaplain were the Nazi leaders who attempted to 

control what the other POWs read, and even though the Nazis 

were polarized into several groups at the camp, their 

influence remained strong. At Camp Howze, even after 

transferring forty-five of the most rabid Nazis out of the 

camp, and with the anti-Nazis in a numerical majority, the 

Nazis who remained controlled the camp. At: Camp Russell 

there was a group of about ten "Nazi troublemakers," who 

constantly intimidated the other POWs, and among other 

things, controlled what they read. At Camo Barkeley, anti-

Nazis had to carry weapons in order to protect themselves 

from attack from the Nazis. Fourteen Nazi POWs at Camp 

61 . ~ 
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Wallace were court-martialed in May 1945 for the attempted 

murder of five anti-Nazis whom they attacked with stools 

and chairs.^ 

Before any conclusion is drawn about the apparent 

inability of camp officials to halt the influence of the 

Nazi POWs, one must remember that the Geneva Convention 

guaranteed each prisoner of war the right to subscribe to 

the political philosophy of his choice without hindrance by 

his captors. For the German prisoners, Nazism was the 

philosophy of the government for which many had fought and 

sacrificed their freedom; consequently, that philosophy 

obviously was represented among the armed forces personnel 

of Germany. The American officials could not forbid the 
6 2 ~ 
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national philosophy of their prisoners any more than Germany 

could ban the national philosophy of American prisoners 

of war; therefore, Nazism was as much a fact of life in 

the prison camps as it was in the prisoners' native 

country. 

Also, the mission of the PMGO was to imprison the POWs 

under conditions prescribed by the Geneva Convention and 

Army regulations and to guarantee the safety of civilians 

from the POWs. Therefore, as long as these objectives were 

carried out, the PMGO and the personnel under his command 

could justifiably reflect full confidence that their mission 

was being executed. As long as prisoner conflicts were 

confined to their compounds, and no prison policy, military 

code, or national or state law was broken, the American 

authorities could largely ignore such internal disturbances, 

even if such disturbances were initiated by prisoners who 

subscribed to the philosophy of Nazism. 

Camp officials and their superiors did take action 

against those who were guilty of crimes, and sentences 

ranging from execution to imprisonment in federal penitentiaries 

to confinement in camp guardhouses were brought against those 

who, after trial, were found guilty of criminal behavior. 

While many instances of criminal behavior did occur in the 

prison camps in Texas and throughout the United States, 

however, many of the Nazi tactics did not involve felonious 

conduct. Criminal behavior did not occur when one group of 
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prisoners demanded the subservience of another group, and 

peaceful political rivalries in the prisoners' compounds 

were not illegal; therefore, as long as the Nazi elements 

confined themselves to peaceful political persuasion, no 

action against them was justified. 

finally, although camp authorities used various means 

to attempt to identify and monitor Nazis at their respective 

camps, usually their identities were discovered only after 

outward behavior had been demonstrated. Thus, camp officials 

could not anticipate which prisoners held to the philosophy 

of Nazism any more than they could anticipate tneir behavior; 

hence, transfers and segregation of those who demonstrated 

undesirable behavior could be carried out only after the 

fact, And often the "fact" was hidden from the camp 

officials because prisoners who supplied information to the 

Americans did so at the possible risk of their own lives. 

Thus, intelligence efforts on the part of camp officials, 

although extensive and beneficial, was always necessarily 

inadequate to prevent Nazi influence and sometimes violence. 

In conclusion one must emphasize that all of the Nazi 

influence in the pow program in Texas was confined strictly 

to the respective prison camps. Not one example of sabotage 

or acts of violence can be documented to indicate a detrimental 

effect on the American civilian population. Indeed, because 

of secrecy regulations, civilians knew virtually nothing 

about the internal affairs of the prison camps. This fact 
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was true of those who Lived in towns near the camps as well, 

as farmers or other groups who utilized POV labor, and it 

also applied to the civilians who worked at the prison 

camps. Given the emotional fervor of the war years, most 

Texans would have been shocked to learn that Nazism was 

being resisted not only on the battlefields of Africa and 

Europe, but also, although not so successfully, near Kexia, 

riearne, Brownwood, Huntsville, San Antonio, Paris, El Paso, 

Abilene, and other Texas communities. 

Just as American officials could expect a certain 

percentage of their prisoners to adhere to the political 

doctrines of their nation, they also realized that most 

prisoners participated in other forms of behavior that were 

unacceptable, objectionable, but typical of prisoners any-

where. This untoward behavior demonstrated by American-held 

prisoners was dealt with more satisfactorily than were actions 

by prisoners motivated by political zeal. Even though camp 

officials n®ver satisfactorily eradicated Nazi influence, 

they were at least able to minimize the petty, aggravating 

actions the prisoners precipitated primarily to harass their 

captors and disrupt camp administration. 



CHAPTER VI 

TROUBLESOME INMATES 

One of the unwanted but expectable consequences of any 

prisoner of war experience is the unacceptable behavior 

carried out by the prisoners to protest their capture of 

imprisonment. Any time Large numbers of disparate and some-

times desperate prisoners are confined for long periods of 

time, untoward behavior will manifest itself. That many 

Axis prisoners of war in the United States committed crimes 

and attempted to escape should not be surprising. Certainly 

the American military officials expected it and generally 

were prepared to deal with it. 

To prisoners of war, escape attempts are considered 

the duty of any dedicated soldier. Surprisingly, however, 

out of a total of almost 500,000 prisoners held in the 

United States, there were only approximately 2,000 escapes 

as of August 1945. This statistic represented a ratio of 

only two escapes per 500 prisoners, which was considerably 

less than the ratio of escapes by prisoners held in the 

federal penitentiary system. The rate of escapes correlated 

directly with the numbers of POWs incarcerated. In 1943 the 

average number of escapes was about twenty per month. 

During 1944 large shipments of POWs were brought into the 

242 
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country, and consequently the number of escapes rose to 

about ninety-five per month. But during the last year of 

the war, when the greatest numbers of POWs were in the 

country, an average of 120 POWs escaped each month between 

January and August. By August 1945, repatriation of POWs 

was under way, and therefore escapes were rare after that 

date. According to the Provost Marshal General, of all the 

POWs who escaped between November 1942 and December 1944, 

648 were at-large only one day or less; 148 were free for 

two days; 111 for three days; forty-eight for four days; 

thirty-one for five days; 116 for up to two weeks; and only 

thirty-one enjoyed their freedom for more than fourteen 

days. By October 1946, twenty-four prisoners of war were 

still at large, and by May 1953, only four. Thus, not only 

were escapes relatively rare considering the number of pris-

oners held, but the military authorities maintained a very 

high rate of capture.^ 

The methods of escape varied, but most commonly the 

POWs simply walked away from a work detail when the guard 

was not looking. Others demonstrated a degree of planning 

United States, Dept. of the Army, Office of The Provost 
Marshal General, Prisoner of War Operations Division, 
Historica1 Monograph: Prisoner of War Operations Division. 
Office of The Provost Marshal General. 4 vols., Office 
of the Chief of Military History, Washington, D. C., 1:203 
(hereafter referred to as PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH); 
Archer Lerch, "The Army Reports on the POWs," The American 
Mercury 32(May 1945):246 (hereafter referred to as Lerch 
"The Army Reports on the POWs"). 
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and effort in their escapes. Prisoners dug tunnels, cut 

fences, sneaked out of camp in delivery trucks, jumped on 

trains as they passed near the camps, or in some cases 

simply walked out the main gate of the camp. The latter 

method worked for a prisoner at Gamp Fannin who told the 

guard at the main gate that he had permission to leave the 

camp. The sleepy guard apparently saw nothing unusual about 

this procedure and let the prisoner pass. The escapee then 

calmly went to the nearest bus stop, got on a bus--still in 

his prisoner uniform--and rode to Tyler. There he walked up 

and down the streets of the main business district and 

window-shopped for about two hours. Apparently tiring of 

this activity, he then strolled to a downtown bus stop and 

caught a camp-bound bus which he rode back to Camp Fannin, 

disembarked, and strolled back into camp. The embarrassed 

camp officials punished the POW by giving him one week in 

the guardhouse, but the prisoner apparently believed his 

excursion was worth the punishment. 

The motives for escaping varied. Some of the escapees 

expressed a desire to return to Germany and continue to fight 

for their fatherland. Many of the POW escapees from camps 

in the Southwest had maps showing the way to Mexico. Appar-

ently they hoped to get to that country and from there arrange 

transportation to Germany. The self-proclaimed Nazis who 

2 ~~~~ 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:200; Interview, James 

Oliver to Author, 12 August 1976. 
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escaped cLaimed it was their duty. Other POWs escaped to 

avoid punishment, and some claimed they did it so they could 

tour America. But the most common reason given by the pris-

oners for escaping was boredom with camp routine. 

This was the reason given by one POW at Camp Fannin who 

decided that the best way to break the routine was to go 

fishing. On a warm spring day, the prisoner, who was a well-

liked and trusted inmate, along with a couple of comrades, 

walked to the main gate and told the guard that they had 

been assigned a task outside the camp. The believing guard 

allowed them to leave the camp unaccompanied by American 

personnel. After walking out of the camp, the group went to 

a nearby creek, fashioned fishing poles for themselves, and 

set about their leisurely task of catching some fish for 

dinner. The prisoners' ruse was discovered, however, and 

guards were sent out to search. The POWs meekly surrendered 

with the full realization that their main goal had been 

accomplished: they had spent a nice afternoon sprawled under 

shady trees while their fishing lines dangled in the creek.^ 

Most escapees, however, did not have fishing on their 

mind. They obviously had no intention of returning to the 

POW camps, but the question facing them after leaving the 

camp was where to go. Confusion as to their destinations 

3 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:201. 

4 
Interview, Walter Kattwinkle to Authoir, 13 August 1976. 
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led most escapees to keep on the move and wander aimlessly 

around the countryside. Most purposely avoided heavily 

populated areas for fear of being spotted; instead, they 

usually walked along lonely highways, occasionally hitch-

hiking rides from unsuspecting motorists. Some attempted 

to make their get-away by hopping freight trains, and a few 

stole cars. Few, however, had any specific destination in 

mind. Obviously, the immediate goal was remaining free.5 

Freedom, however, was of short duration for most 

escapees. In addition to the fact that Axis POWs in the 

United States had no organized underground network to aid 

in their escape, and had little knowledge of the geography 

of the country, prolonged freedom was difficult to enjoy 

because manhunts were organized as soon as escape was 

discovered. Many agencies aided the Army in the recovery of 

escapees, including local sheriffs, police departments, the 

State highway patrol, railroad detectives, ordinary civilians, 

and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, which was the primary 

agency responsible for recapture. Local prison camps normally 

lacked the personnel to launch an extensive search, so after 

each escape, camp officials immediately notified the nearest 

FBI office, which coordinated the searches. The FBI's 

responsibility encompassed the apprehension of escapees as 

well as the conducting of conferences and workshops for local 

5PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:201-202. 
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law enforcement offices to acquaint them with proper methods 

and procedures regarding the recapture of escapees. In 

Texas the regional FBI offices held Quarterly Police Con-

ferences for all peace officers in their respective region. 

The peace officers attended sessions and heard lectures on 

such topics as "Peace Officers' Part in the War Program" 

and "Road Blockades as Aid in the Apprehension of Escaped 

Prisoners of War." Significantly, in not one of the doc-

umented cases of POW escapes in Texas was the FBI directly 

responsible for the apprehension of the suspect.^ 

Escape was not considered a serious offense by military 

officials unless the prisoner committed a felony while free. 

The most common crime committed by escapees was theft, but 

the Provost Marshal General reported in 1945 that " . . . there 

were no reports of attempted sabotage or crimes of violence 

committed by escaped prisoners of war," and although "pris-

oners were frequently shot by guards while attempting to 

escape . . . ," no prisoner resorted to violence in order to 

resist capture. If an escapee committed no crime while free, 

his usual punishment was confinement in the guardhouse; how-

ever, if an offense was perpetrated, punishment was severe, 

including a general or special court-martial and confinement 

in a federal penitentiary.^ 

Antonio Express. 24 August 1943: 
iDid., ii August 1944; Bastrop Advertiser. 2.0 May 1945. 

Regulation, Civilian Enemy Aliens and Prisoner of War, 



248 

Texas, like all states which had prisoner of war camps, 

periodically had escaped prisoners of war wandering around 

the countryside during World War II; however, those POWs who 

did escape from camps in Texas were eventually captured, and 

the attempts made were relatively small in number, considering 

that approximately 50,000 prisoners were incarcerated there. 

The commanding officer at Camp Mexia was probably accurate 

when he reported that only about 5 percent of the POWs at 

that camp showed any desire to try to escape, and that 

figure was probably representative of the prisoners at most 

Texas camps because only a small minority of prisoners ever 

seriously attempted to break from their confinement.^ 

Although the Provost Rarshal General correctly pointed 

out that the vast majority of escapees were apprehended 

within a few days of their escape, certainly there were 

exceptions. One of the most successful escapes was that of 

two Italian prisoners who managed to sneak out of Camp 

Fabens. On the night of 3 July 1944, POWs Guiseppe B. and 

Sirico B. escaped from that West Texas camp. Although their 

camp was located in a desolate desert region which provided 

few obvious hiding places, they managed to elude their captors 

for over a year. Their pursuers were persistent, however, and 

22 April 1942, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2 
append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 6, p. 48; PMGO* POW 
Operations. OCKH, 1:205. ' — 

8 
Mexia Daily News, 2 October 1944. 
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they were eventually recaptured and returned to Camp 

Hereford, where they remained until repatriation.^ 

Another rather successful escape was made from a work 

detachment near El Paso. Two POWs escaped on 13 October 

1943 and made their way to Mexico. Fort Bliss was admin-

istratively responsible for the El Paso camp, so the Camp 

Bliss intelligence officer stayed on the trail of the two 

escapees, and finally in February 1944, he caught them. 

The proper arrangements were made with the Mexican government, 

and the unhappy prisoners were returned to Camp Bliss 

stockade. 

Mass escapes were sometimes attempted. The largest 

single escape ever attempted in the United States occurred 

on 21 December 1944, when a former U-boat captain led twenty-

five prisoners through a tunnel under the compounds at Camp 

Papago outside Phoenix, Arizona. In March of that year, a 

similar mass escape was attempted at Camp Barkeley. For 

9 
PMGO, POW Operationst OCMH, 1;204j Memo, Headquarters, 

8th Service Command to Chief of Staff, ASF, 23 February 
1944, File: 383.6 - POW, Feb. 1944, Box 45, Corres. File, 
Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. Unless the prisoners' full 
name appeared in the public records, only first name will 
be used. 

PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:204; Memo, Headquarters, 
8th Service Command to Chief of Staff, ASF, 23 February 
1944, File: 383.6 - POW, Feb. 1944, Box 45, Corres. File, 
Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. Unless the prisoners' full 
name appeared in the public records, only first name will 
be used. 
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months prior to the escape, prisoners at Camp Barkeley 

tediously dug a tunnel to serve as the escape route. Their 

project, eventually sixty feet long and eight feet deep, was 

accomplished by working secretly after lights out. The POWs 

disposed of the dirt removed in the excavation by carrying it 

out in their pockets and dumping it in the camp's flower 

beds. On the night of 28 March 1944, the escape was readied. 

Twelve prisoners, all of whom had secreted adequate supplies, 

crawled through the tunnel, which led them outside the camp 

fence. Then they divided into groups and by different routes 

began to make their way to their destination, Mexico. In 

spite of all the planning, hard work, and days of preparation, 

all were eventually caught.^ 

POWs Gerhard L. and Heinz R. separated from the others 

and walked to the town of Blair, where they spent the night 

in a nearby cornfield. The next morning they made their way 

to Sweetwater and caught a freight train which carried them 

to Toyah. They then hid in a culvert until they were able 

to catch another train which took them to El Paso. There in 

the railroad yard, an agent of the Southern Pacific Railroad 

sighted them, and the disappointed pair surrendered without 

a struggle only a few miles from the border.^ 

_PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:206; Abilene Reporter-
N e w s , 2 April 1944; ibid., 3 April 1944. 

12 
Report, Report on Escape of Prisoners of War, Camp 

Barkeley, 4 April 1944, File: PMG Inspection Reports, 
Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
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POWs Max M. and Willi L. did not get that far. After 

making their way through the tunnel, the two German soldiers 

traveled to the nearby Abilene State Park, where they spent 

their first day of freedom. The following day they journeyed 

to Winters, where they were spotted by a local constable who 

arrested the escapees and returned them to Camp Barkeley.13 

Others in the group met similar fates. POWs Joseph V. 

and Herbert S. left the tunnel at Barkeley and walked all 

the way to San Angelo. Perhaps wanting to do some window 

shipping, the two decided to go to downtown San Angelo, 

where, unfortunately for them, a local night watchman 

apprehended them. Three of the prisoners were only able to 

get a few miles from the camp before being caught. Heinz B., 

Horst U., and Peter R. made their way to Ovala, where they 

spent the first night. The next day, they walked to Bradshaw 

and located an abandoned ranch house. There they hid for 

four days until a local constable decided to investigate the 

property. The trio were discovered and meekly surrendered 

to the peace officer. The constable was probably surprised 

to find the POWs in full uniform, with insignia of the 

German Air Force. When asked why they had escaped, one 

Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA: Abilene 
Reporter-News. 4 April 1944. 

^Report, Report on Escape of Prisoners of War, Camp 
Barkeley, 4 April 1944, File: PMG Inspection Reports, 
-arkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts 
Rept. Sr., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. *' 
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replied, "We want to go back to the Fatherland and fight for 

14 
it again." 

POWs Joachim S., Otto R., and Hans S. walked from Camp 

Barkeley to Tuscola, where they hid in the underbrush for 

two days. Probably realizing they had to move on to avoid 

capture, the three went to the small community and stole a 

car from a local resident. With their newly gained 

transportation, they headed north to Ballinger. There a 

city marshal sighted, stopped, and arrested them.15 

For this largest and best organized escape ever to 

occur in Texas, the escapees were very we11-prepared. They 

and their fellow POWs expended enormous efforts in preparing 

the tunnel, and all the escapees had detailed maps in their 

possession which had been drawn on tissue paper. The 

accurate maps showed the principal highways, rural roads, 

railroads, towns, and even the location of area ranches. 

Further, each had a ten-day supply of food in his pack along 

with a change of clothes. For their efforts, the POWs 

received punishment by being confined to the guardhouse 

and were placed on a diet of bread and water.16 

14 
Ibid.; Abilene Reporter-News. 3 April 1944. 

15 
Report, Report on Escape of Prisoners of War, Camp 

Barkeley, 4 April 1944, File: PMG Inspection Reports, 
Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Rept. 3r., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Abilene 
Reporter-News. 3 April 1944. ' 

16d _ „ 
Report, Report on Escape of Prisoners of War, Camp 

Barkeley, 4 April 1944, File: PMG Inspection Reports, 
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Interestingly, during an investigation at the camp 

following tine escape, the officials were held responsible. 

The inspector reported that neither the American officers 

nor the guards were familiar with POW policies and that 

United States personnel were not adequately supervised. The 

inspector also found that the guards at Camp Barkeley were 

inadequately trained, and this shortcoming meant that pris-

oners were not properly guarded. Furthermore, the guards 

often had a poor attitude possibly brought on by the commander 

of the guard company who expressed to the inspector the 

belief that all POWs should be treated like common criminals. 

The report concluded that these deficiencies led directly to 

the mass escape.^ 

Improper facilities and possibly poor administration was 

also to blame for the numerous escapes from Camp Hood. This 

camp, which had the dubious distinction of having more escapes 

than any camp in Texas, was not completed when the first ship-

ment of POWs arrived. The decision to place POWs at this 

Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Abilene 
Reporter-News. 2 April 1944; ibid., 3 April 1944"; Ordi? 
Administrative Restraint Order, Camp Barkeley, Texas, undated, 
i 1 f e ' I n s p e c t i o n Reports, Camp Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655 
? Fi®1oo^nSpeCt* RePts*» Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
3ur., PMGO, RG 339, NA. 

17t 
Inspection Report, PMG Inspection Report on Visit to 

Camp barkeley, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, Field Liaison 
Officer, PMGO, 1 May 1944, File: PMG Inspection Reports, 
Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Kept. br., £nemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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uncompleted camp was partially responsible for the earliest 

escapes. When the POWs arrived at Camp Hood in the early 

summer 1943, the camp lacked interior roads, proper drain-

age, and adequate lighting. Also, brush had not been cleared 

from the perimeters of the camp fences. In fact, many of 

the prisoners were utilized to put the finishing touches on 

18 
the camp. 

Among the first cadre of POWs to arrive at Gamp Hood 

were seven German enlisted men who were transferred from 

Gamp Chaffee, Arkansas. After arriving at Camp Hood, they 

were assigned to tasks including the clearing of brush from 

around the camp. After being at Hood for only a week, the 

seven stole a pair of wire cutters and on 9 June 1943 

attempted an escape. Taking advantage of the absence of 

floodlights around the fence, they cut a hole through the 

barrier and ran for the nearest cover. An alert was sounded 

immediately, announcements were sent to area law enforcement 

officials, and area newspapers were notified.^ 

1 S._ „ 
Report, Report of Proceedings of the Board of Officers 

on Attempted Prison Break of Seven German Prisoners, North 
Camp Hood Internmant Camp, 8-9 June 1943, File: Camp Hood, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div. , PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

19 
Ibid.; San Antonio Express. 10 June 1943; ibid., 

13 June 1943; ibid., 15 June 1943; Bryan Daily Eagle. 9 June 
1943; ibid., 10 June 1943; ibid., 12 June 1943; ibid., 15 June 
1943J M e x i a Daily News, 9 June 1943; ibid., 10 June 1943: 
ibid., 15 June 1943. ' 
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A search began soon after the POWs left their compound. 

In fact, two of the seven were captured before they were 

able to get off the military reservation. Significantly, 

both had maps of South Texas and Mexico. The remaining 

five split up and went their own ways. The day following the 

escape, one of the prisoners was tracked with the use of 

bloodhounds, caught, and detained while walking along a rural 

road near the community of Flat in northwest Bell County, 

about eight miles from Camp Hood. At about the same time, 

the sheriff of Bell County captured two more of the pris-

oners near the town of Sparta, twelve miles northeast of 

Belton. The remaining two were captured near Cedar Park, 

twelve miles northwest of Austin. These two bravely decided 

to hitchhike a ride even though they were dressed in the 

characteristic uniforms worn by POWs. They were spotted by 

a passing motorist who stopped at the nearest service station 

and told its owner what she had seen. The service station 

operator, along with the local postmaster, armed themselves 

with pistols, went to the location of the reported sighting, 

and found the patient prisoners still casually trying to 

thumb a ride. The POWs surrendered to the two civilians who 

turned them in to the Travis County sheriff's office.^ 

Report, Report of Proceedings of the Board of Officers 
on Attempted Prison Break of Seven German Prisoners, North 
Camp Hood Internment Camp, 8-9 June 1943, File: Camp Hood, 
Texas - Construction, Box 1422, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; San Antonio Express. 



256 

All seven of the prisoners freely admitted that the 

goal of their escape was to get to Mexico and try to seek a 

way back to Germany, and each had carefully hand-drawn maps 

showing the way to the Rio Grande. For all their efforts 

and planning, the seven were given one week in the guard-

21 
house. 

Three weeks after Camp Hood experienced its first 

escape, another occurred; however, this escape only involved 

one prisoner. On the morning of 24 July 1943, POW 

Friedrich B. was marched out of the camp compound along 

with a group of other prisoners and was taken to the location 

of that day's work assignment. Apparently thinking of things 

more exciting and promising than clearing brush, Friedrich B. 

decided to leave by simply walking away from the lightly 

guarded detail. He was able to get only about ten miles 

from the camp before being spotted by two local farmers, 

R. W. Wells and Floy Whaley, who arrested him and notified 

camp authorities to come pick up the prisoner. POW Friedrich B, 

10 June 1943; ibid., 13 June 1943; ibid., 15 June 1943; Bryan 
Daily Eagle. 9 June 1943; ibid., 10 June 1943; ibid., 12 June 
1943; ibid., 15 June 1943; Mexia Daily News. 9 June 1943: 
ibid., 10 June 1943; ibid., 15 June 194T! 

21„ 
Report, Maj. Grover C. McGown, Commanding Officer, 

North Prisoner of War Camp, Fort Hood to Alien and Prisoner 
of War Division, PMGO, 3 July 1943, File: 250.3 General P/W, 
Box 1370, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA; San Antonio Expresst 15 June 1943; Mexia Daily 
News. 9 JuneHT543. — L 
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was forced to serve fifteen days of solitary confinement 

22 

for the attempt. 

POWs Peter W., Heinz H., Fritz H., and Wilhelm V. 

obviously planned their escape from Camp Hood. On the morn-

ing of 15 September 1943, the four, along with other members 

of a work detail, were put to work outside the camp cutting 

wood. The four men waited for the appropriate time, and 

when the guards were not looking, they walked away from the 

detail. Their absence was not discovered until the detail 

was assembled for the lunch break. After walking some 

distance from the camp, the four paused long enough to bleach 

their blue uniforms of "PW" markings, thereby hoping their 

clothing would not betray their status.23 

Meanwhile, an alert was sounded at the camp, and FBI 

officials and local law agencies were notified of the escape. 

By a prearranged agreement with the State School for Boys at 

Gatesville, bloodhounds were utilized to track down the 

escapees. Two of the escapees were discovered and caught 

near Brookhaven the day following their flight. The other 

pair caused special concern for the FBI and camp officials 

22 
Letter, Lt. Julian R. Nathan, Adjutant, POW Camp, 

North Camp Hood to Alien and Prisoner of War Division, PKGO, 
31 July 1943, File: 350.3 General P/W, Box 1370, Class. 
Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; San 
Antonio Express. 25 July 1943; Bryan Daily Eagle. 27 July 
1943; New York Times. 16 August~TTO,~l6T3 

23 S a n Antonio Express. 16 September 1943; ibid., 
17 September 1943; ibid., 18 September 1943; Mexia Daily 
News, 17 September 1943. — — — 
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because one of them was known to be an expert at sabotage 

and spoke English fluently. Much to the relief of the 

search party, however, the two POWs were located near 

Copperas Cove on 17 September. The escapees willingly 

surrendered to the officials after realizing that they, like 

earlier escapees from Camp Hood, had only been able to 

travel ten miles from the point of departure.^ 

Three months after this abortive escape, four more 

prisoners decided to end their confinement. As afternoon 

roll call was being conducted in one of the prisoner 

compounds, camp officials realized that several prisoners 

were missing. Proper authorities were notified and a posse 

formed. Once again the Gatesville bloodhounds were able to 

lead the searchers to their quarry, and the luckless POWs 

were located the same evening they had escaped.^ 

Apparently, even when faced with the numerous escapes 

from Camp Hood, the military authorities were unable to make 

the necessary adjustment to prevent future ones, for on 

22 January 1944, another internee managed to get out of the 

prison camp and off the military reservation. POW Wolfgang R. 

was included in a work detail in the quartermaster salvage 

yard outside the fences of the prison compound, but inside 

24 
San Antonio Express. 16 September 1943; ibid., 

17 September 1943; ibid., 18 September 1943; Mexia Daily 
News, 17 September 1943. 

25 
San Antonio Express. 17 December 1943; ibid.. 

18 December 1943. 
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the military base. When the appropriate moment came, the 

prisoner walked off the job, out the base's perimeter, and 

made good his escape. Freedom was short-lived, however, 

for this prisoner because he demonstrated the same degree of 

naivete--or ignorance--as so many escapees indicated. 

Wolfgang R. was captured by a Blue Mound farmer when the 

prisoner knocked at the farmer's door and ask for a drink of 

water. Either this POW was simply on a vacation which he 

knew would be temporary, or he was very thirsty. At any 

rate, farmer C. A. Gathey held the prisoner until authorities 

could arrive and return the disappointed Wolfgang R. to Gamp 

Hood.26 

'Why so many escapes occurred at Camp Hood was not fully 

documented in the official records, except for the fact that 

the camp was not fully completed and not ready to receive 

prisoners when tney first arrived. This situation indicates 

that the Army was not fully prepared to receive the large 

numbers of POWs who were brought to Texas after the collapse 

of the Afrika Korps. An incompleted camp could, however, 

only account for the early escapes. Certainly by July 1943, 

and obviously by January 1944, the camp was fully operational, 

but escapes did not stop. 

Since the numerous escapes from Camp Hood outnumbered 

the escapes from other Texas camps, the quality of the 

1 j£L 

Ibid., 18 December 1943. 
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administration of the camp could be called into question. 

Since camp records are not available, however, the final 

answer to the quantity of escapes from Camp Hood cannot be 

given. To the credit of Camp Hood officials, one should 

observe that no prisoner was able to get more than a few 

miles from the camp, and all the escapees were apprehended 

27 

within a few days of their escapes. 

Unlike Camp Hood, Camp Mexia was fully completed and 

ready to receive the first shipment of prisoners when they 

arrived in the spring 1943. Likewise, unlike the former, 

Camp Mexia did not experience any escapes until nine months 

after the members of the Afrika Korps had been incarcerated 

there. Naturally, the first escape from this camp created 

a lot of excitement for the people of the surrounding area. 

Five officer prisoners were found to be missing when evening 

roll call was held in the officers' compound on 7 February 

1944. Immediately, the FBI, and Texas Rangers, the Texas 

Highway Patrol, and local law enforcement officers all over 

central and east Texas were notified of the escape. Ten 

FBI agents and fifteen members of the state Highway Patrol, 

along with local peace officers, scoured the countryside, 

checked all roads and highways, and examined boxcars as 

leads poured into the camp from excited civilians who 

27 
Bryan Daily Eagle. 30 January 1945. 
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reported that they had seen the prisoners. Significantly, 
OO 

all of the reported sightings proved to be false leads. 

Two days after the escape, however, all the ?OWs were 

found. Three of the escapees were picked up as they strolled 

along the Waco-Corsicana highway dressed in German uniforms 

and carrying knapsacks. The trio reported to their captors 

that they were headed for Waco. The reason for their 

attraction to that city was not discovered. 

The other two prisoners were apprehended in Corpus 

Christi. They had caught a freight train which they rode 

to their destination, where they believed they had a contact 

who would help them escape. Upon arriving in Corpus Christi, 

they found their way to the home of a German who was a 

naturalized citizen. They walked up to the door, knocked, 

and the door was answered by a woman. The pair spoke to her 

in German, asking to see her husband. Instead, recognizing 

the two as prisoners of war, she slammed the door and called 

the police. Meanwhile, the escapees, realizing that they 

were going to get no help from the woman, went to a tourist 

court where, dressed in full German military uniforms, they 

casually asked the operator in their native language for a 

room for the night. Their request was denied, but before 

28 
Mexia Daily News, 8 February 1944; ibid., 9 February 

1944; Bryan Daily Eagle. 9 February 1944. 
29 
Mexia Daily News. 10 February 1944; Bryan Daily 

Eagle. 10 February TM5. — 1 L 
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they could leave, local police arrived to take them into 

_ , 30 
custody. 

The motive for the escape of these five prisoners could 

not be determined. Nor was it revealed how the pair who 

advanced to Corpus Cnristi had secured the name of the 

individual whom they tried to contact. At any rate, the 

intelligence they had regarding the possible aid of a 

confederate was inaccurate, and for two German officers 

dressed in their national uniforms, with knapsacks on their 

backs and asking for a room at a tourist court in the middle 

of the night, seems to xndicate that sleep was more important 

than continued freedom. 

As indicated previously, civilians were often involved 

in the apprehension of escaped prisoners of war. In at least 

one case, the civilian in question had no plans for such an 

occurrence. On the night of 17 April 1944, Roosevelt Slay 

decided to attend a circus performance being staged in Mexia. 

During the performance, military officials from Camp Mexia 

interrupted the circus acts to announce over the public 

address system that a POW had escaped from the camp that 

evening. After the program was over, Slay walked along a 

dark highway hoping to catch a ride home. As he strolled 

30 
„ , ? f x i a Daily News. 10 February 1944; Bryan Daily 
Eagle. 10 February T944. •—1 



263 

aLong the road, he met the escaped POW who was walking in 

the opposite direction. 

The records do not indicate who was the most surprised, 

Slay or the POW. Not knowing exactly what to do, he merely 

asked the prisoner for a cigarette, and the escapee obliged 

the request. Slay thanked him for the smoke, and the two 

continued in their respective directions. The civilian soon 

neared the farmhouse of Troy Roberson, where he stopped and 

asked for help. Roberson and Slay, now armed with a pistol, 

returned to the location of the sighting, found the prisoner 

32 
and captured him. 

Most of the prisoners who managed to escape prepared 

for the event as well as they could. The escape of two 

officer prisoners from Camp Mexia on 8 October 1944 was 

typical. The two escapees were caught the day following 

their break-out only about ten miles from the camp. Soth 

were carrying knapsacks which contained a supply of 

cigarettes, a ten-day supply of food, a spare German 

officer's uniform, and a compass. Each officer POW was 

allowed to purchase spare uniforms, and cigarettes were 

available in the camp's canteens; but no prisoner was allowed 

to secret surplus food, and certainly none were to possess 

compasses. The latter two items demonstrated a breach of 

1>w,
 31Mexia Daily Kews. 18 April 1944; ibid., 19 April 

1944. 

32Ibid., 19 April 1944. 
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camp regulations and Army policy as well as a lack of security 

on the part of camp officials. But regardless of the dil-

igence of the camp administrators, prisoners of war in Texas 

were often able to acquire items to aid them in their 

33 
escapes. 

As mentioned previously, Mexico was the destination of 

many escapees. Some prisoners had on them maps purporting to 

show the way to Mexico when captured, and others freely 

admitted that Mexico was their destination. Not all escapees, 

however, had Mexico on their minds. For example, POW Wolfgang 

R. escaped from Camp Howze on 20 September 1945. Gamp 

intelligence officers tracked him on a northward route until 

9 October 1945, when he was finally captured in Springfield, 

Illinois. Camp officials were not able to determine whether 

his planned destination was New York City or Canada.34 

Similarly, for Axis POWs who escaped from Camp Bowie in 

October 1943, Mexico held no promise. Instead, after leaving 

the camp, they stole a car in Brownwood and traveled to 

Giddings, where they stole a second car. The group was 

stopped and captured just before they had reached their 

destination, Brenham. Apparently, after learning of the high 

proportion of German-Americans in that city, they assumed 

33Ibid., 9 October 1944; ibid., 10 October 1944. 
34 
Letter, Col. A. M. To1lefson, POW Operations Division, 

PMGO to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 9 October 
1945, File: Howze, Camp, Texas, Box 1480, Sub. File, Rept. 
Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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they might be able to find heLp for their cause; however, 

alert law enforcement officials quashed their plans. 

Some escapees simply were unlucky. One POW who escaped 

from Camp Mexia crawled into a boxcar with dreams of riding 

in it to far-away places--at least far away from the prison 

camp. When he was found two days later, however, he had 

come to realize that the car he had picked to make his 

escape in was on an unused siding. Similarly, in September 

1943, two German prisoners escaped from Gamp Dalhart and 

clamored aboard a passing freight train. The car they chose 

was almost immediately switched off to a siding which served 

a gravel pit near Channing. When the car stopped in front 

of the gravel pit, the unlucky POWs faced a dilemma: either 

they could make their presence known to the gravel pit 

workers, or be covered with gravel. They chose the former 

and were captured. 

In August 1944 three industrious prisoners escaped from 

Camp Hearne. They made their way to the Brazos River, where 

they set about to construct a boat which they hoped would 

take them to the Gulf of Mexico. After ingeniously fashioning 

a boat out of raincoats, canvas, and wood, they launched 

1943. 

36 

35Bryan Daily Eagle. 6 October 1943; ibid., 7 October 

Arnold Krammer, "The Afrika Korps Gomes to Texas," 
Southwestern Historical Quarterly 50 (January 1977): 272 
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their apparatus. As they floated down the river and probably 

dreamed of freedom, they were spotted by a fisherman who 

37 

sounded the alert which led to capture of the trio. 

There seemed to be no correlation between size of the 

prison camp and the number of escapes, nor was there a 

relationship between the type of prisoner and the number of 

escapes. Camp Hood was not one of the larger camps, but it 

had more escapes than other camps in Texas. Camps Heame, 

Hereford, Brady, and other special segregation camps 

experienced escapes just as did Camps Fannin, Mexia, Barkeley, 

and similar camps holding prisoners who were considered more 

cooperative. 

Many escapes had one thing in common, however, in that 

they often were made while prisoners were assigned to a work 

detail, and the most usual method used to affect escapes was 

simply for the prisoners to walk away from the detail. Two 

German POWs, for example, escaped from a work detail at 

Austonio while working on an area farm. Three Italian pris-

oners escaped from Camp Bliss while assigned to work in the 

Fort 3liss laundry. Four POWs from Camp Heame left the 

farm on which they had been assigned to work. An unnamed 

rssident of Bryan captured a POW who had escaped from a work 

detail fit Chance Plantation. The number of such escapes 

probably was due to the fact that those on work details, 

37 
Hearne Democrat« 13 August 1944. 
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especially those outside the confines of a prison camp or 

military base, could not be as carefully guarded as prisoners 

who were locked behind barbed wire. Simply put, escape from 

labor details was a risk that had to be taken if the POWs' 

38 

labor was to be exploited. 

Attempted escapes were considered to be a natural 

occurrence in any POW program, and escaping was not considered 

to be a serious crime. Most prisoners who escaped in Texas 

could normally expect about two weeks in the guardhouse with 

restricted rations. If a crime was committed, however, 

during the commission of an escape, or if one was perpetrated 

against civilians while free, punishment was usually certain 

and severe. In March 1944, for example, three German pris-

oners escaped from a work detail near Tuscola. In an attempt 

to succeed in their escape, the three stole an automobile. 

They were later caught and charged with auto theft. On 

22 May 1944, the three were tried at Camp Barkeley for the 

crime, found guilty, and received a sentence of eighteen 
•an 

months at hard labor in Leavenworth. 

A similar crime was committed by three Italian pris-

oners who tried to escape from Camp Hereford. While 

38 
Antonio Express. 14 September 1943; Hearne 

Democrat. 18 August 1944; Mexia Daily News. 13 January 1944: 
Bryan Daily Eagle. 3 December 1945. 

39 
"Enemy Prisoners of War Under Sentence of Courts 

Martial," (Through 11 August 1945), in PMGO, POW Operations. 
OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., Tab 115. 
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temporarily free, the trio stole a Plymouth automobile from 

an area resident. The POWs were captured soon after their 

escape and were charged with theft over fifty dollars. At 

their trial held at Gamp Hereford on 12 March 1945, these 

40 

criminals were sentenced to three years at Leavenworth. 

The length of the sentence given to prisoners guilty of 

crimes committed during escapes varied considerably. POW 

Giovanni 3. escaped from a work detail at El Paso on 6 June 

1944. Wanting to get out of his POW clothing, he entered a 

house of a nearby resident and stole a suit of clothes. He 

was captured soon after the escape and in August 1944 was 

tried. For the crime of theft, the unlucky Italian pris-

oner received five years at hard labor at a federal 

penitentiary. Similarly, two German POWs who escaped from 

Gamp Fannin in May 1945 stole a boat in order to make good 

their escape. The pair was caught and the following month 

tried for their crime. The stolen boat proved to be very 

costly for the two prisoners: they were sentenced to eight 
41 

years of hard labor at Leavenworth. 

The severity of the sentences given prisoners who 

committed such crimes was apparently designed to discourage 

other POWs from resorting to similar behavior and to convince 

civilians that the Army would absolutely not tolerate crimes 

40Ibid. 

41Ibid. 



269 

against citizens. The lesson must have worked because out 

of the almost 50,000 prisoners in Texas, only about ten 

prisoners were ever tried for crimes against civilians. 

Further, little evidence exists to indicate that civilians 

were particularly worried about threats to their lives or 

property. 

Escapes, therefore, were never a serious problem in 

Texas, and although they were numerous, they never approached 

epidemic proportions. More importantly, although a few 

prisoners were shot or otherwise injured attempting to 

escape, no bodily injuries were sustained by civilians as a 

result of an escape. Indeed, most escapees put up no 

resistance when caught, even when captured by civilians. 

Although there were two cases in which prisoners managed to 

elude capture for several months, the vast majority of the 

escapes were short-lived. Seemingly, the most serious prob-

lem facing escapees was not knowing where to go and not 

being able to seek aid from a sympathetic civilian population. 

Thus, the prisoners who attempted to escape from Texas camps 

had little chance of succeeding in their attempts.^ 

According to the Provost Marshal General, nationally 

there was a total of 115 general and forty-eight special 

42, _ . 
In at least one case a POW who escaped received a 

beating at the hands of the American guards when returned to 
Sf m p;,. S e e F i e l d Service Camp Survey, Prisoner of War Camp, 
Ft. Bliss, Texas, 12-14 April 1945, File: 255 Ft. Bliss, 
General, Box 1609, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proi. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 



270 

courts-martial involving 326 prisoners, and the most common 

crimes which led to these trials were offenses perpetrated 

during or after escapes. Ir. Texas, however, this type of 

crime was relatively rare. Indeed, the most common offense 

did not involve civilians; rather it was committed by pris-

oner against other prisoners. The most common of these 

prison crimes was assault and conspiracy to assault. 

On 3 January 1945, for example, Gamp Wallace experienced 

a riot. A group of about twenty prisoners created a distur-

bance during which a number of other POWs were attacked and 

beaten. Eighteen suspects were arrested and charged with 

rioting and assault. In March 1945 the group was tried at 

Fort Crockett, where four were acquitted and fourteen found 

guilty. The sentences meted out to the guilty group were 

rather severe: they received from eight to fifteen years 

at hard labor in Leavenworth. A similar incident occurred at 

Camp Swift, where on 19 April 1944 ten POWs rioted and 

assaulted a fellow prisoner. They were tried a few months 

later and were handed a three to seven-year sentence. At 

Camp Hood eleven German POWs conspired to assault fellow 

prisoners and were therefore tried for conspiracy to 

assault. For this crime the guilty parties were given two 

.. 43 
years m Leavenworth. 

43 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:182-183; "Enemy Prisoners 

of Mar Under Sentence of Courts Martial," (Through 11 August 
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Occasionally, internal friction between prisoners led 

to more serious offenses. For example, at Camp Hereford one 

D'Angelo F. attacked a fellow prisoner with a knife and 

killed him. Murder charges were brought against the accused, 

and he was tried for a capital offense. Since premeditation 

could not be established, however, he was convicted of 

voluntary manslaughter and sentenced to ten years in the 

• - 44 penitentiary. 

The United states Army considered "moral" crimes to be 

a serious offense, as four Camp Mexia prisoners learned. 

In April 1944 charges of sodomy were brought against the 

group. At their trial, even though the offense was a 

"victimless" crime, they were sentenced to five years in a 

penitentiary. A Hearne POW was luckier. Similar charges 

were brought against him, but at his trial held at Camp 

Swift, he was acquitted on grounds of lack of evidence.^ 

Violating orders or striking American camp officials 

was also considered a court-martial offense. POW Guenter K. 

disobeyed the orders of his Camp Hood guard and then attacked 

him with his fists. He was court-martialled and sent to 

44 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:182-183; "Enemy Prisoners 

?o/q\r ';,nd®r S e n t e n c e of Courts Martial," (Through 11 August 
Tab lis1" — Operations. OCMH, vol. 1-2, append., 
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Leavenworth for one year. An American guard at Camp 

Huntsville was attacked by a prisoner who received a special 

court-martial for his efforts. He spent the next six months 

in the Huntsville guardhouse. Four prisoners at Camp 

Huntsville attacked an American officer and beat him with 

sticks and rocks. The four were tried 28 February 1944, with 

two acquitted and two found guilty. The guilty parties were 

sentenced to eighteen months at hard labor in Leavenworth. 

At Camp Fort Sam Houston, two prisoners were charged with 

violating orders by illegally using a United States Army 

truck. Their trial in May 1945 led to five years in a 

federal penitentiary. Understandably, offenses against 

American officials were rare and certainly occurred less 

frequently than attacks by prisoners upon other prisoners.^ 

Of course, most of the untoward behavior demonstrated 

by the POWs was not of a criminal nature. Instead, it 

usually involved petty activities which most prisoners partic-

ipate in mainly to annoy the captors and to protest real or 

imagined abuses; however, just as most POWs participate in 

this sort of behavior, so do most captors have ways of dealing 

with it. American authorities treated the prisoners as pris-

oners and knew they could not tolerate unacceptable prisoner 

behavior and maintain the control necessary in any prison 

46 ~~ 
of War SUS2; 2£erations, OCMH, 1:182-183; "Enemy Prisoners 
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situation. Thus, the Axis prisoners of war in Texas used 

all sorts of tactics to harass, and sometimes provoke, camp 

officials. Camp officials responded to this harassment with 

the appropriate punishments at their disposal. 

Camp commanders had several avenues of punishment open 

to them short of a court-martial. Probably the most effec-

tive and widely used punishment for petty violations of 

rules and orders was confinement in the guardhouse for a 

certain period of time. If the camp commander believed the 

offense serious enough, he could also withhold privileges, 

including food and pay allowance. According to PMGO 

regulations, the longest time a prisoner could be kept in the 

guardhouse was thirty days at a time, fourteen of which could 

be with a restricted diet. If a restricted diet was imposed, 

the POW was given eighteen ounces of bread per day and all 

the water he wanted. For less serious offenses, a prisoner 

could have his canteen privileges taken away, be confined to 

barracks, or serve a sentence of hard work without pay. If 

these techniques failed, the camp commander could ask to have 

a particularly troublesome prisoner transferred to a special 

camp for non-cooperative prisoners.47 

47 

For a 
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Prisoners found many ways to protest their confinement 

and avoid the most extreme punishments. One of the commonly 

used techniques of protest was to participate in organized 

work slow-downs or sit-down strikes. In spring 1945, for 

example, 100 German naval personnel were transferred from 

Camp Bowie to Camp Alvin. While at Camp Bowie they had come 

to be known as troublemakers, and they retained that 

reputation after being moved to the coastal work camp. 

Soon after they arrived at Camp Alvin, a work detachment of 

ten of these new arrivals was sent to the nearby Barnett 

Farms. To protest their assignment, the group maliciously 

destroyed farm tools and tried to pretend the damage was 

done accidentally, and they participated in a work slow-

down. In fact, the detachment of ten performed the work of 

three. For their behavior, they were sentenced to the camp 

guardhouse and placed on a diet of bread and water for four-
48 

teen days. 

Similarly, Camp SI Campo experienced a series of sit-

down strikes in which several prisoners refused to work on 

the details assigned to them. Camp officials met the 

48 T 
^ p®°?^on R®Port» Report on Visit to Prisoner of War 

Camp Camp Swift and Branch Camps by Charles E. Eberhardt. 
Department of State, 8-12 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State 
Department) General P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File Oper 
Br., PCM Oper. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 

l" lc HX°l? ? f i P 0 V o 2 f n P i . f l , m p Swift> T e x a s Guy Metraux, 
967^' o t h e r Inspection Reports, Box 

luh• F l e llSer. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW 
Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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challenge by improvising a guardhouse which consisted of a 

leaky, unfloored tent purposely located in an area of deep 

mud. The offending prisoners were put into the shelter for 

an indeterminate period of time and were told they would be 

released only after they promised to return to work. The 

documents did not relate how long it took the prisoners to 

make up their minds. 

.̂ /henever work stoppages involved only a few prisoners, 

the guardhouse became their new residence; however, when 

mass protests were staged, they sometimes challenged the 

resourcefulness of the camp commander. Several mass sit-

down strikes were held at Camp Fannin during summer 1944. 

The cause of the strikes was the prisoners' conviction that 

they were forced to work at certain jobs prohibited by the 

Geneva Convention. Regardless of the merits of their 

convictions, the camp officers handled the strikes in the 

same manner. Those prisoners who refused to work were 

marched to the camp's soccer field and forced to strip down 

to their underwear. There, under a broiling sun, they were 

held as they contemplated the seriousness of their cause. 

Swift Tex«Cbi0Rudn?^rR-Re.POrl: ?f I n sP e c t l° n of POW Camp, 
18 JaAuarS 194? ^® c n ef. Legation of Switzerland, 
n o&-ji 0 Other Inspection Reports Swift 
Box 2673, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts Rent 
POW Info. Bur., PKGO, RG 389, NA. '' P ' 7 
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After a few hours of sitting in the unshaded field, they 

usually decided to return to work.*50 

Gamp WoIters was the scene of a sit-down strike in 

July 1945 involving some seventy prisoners. The camp 

commander could not put all of the offenders in the guard-

house, so a specially constructed compound was readied for 

the group. The special compound area was simply a fenced 

pen. The protestors were sentenced to fourteen days on 

bread and water and hard labor without pay for the same 

length of time. After the sentences were served, those who 

agreed to return to work were allowed to return to their 

original compound, those who refused were retained. After 

only a few weeks, all had agreed to return to work."*̂  

Occasionally, prisoner protests were successful in that 

their immediate goal was realized. Kenneth Paris, who owned 

a farm near Coolidge, contracted for thirty prisoners to 

work in his onion fields. After the prisoners arrived at 

the Paris farm, they refused to work. The prisoners' single 

50_ 
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guard ordered them to go to work, but the POWs simply Laughed 

at him. The guard was helpless in that there was nothing he 

could do short of shooting the prisoners, so for the entire 

day the POWs lolled in the shade and performed no labor 

52 

whatsoever. 

At Camp Maxey a group of POWs who worked in the quarter-

master laundry was also successful in getting labor grievances 

solved. This work detachment struck on the grounds that the 

daily task assigned to them was too great and that they were 

therefore over-worked. The camp commander checked with other 

laundry facilities to compare the task required at Camp Maxey 

with that at other camps and found that the Camp Maxey pris-

oners' task was less than required at other facilities. 

Nevertheless, the daily task was reduced. After having their 

labor demands answered, the prisoners returned to work."53 

At Camp WoIters, the prisoners once merely threatened a 

sit-down strike and obtained relief from imagined or real 

grievances. The dispute at that camp was the prisoners' 

complaint of insufficient daily food rations. The threat 
52 
Interview, Kenneth Paris to Robert Tissing, 9 August 

1971, in Robert Tissing, "Utilization of WWII Prisoners of 
War in Texas: Oral Memoirs," The Texas Collection, Baylor 
University, Waco, Texas (hereafter referred to as Tissing, 
"Oral Memoirs"). 
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was made in March 1945 during a period when the Army reduced 

food rations for all prisoners in the United States. At 

Gamp WoIters, however, the camp officials investigated the 

complaint, and rations were increased.^ 

POWs at Camp McCloskey registered a similar complaint 

and actually staged a sit-down strike. The prisoners in 

this camp refused to work unless their food rations were 

increased, and to demonstrate their convictions, they set a 

grass fire in the prisoner compounds. The documents did not 

indicate whether the camp officials increased rations because 

of the strike; however, by July 1945 all POW rations were 

increased, and the prisoners at McCloskey probably believed 

their protest was successful.55 

For most prisoners who participated in acts unacceptable 

to their captors, however, punishment was sure and swift. 

The evidence indicates that the prisoners knew untoward 

behavior would be punished, but many committed small acts of 

unacceptable behavior anyway, perhaps to relieve boredom or 

to harass American camp officials. 

54 
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One group of POWs from Camp Mexia was most open in 

committing a breach of camp law. Several had access to a 

mimeograph machine in the American officers' club. Taking 

advantage of the equipment and supplies at the club, the POWs 

printed a large number of propaganda leaflets describing 

huge casualty figures which the Americans were supposed to 

have suffered as a result of the invasion of France. The 

leaflets, adorned with a hammer and sickle, were signed by 

the "American-Soviet Committee." On 17 June 1944, while a 

group of thirty prisoners were being transported to a work 

site, the prisoners threw the pamphlets out of the truck 

transporting them whenever they went through a town. Large 

numbers of them were found in Corsicana and Hubbard. When 

the leaflets were first discovered in Corsicana, the sheriff 

was notified, and he called for aid from the FBI. It did not 

take the FBI long to trace the origin of the papers to the 

prisoners who had passed through town, and through them to 

the officers' club's mimeograph machine. The prisoners who 

had access to the materials were located, and the guilty ones 

determined. A group of about ten POWs received thirty days 

in the guardhouse for their efforts.56 

Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 
Camp Fannin, Texas by Rolf W. Roth, Legation of Switzerland, 

s l 2661 S h r i Fli?:i^°ther I n sP e c t i° n Reports, Fannin, 
F n f * n Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., 
18 June 1944 ' PMG°' R G 3 8 9' N A ; Mexia Daily Not. 



280 

Most of the petty offenses were not elaborately planned, 

for they were simply spontaneous actions which involved 

disobedience of orders or infractions of camp regulations. 

The punishments received by POWs at Camp Mexia during 

September 1943 were typical. In that month, POW Herman 0. 

received thirty days in the guardhouse for violating orders 

and being disrespectful to a sentry. One Wilhelm S. was 

likewise sentenced to the guardhouse for thirty days for 

attempting to crawl under the compound fence. Insubordination 

toward a company commander netted POW Bernhard L. fourteen 

days confinement to barracks and the loss of his canteen 

book for two additional weeks. Because he refused to obey 

orders to fix his bed, POW Paul v . was given a restricted 

diet of bread and water for five days.57 

Similarly, discipline problems at Camp Fannin were 

mainly of a petty nature. During August 1944, prisoners 

received sentences in the guardhouse for such offenses as 

smoking on the job without permission, refusal to work, 

wearing unauthorized clothing, fighting, insubordination, 

using fictitious names, making alcoholic beverages, and 

failing to get up in the morning. For these offenses, most 

were sentenced to fourteen days confinement. More serious 

breaches of the rules included refusing to complete the work 

T - ^ W ^ t , ReP°rt on Punishments by Capt. E C McCurtain 
Fill- I I S " X S i r f ' p ? ? ' 5-P, ̂ - i a / l e x L ; 1 October ^943^' 
Q rw-vT ~ General P/k, Box 1370, Class. Dec. File ODer 
Br., POvJ Oper. Div. , PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' P 
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task assigned, sleeping on duty, hiding, and refusing to 

work or participating in work stoppages. 

Camp officials used various means to convince offenders 

that good behavior would often be rewarded and that bad 

behavior would earn an unpleasant, but not unreasonable, 

sentence. Prisoners at Camp Howze sentenced to the guard-

house found that their food was not of the same quality as 

that served in the compound mess halls, and those placed on a 

restricted diet discovered they were served their eighteen 

ounces of stale bread, along with their daily supply of 

water, once per day. It therefore was a long time between 

"meals." While serving their sentence, they could also 

fondly think of the soft cotton mattresses in the barracks 

as they lay on their hard wooden prison bunk.^ 

Camp McLean held large numbers of generally non-

cooperative NCO prisoners of war. Many of these POWs 

58t 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 

oamp Fannin, Texas by Rolf W. Roth, Legation of Switzerland 
?2SL ®?J-es LA^u b e r? a r d t» D eP a r t m e*t of State, 14 September 
;• ,Ji t : 0 h e r I n sP e c tion Reports, Box 2661, Sub. File, 

Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PhGO, for minor behavior problems and punishments given at 
^amp rfood see, Inspection Report, Excerpts of Feport on 
Inspection Visit to Camp Hood by Rolf W. Roth, Legation of 

n ' 5 September 1944, File: 255 (cLnp Hood) 
General 3ox 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proi 
Div. , PMGO, RG 389, MA. rroj. 

59 
p ™ K

I nfP e c5 i°n Report, Inspection of POW Camp, Camp 
' ® by Van Arsdale Turner, Department of State, 23-25 

«o£C1402 riasi^n 6 8 0 A ? 1
( S t a t e Department) General P/W, u Class. Dec. Oper. Br.* POW Oner Div 

PMGO, RG 389, NA. ' 
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refused to work, held demonstrations in support of Hitler, 

gave the Nazi salute, and insisted on displaying the swas-

tika. The camp commander identified the most uncooperative 

prisoners and placed them in two special compounds, while 

the cooperative POWs were placed into a third. In order to 

demonstrate that good behavior would be rewarded and 

unacceptable behavior punished, the camp commander closed 

the canteen in the uncooperative compounds, removed all 

radios, and placed the library off limits. Meanwhile, in 

the cooperative compound, the canteen had a full supply of 

authorized items and even extra stocks of beer, candy, soft 

drinks, and cigarettes. They likewise enjoyed magazines, a 

large library, recreation facilities, phonographs, and 

radios.^ 

The camp commander at Camp Bowie, which likewise was a 

camp for non-cooperative NCOs, employed a similar tactic. 

There, prisoners who refused to work or cooperate with camp 

officials were allowed to use the camp's recreational facil-

ities only one day per week, while working POWs could use 

them every day. Also, working POWs were treated to movies 

twice per week, but non-workers were allowed no such privilege, 

xinally, like the condition at Camp KcLean, the non-working, 

ou 
vw Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POV Camp r^amn 
3 0 i £ i l T m ! b?-?aUl R- Schnyder, ICRO (translation^,' P 

=ub Pile pfolrt r • Inspection Reports, Box 2667, 
y £* n Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br.. Enemy pov 
Info. Bur., PKGO, RG 389, MA. Y 
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non-cooperative POWs could not buy beer, soft drinks, candy, 

or cigarettes, while the others could. The camp commander 

at Camp Bowie admitted, however, that the policy did not work 

well and in fact only served to make the non-cooperative 

POWs more belligerent. Nevertheless, the officials at Camps 

hcbean and Bowie continued their policy of trying to induce 

good behavior by promising rewards.^ 

At some camps, the camp commanders punished all POWs 

for the beaavior of a few in hopes that pressure upon the 

guilty POWs from the innocent would end the abuses. At 

Camp rlood, the Nazi salute was allowed, and beer and Coca-

Cola were available in the canteen. Then in September 1944, 

a group of "obstructionist" NCOs began to encourage prisoners 

to disobey orders and refuse to work. Consequently, the camp 

officials forbade the straight-arm salute, and soft drinks 

and beer were withdrawn from the canteen. The camp commander 

informed the POWs, however, that the privileges would be 

restored as soon as the prisoners began to cooperate. The 

promise of reward worked because within a few months, the 

prisoners again had beer.62 

Bowie 5e?°5ti.R®p0rt ° f InsPecti°n of POW Camp 
ftrine 1 ?* X ?u<?° p Fiscner, Legation of Switzerland 
(translation), 15 January 1945, File: Other Inspection 
Reports Bowie, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Kept. Dr., Enemy POW Info. Sur., PMGO, RG 389, NA 

62t 
Visit rin?«mnCi0n/t

RKPOot;^SXCerptS o f R eP° r ts on Inspection 
15 Sen timber 1944 5m V « L eS a t i o n of Switzerland, 
nlo L • ' F l I e : 2 5 5 (Gamp Hood) General, Rox 1615 
Dec. File, Admin. Sr., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, 
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Occasionally, either out of frustration or anger, camp 

officials became over-zealous in trying to deal with 

obnoxious behavior. On several occasions prisoners received 

punishment which was much greater than they expected, and on 

at least one occasion, it was greater than was allowed by 

international agreements. It was the policy of the War 

Department not to sentence any prisoner to over thirty days 

at hard labor and no more than fourteen days with food 

restrictions. Nevertheless, between November 1944 and 

January 1945, the commanding officer at Camp Bowie sentenced 

various prisoners to from forty-five to ninety days at hard 

labor, and some were placed on bread and water diets for 

twenty-eight days. These punishments violated the Geneva 

Convention, and the commanding officer was ordered to halt 

such practices.63 

T h e co,rf,ander at Camp Swift instituted a similar 
^ There, the threat of a reduced beer ration was 
often used as inducement for good behavior and punishment 
or unacceptable conduct. See Inspection Report Report of 

S : K f i 1 0 n A f ?°W G a m p S w i f t> T e x a s by Rudolph Fischer 
Stlte 13°Januir?eiQ4Sd E d w * r d D o rsz, Department of 

Box 2673^ Sub? Filef Field Ser. ReptsnS^Rept°n!3re^0FtS' 
POW info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. P ' E n e m y 

63. 
n. . . better, Col. A. M. Tollefson, Director POW OoeraHnnc 

7 " a ^ h n i 9 4 f ° F ^ e C 0 ^ l ? S 8 t h S e r ^ c e C ^ d " 

2656^ Subf Fi le* Fie Id Inspect ?CRepts^0PReDt' 
POW Info Uiiy* T2~Mr*r\ • tM . . * * * K.eot» Br• ̂  Enemy 

Inspect ReDts°rtR* B° X 2 6 5 6> S u h ' " ^ . Field ° ^ 
389? ^.' ' P ' 8 r " E n e m y P 0 W I n f o" Bu'-. PMGO, RG 
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POW Anton F., who was incarcerated at Camp Huntsville, 

received his punishment directly, and it was not what he 

had planned to receive. Most camps in Texas had a small 

picket fence about three feet inside the compound fences. 

The fences were known as the "dead-line," and prisoners were 

forbidden to cross it. On 5 June 1943, the prisoner 

approached the fence and a nearby guard ordered him to halt. 

Instead, the POW crossed the fence and was told to move back 

beyond it. He refused so the guard shot the prisoner, wounding 

him severely. Ironically, the next day, another prisoner at 

Camp Huntsville committed the same infraction, when the POW 

crossed the "dead-line," the guard fired. Unfortunately, 

the guard missed his target, and the bullet hit another pris-

oner, Fritz 3., who was innocently reading a magazine in his 

barrack.^ 

Occasionally, the prisoners temporarily succeeded in 

acts which were not tolerated by the American military 

officials. As mentioned previously, prisoners were allowed 

to have radios in their barracks. The purpose was to provide 

entertainment for the POWs and also to give them an opportu-

nity to keep up with the progress of the war and to offset 

camp rumors or camp propaganda. Under no circumstances, 

however, were prisoners allowed to have radios capable of 

Chief ̂ S t S f f Grnj 31*7
Hh B r yf n' ^ S t a n t P M G t o Assistant 7 :.01 start, G-1, 17 November 1943, File* 383 6 prw 

S e l *o™ilh«BOn46- C°r e s- F l l e- OMif of S t a « for 
. commands, Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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receiving European broadcasts. Nevertheless, enterprising 

prisoners at Camp Hereford somehow converted standard radios 

into shortwave devices. The camp officials were not even 

aware of this development and in fact did not know of the 

illicit radios' existence until they were ordered to con-

fiscate the devices by the PMGO. The official documents 

did not mention what action was taken against the camp 

officials for allowing the POVs to construct and use this 

forbidden equipment.^ 

Nor was it clear what sanctions camp officials at Camp 

rfearne received for giving into POW demands for the sake of 

a public relations goal. On 4 July 1944, camp officials 

hosted a July Fourth celebration for the wives and officers 

of the camp and invited civilians from Hearne. The 

celebration included a concert by the prisoner orchestra and 

a dance in the officers' club. By late afternoon the 400 

guests had gathered, the orchestra arrived, and the concert 

was about to begin. The POW orchestra leader announced, 

however, that he would not begin until a large American flag 

was removed from the stage. Apparently not wanting to 

disappoint the civilian guests, and suffer a public relations 

defeat, the commanding officer ordered the flag removed. The 

Q«rTelegram, Col. Gullion to Commanding General, 8th 

4 F i l ! [ . 0 O ? r ? n 2 i n S 0 f £ l c e r> 0a">P Hereford, Texas, 
a gust File. 413.44 Gamp Hereford a/e Box 411 

A"°f
ass* Dec- Fil-e, Proj. Tech. Ser. , Mail and'Records Br 

Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. *» 
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guests were reported to have enjoyed the concert as well as 

the dance held afterwards; however, the event provoked 

editorial comment in area newspapers. Senator Tom Connally 

even wrote to the War Department inquiring about the episode. 

The PMGO assured the senator that "appropriate action" had 

been taken to prevent a recurrence of such an act. It was 

not clear what "appropriate action" was taken, but obviously 

such behavior on the part of POWs could not be tolerated any 

more than it was acceptable for a commanding officer to 

comply to such a request.^ 

When one recalls that about 50,000 prisoners of war were 

held in Texas for upwards to three years, and understands 

that it is the duty of all prisoners of war to resist incar-

ceration, untoward behavior on the part of POWs in Texas was 

minimal. If the prisoner population in Texas is compared to 

a city of 50,000, probably there were no more serious crimes 

or petty, but unacceptable, behavior demonstrated by the POWs 

than there would be felonies or misdemeanors committed by a 

civilian population of similar size. This comparison speaks 

well for the American personnel who were responsible for the 

prisoners, and it indicates the generally docile nature of 

66 
Memo, Col. F. E. Howard, Director, POW Division, 

PMGO to Legislative and Liaison Division, Office of the 
Chief of Staff, 1 September 1944, File: 383.6 - September 
1944, Box 43, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. 
Commands, Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA; 
Hearne Democrat. 7 July 1944; ibid., 6 October 1944; 
Cameron Daily Herald. 5 August 1944. 
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the prisoners. The good behavior demonstrated by most pris-

oners also perhaps indicates the wisdom of placing Axis POWs 

in camps 3,000 miles from home and away from the emotions 

and drives which the POWs would have had if they were held 

closer to the front. 

The Army liked to believe that the generally compliant 

behavior demonstrated by most POWs in the United States was 

elicited by the PMGO's extensive program designed to re-

educate Axis prisoners. This multi-faceted program, which 

bordered on propagandizing, and was of questionable legality, 

was established for all prisoners held in the United States. 

This intensive but subtle attempt to create a favorable 

impression of America's traditions was evident in all camps 

in Texas, but how much it contributed to the reduction of 

untoward POW behavior is questionable. 



CHAPTER VII 

RE-EDUCATION 

As suggested previously, a blanket of secrecy covered 

much of the prisoner of war program in the United States. 

The public was not privy to the internal affairs of the 

camps, nor to the policies adopted by the War Department 

governing the operations and plans of the program. The 

American people consequently knew nothing of the nagging 

problems the Nazi POWs created within the prison camps and 

were ignorant of the Army's attempt to neutralize the 

situation. What the public did know about camp operations 

was based on rumor, hearsay, or testimony from civilian or 

military employees at the camps. Thus, its knowledge was 

at best limited and at worse based on misinformation. 

This lack of information led people often to misinter-

pret camp policies and practices. The civilian population, 

for example, was aware that the POWs had at their disposal 

a plethora of intellectual and entertainment diversions. 

This knowledge, however, led to the conclusion that the Army 

was pampering the enemy. What they did not know was that 

many of these diversions were part of a highly secret proj-

ect by which the American authorities hoped to weaken Nazi 

influence and re-educate the German prisoners so that they 

289 
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would adopt a democratic bias which would make their incar-

ceration easier and also to propagandize selectively the POWs 

so they would adopt a pro-American stance after they returned 

to their homelands. The latter goal was designed to indoc-

trinate the German prisoners to such a degree that they could 

be of significant help in the physical, political, and 

economic reconstruction of Europe when the war ended. 

Not only was the public uninformed of this well-kept 

secret, but the Army did not even inform Congress of the 

program until long after the collapse of Germany. The 

reason for the secrecy was obvious. The propaganda program 

designed by the Army was one of subtle indoctrination. If 

the Congress or the public were informed, the authorities 

feared that news of the program would leak out and the pris-

oners would find out about the design, thus wrecking the 

entire project. Further, if not forbidden by the Geneva 

Convention, such a program was at least of doubtful legality. 

The Army feared that if Germany discovered this program in 

operation, it would subject American POWs to its version of 

propaganda. Consequently, the Army kept the entire program 

secret from the public and the government and suffered the 

consequences of occasional adverse publicity. 

The general idea to re-educate the prisoners of war 

began to form early in the war. Re-education, the Army 

believed, would encourage the reconstruction of Nazi POWs 

and correspondingly weaken Nazi influence in the camps. The 
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the original goal of re-education was to make the POWs more 

cooperative. Later, the Army then assumed that re-educated 

prisoners could have an influence in Germany and Japan after 

the war and thereby could make Allied occupation of these 

countries easier. Ideally, the re-education program had 

both short and long-range goals. The immediate goal was to 

get the POWs to think more positively about the United 

States; the long-range goal was to use the prisoners after 

their return home so they could influence their countrymen 

to be friends of the United States and hopefully to fill 

key positions in their occupied homelands. 

The idea for such a program originated from informal 

talks between John J. McCloy, Assistant Secretary of War, 

and General Frederick Osborn, the director of the Special 

Service Division of the Army Service Forces. These 

discussions in March 1943 resulted in both men becoming 

convinced that a re-education program should be undertaken. 

Before proceeding further, however, KcCloy and Osborn, 

realizing that such a program would raise legal questions, 

sought the opinion of the Judge Advocate General, Major 

General M. G. Cramer. After studying a briefing paper 

outlining their proposal, Cramer concluded that the essential 

plan was not contradictory of the Geneva Convention provided 

that the program was voluntary on the part of the prisoners.1 

Hermann Jung, Die deutschen Kriegsgefangenen in 
amerikanischer Hand-USA (Munich: Grieseking, 1972), p. 208 
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In the following days, Osborn and McCloy refined their 

proposal, and in early April 1943, they presented their idea 

to General 3renhelm Somervell, the commanding general of the 

Army Service Forces. Somervell responded favorably to the 

concept and gave orders to Osborn to proceed with detailed 

development of the plan. Osborn in turn delegated respon-

sibility for completing and formalizing the proposal and for 

drawing up working plans to General S. L. A. Marshall. By 

12 April 1943, Marshall delivered his first brief working 

paper to Osborn, outlining the intent and goals of the 

proposed program. Significantly, the title of this first 

draft was "Indoctrination of Enemy Prisoners of War." The 

following day, Osborn delivered Marshall's paper to General 

Somervell, who then ordered Marshall to begin work immediately 

on drafting detailed methods and plans in order to allow the 
O 

re-education program to become operational. 

Marshall and his staff commenced work immediately, and 

by June 1943, they finished their plan. Their final study 

concluded that there was a serious need for some sort of a 

re-education program if only to weaken Nazi domination and 

control of the other prisoners. The study was delivered to 

General Osborn, who, before passing it on to the Chief of 

Staff, Army Service Forces, appended the document with 

(hereafter referred to as Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen). 

2Ibid. 
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remarks supporting the general idea of re-education and 

suggested that a special division be created within the PMGO 

3 
to actually carry out the program. 

Significantly, there was disagreement within the military 

as to the legality and wisdom of the program. The Provost 

Marshal General, whose office would be directly responsible 

for the program, took serious issue with the entire concept. 

Regardless of the Judge Advocate General's opinion, the 

Provost Marshal General was convinced that the Axis powers 

would interpret re-education as a violation of the Geneva 

Convention and would therefore retaliate by propagandizing 

American POWs. He also had serious reservations about the 

utility of the program. The PMG was joined in his criticism 

by Major General James M. Collins, the director of 

administration, Army Service Forces, who did not think the 

proposed plan would be effective. As an alternative, Collins 

4 

advocated a utilitarian program of job training. 

The result of additional staff meetings, counter-

proposals, and criticism was the decision to shelve the 

program for the time being. The official reason for halting 

the project was that POWs were arriving into the country at 

such a rapid rate--over 80,000 in July alone--that the PMGO 

and others concerned directly with the prisoners of war 

were over-worked, and that the additional personnel necessary 

31bid., p. 210. 4lbid. 
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for implementation of a re-education program were not avail-

able. ̂  

In place of the re-education program, steps were taken 

to identify and segregate the known Nazis from those who 

seemed to be more cooperative. On 24 June 1943, orders were 

sent to each service command directing that an intelligence 

officer be appointed to each prisoner of war camp for the 

purpose of interrogating all incoming POWs. Specifically, 

the role of the intelligence officers was to attempt to get 

information on battle orders, troop strength, and morale. 

To accomplish this goal, Nazis were to be identified and 

segregated so that anti-Nazis would feel more at ease in 

giving information. Therefore, the original purpose of 

segregation was to procure intelligence information from the 

cooperative POWs, not re-education.^ 

This early segregation order was considered a stop-gap 

measure, and military officials and the public continued to 

discuss the original proposal to re-educate the POWs. 

During the summer and fall of 1943, articles in the press 

and letters from congressmen and from the general public 

demanded such a program. One of the more persistent 

advocates of re-education was Gerhart H. Seger. Seger, an 

5Ibid., p. 211. 

Letter, The Adjutant General To Commanding General, 
1-Sth Service Commands, 24 June 1943, File: 350.05 General 
P/W, Box 1388, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div.. 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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ex-member of the Reichstag, was an outspoken opponent of 

Hitler who had been imprisoned in Oranienburg Prison because 

of his anti-Hitler remarks. He later managed to escape from 

the prison camp, and he made his way to the United States, 

where he established the German-language Neue-Volkszeitung. 

Both in his newspaper and in letters to government officials, 

Seger called for the immediate implementation of a re-

education program for the POWs. On 6 December 1943, for 

example, he wrote such a letter to Robert P. Patterson, 

Undersecretary of War. Patterson promptly responded to 

Seger's request that the POWs be re-educated by noting that: 

The War Department has heretofore stated its policy 
that it intends to adhere to the provisions of the 
Geneva Convention and to carry out the terms thereof 
to the best of its ability. In doing this, our 
government has endeavored not to impose our ideology 
and the American way of life upon prisoners of war. 

Patterson concluded that the War Department had no intention 

of instituting a program of re-education due to the fact 

that such a program would be illegal.^ 

Patterson's reply to Seger1s letter is interesting for 

several reasons. First, he admitted that the War Department 

had no intentions of indoctrinating Axis POWs because to do 

so would violate the Geneva Convention. This admission 

^San Antonio Express. 7 March 1943; Letter, Robert P. 
Patterson, Undersecretary of War to Gerhart H. Seger, 
8 December 1943, File: 383.6 POW, December, Box 46, Corres. 
File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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indicates that either he was misleading Seger, or there were 

disputes still raging within the Army as to the legality of 

re-education. Second, he suggested that at the time of his 

reply a final decision had been made to forego instituting 

such a program. Third, his reply indicates that the public 

would remain uninformed, if not intentionally misled, 

regarding the utilization of the program because at the time 

of his letter to Seger, the War Department and the State 

Department were holding meetings for the purpose of reconsid-

ering the institution of a re-education program. Indeed, 

after several months of consideration, Cordell Hull, Secretary 

of State, notified Henry Stimson, the Secretary of War, on 

30 March 1944 of his belief that a program of re-education 

should be initiated. Within two weeks, Stimson responded 

affirmatively to Hull's request and on 22 May 1944 issued 

orders to the PMGO to establish such a program.8 

For the purpose of instituting the re-education propo-

sals, an Inter-Departmental Board on Prisoners of War was 

created. Serving on the board were the Secretary of War, 

the Secretary of State, the Attorney General, the Assistant 

Memo, Commanding General ASF to The Provost Marshal 
General, 22 May iy44, File: 383.6 ?0W - May 1944, Box 44, 
Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office 
of Command. Gen., ASF; Memo, Brig. Gen. S. M. Bryan, Acting 
Provost Marshal General to Assistant Chief of Staff, GI 
29 March 1945, File: 383.6/350, Education POW, Box 47,' 
Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office 
of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA; Juns, deutschen 
Kriegsgefansenen. p. 213. 
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Chief of Staff, GI, and the Provost Marshal General. At 

their first meeting, held on 13 April 1944 , the basic 

decisions were made as to the nature and thrust of the 

program. It was agreed that a program of indoctrination 

would be set up and staffed by the PMG and that all POWs 

would be involved. The method chosen was to use subtle 

techniques which would employ the use of movies, newspapers, 

plays, magazines, and radio programs designed to reflect 

9 

favorably on the American way of life. 

As the Provost Marshal General worked to organize and 

staff the personnel necessary to implement the re-education 

program, letters from the public to the national newspapers 

continued calling for the institution of such a plan. 

Because the Army chose to impose a measure of secrecy on 

the project, however, the public's suggestions were answered 

negatively. In fact, as re-education specialists were being 

trained, General 3. M. Bryan, the Assistant provost Marshal 

General, held a press conference in which he declared that 

the United States did not and would not attempt to indoc-

trinate Axis POWs held by the United States for fear that 

American troops would be similarly propagandized by the enemy.^ 

9 . 
Minutes, Meeting of the Inter-Departmental Board of 

Prisoners of War Held in the Office of The provost Marshal 
General, 3 : 0 0 PM, 13 April 1944, File: 334 General P/W, 
Box 1338, Glass. Dec. File, Oper. 3r., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG J D Y , NA; Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. pp. 2 1 3 - 2 1 4 . 

10- i ' * i 
for samples of letters requesting the implementation 

of a re-education program for the POWs see New York Times. 
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In spite of continued pubLic denials, preparations 

went forward for the implementation of the program. A newly 

established Special Projects Division was created within the 

PMGO which was to be responsible for the operation of the 

program. Each service command received a staff position, 

and each prison camp had an officer detailed to it who was 

responsible for the practical application of the re-education 

project. The camp position carried the title of Assistant 

Executive Officer. These people were carefully selected and 

trained at a special school in New York. Those selected for 

the training usually had had experience in education, 

journalism, filmmaking, or literature.^ 

By November 1944, the approximately 375 Assistant 

Executive Officers had completed their training and were 

dispatched to their assigned camps to put the program into 

effect. These officers carried with them instructions 

reminding them that the avowed purpose of the program was to 

"propagandize" the POWs in such a way that they were not 

aware of it, and that their goal was to "create and foster 

spontaneous responses on the part of . . . prisoners of war 

towards activities and contacts which will encourage an 

8 June 1944, 6:6; ibid., 18 June 1944, IV, 8:7; ibid., 
29 June 1944, 22:6; for Bryan's reply to requests see ibid., 
7 May 1944, 14:1. 

^Letter, The Adjutant General to All Service Commands, 
9 November 1944, File: Untitled, 3ox 1390, Glass. Dec. 
File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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attitude of respect on their part for American institutions, 

17 

traditions, and ways of life and thought." 

These newly trained propaganda agents were aware that 

the project was to be carried out secretly and subtly through 

the use of organized classes, correspondence courses, books, 

movies, games, sports, crafts, orchestras, and theater groups, 

and that they were responsible for the selection of materials 

designed to promote the program and to "assure the rejection 

of such materials as are harmful, indifferent, or alien to 

it." The War Prisoners Aid of the International YMCA, the 

International Red Cross, and other welfare agencies were to 

be surreptitiously used to supply equipment and goods to be 

utilized in the program; however, the Executive Officers were 

warned that "the security classification of the program 

prevents disclosure of its purpose to these agencies."^ 

Although no survey was ever made to evaluate the success 

of the re-education program in Texas, a careful reading of 

the available documents indicates that the actual lasting 

significance of the project in Texas was of doubtful value 

in relation to its primary goal due to the inconsistencies 

of the actual application of the project within the various 

camps. Whether these inconsistencies were the result of a 

12 
Letter, Commanding General, ASF to Commanding Generals, 

All Service Commands, 9 November 1944, File: 333.6 July 
thru December 1944, Box 391, Gen. Dec. File, Dir. of Personnel, 
ASF, RG 160, NA. 

13..,, 
Ibid. 
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lack of cooperation on the part of camp commanders, or were 

caused by the differing abilities of the Assistant Executive 

Officers, was not always apparent; however, differences 

undoubtedly did exist. 

One of the most promising techniques utilized for the 

subtle indoctrination of the prisoners of war was establishing 

courses within the camp taught by POWs for POWs. The concept 

was sound; however, the application experienced mixed 

results. As early as October 1944, one month before the 

re-education program was fully operational, the camp 

commanders were directed to allow the POWs to choose from 

their fellows an educational director who would be responsible 

for developing courses for the prisoners. It was discovered, 

however, that in too many cases prisoners who held to the 

views of national socialism were selected to head the 

educational programs. This was corrected by an order of 

July 1945 which mandated that at each camp "every effort will 

be made to place anti-Nazi prisoners of war in key positions 

in prisoner of war camps." The camp commanders, along with 

the Assistant Executive Officers, were to see that anti-

Nazis filled such positions as camp spokesman, director of 

studies, instructors, and librarians, and under no cir-

cumstances "were known pro-Nazis [to^ be retained as camp 

spokesman or in other positions where they may exert 

influence upon other prisoners." After this order was 

promulgated, authorities made serious attempts within Texas 
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camps to limit Nazi influence, but the Nazi problem remained 

stubborn, and its influence was never totally eradicated. 

Further complicating and lessening the effects of 

prison camp courses was the fact that the quality and quan-

tity of the course offerings varied markedly from camp to 

camp. Whether the reason for this variation was lack of 

cooperation or interest by the American officials, or whether 

it was due to resistance from the prisoners, could not be 

determined; however, when one recalls that about 50,000 

POWs were held in Texas, the size of the enrollment in the 

prisoner-conducted courses offerings appears limited. Camp 

Brady, for example, offered a wide variety of courses. The 

curriculum for the prisoners included studies in German 

grammar, German literature, beginning English, intermediate 

English, advanced English, French, Russian, Italian, 

mathematics, geometry, arithmetic, chemistry, physics, 

history, business, bookkeeping, geography, agriculture, 

biology, design, electrical engineering, motion picture 

production, shorthand, and medicine. Similarly, wide offer-

ings were available at Camps Mexia, Russell, Fort Bliss, 

Hearne, and Bowie. In each of these camps, however, only a 

14 
1 qac Letter, P°W Special. Projects Letter No. 16, 28 July 
1945, File: 383.6/350 Educ. POW, Box 47, Corres. File 
Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the Command. 
Gen., ASF, RG 160; Letter, ASF Letter to Commanding Generals, 
All Service Commands, 20 July 1945, File: 380.6 General 

PMGO 3RG 389 NAlaSS* Br* ' P 0 W 0 p e r* Dlv-» 
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small number of the prisoners actually took part in the 

education programs. Although accurate figures were not 

available showing the actual percentage of the POWs in all 

these camps enrolled in courses, research indicated that 

Camp Hearne, which held about 4,000 prisoners, offered only 

ten courses. At Camp Bowie, fifteen courses were offered, 

but enrollment was limited to twenty students per class. 

Consequently, even though numbers of courses were offered 

at some of the camps, the actual number of eligible partic-

15 
ipants remained rather small. 

Other camps never instituted a significant educational 

program, or utilized them only on a part-time basis. Camp 

Maxey was one of the largest POV camps in Texas, but only 

^List of all Classes and Seminaries (sic) Scheduled 
to Take place During Second Winter Tertial (15 January -
15 April 1945) at Prisoner of War Camp, Brady, Texas, 
File: 255 (Camp Brady, Texas) General, Box 1609, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
Report on Visit to POW Camp, Mexia, Texas by Sidney £. 
Ivers, YHCA, 24-28 July 1944, File: 255 (Camo Mexia) 
General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POVfSpec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp 
Ft. D. A. Russell, Marfa, Texas by Sidney Ivers, YKCA, 
2-4 February 1945, File: 255 (Ft. D. A. Russell) General, 
Sox 1621, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Excerpts of Report on Visit to Ft. Bliss 
Texas by h. Metraux, ICRC, 12 April 1945 (translation), ' 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Bliss, Texas, Box 2656, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp 
Hearne, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 2-3 August 1945, 
Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Field Service Report on Visit to 
POW' Camp, Camp Bowie, Texas by Capt. Hermon Graupner, PMGO, 

if?%ary 1945> File: 255 (Camp Bowie, Texas) General, 
Box 1607, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO 
RG 389, NA. ' 
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three courses (German, English, and mathematics) were offered. 

Chemistry, mathematics, physics, and English were the only 

offerings available to prisoners at Camp Fort Crockett. 

Further interrupting the effectiveness of the education 

program was the premium placed on requiring the prisoners 

to work. Most of the camps severely reduced the number of 

courses whenever class work interfered with other demands. 

Camp Fannin had a rather large educational program, but only 

in the slack winter months. During the time of spring 

planting or summer harvests, the courses available were 
1 fci 

reduced considerably. 

The priority given prisoner labor had its greatest 

effect on the education program in the branch camps. These 

camps were established specifically to exploit the pris-

oners' labor, and nothing, even propaganda, interfered with 

this primary mission. Camp Chireno, which employed prisoners 

in the timber industry, offered a significant number of 

courses only when the prisoners were not able to work due to 

weather or other factors. During those periods when the 

16 t 
Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 

haxey, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 23-24 August 1945 File-
Other Inspection Reports, Maxey, Box 2666, Sub. File Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO: 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp, 
^ort urockett, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 20-21 July 1945, 
rile: 255 (uamp Crockett) General, Box 1607, Dec. File 

3£V,. P? W S p e C * Pro:j- D i v*» P M G°; Inspection Report, 
Report of visit to POW Camp, Camp Fannin, Texas by Olle 
Axberg, YMCA, 14-15 August 1945, File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspe?? Repts., 
Rept. Br., Lnemy POW Info. Bur., PKGO, RG 389, HA. 
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prisoners were able to be out of doors, however, the only 

course offered was English. prisoners at Camp Alvin worked 

in the rice fields and in canning factories primarily and 

could be employed virtually year round, and an inspection of 

this camp found that the prisoners had no educational pro-

gram at all. Occasionally, serious attempts were made to 

establish courses at the branch camps in spite of difficulties 

arising from labor and other problems. Camp Eagle Lake 

offered the prisoners courses in mathematics, electronics, 

agriculture, English; however, no textbooks were available 

to the prisoners to supplement the courses and probably make 

17 
the curriculum meaningful. 

In addition to the limited camp-conducted educational 

courses, the prisoners were allowed to take certain correspon-

dence courses from approved universities and were allowed to 

enroll in courses in the United States Armed Forces Institute. 

The total number of prisoners who actually participated in 

the program appears to have been limited to a relatively 

small group. Among those universities in Texas enrolling 

POtfs were the University of Texas, Sam Houston State Teachers 

College, Howard Payne College, Baylor University, Sul Ross 

17 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POV Camp, Camp 

Chireno,JTexas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 15 August 1945, 
? ile. 2 d 5 (Camp c* annin) General, Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. 
D %•"» T*5 /""V * T -v • . _ _ J*. — - * 

1622 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POV Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA.' 
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College, and West Texas State Teachers College. Others took 

courses from Loyola University of Chicago and Be Paul 
1 Q 

University." 

Because the primary purpose of the educational program 

was "re-orientation," the type of courses approved for the 

POWs were carefully monitored. The typical curriculum. 

allowed the prisoners was in the liberal arts field. Italian 

POWs at Camp Hereford, for example, took courses in biology, 

economics, English, German, geography, philosophy, and 

sociology. At Camp Fort Hood, German prisoners studied 

the history of the English language, art history, social 

problems, and German. Indeed, the colleges and universities 

allowed to offer correspondence courses were those which 

could offer liberal arts programs, and in at least one 

instance a college was denied the right to offer prisoner 

18 
1 United States, Dept. of the Army, Office of The 

Provost Marshal General, Prisoner of War Operation Division, 
Historical Monograph: Prisoner of War Operations Division. 
Office of The Provost Marshal General. 4 vols., Office of 
the Chief of Military History, Washington, D. C., 1:143 
(hereafter referred to as PKGO, POW Operations. OCMF): POW 
Circular Mo. 1, 1 January 1945, in PKGO, POW Operations. OCMH. 
m vol.1-2, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 9: see 
entire file, File: 255 (Camp Hereford) Texas, Box 1615, Bee. 
* lie, Admin Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PKGO; Letter, Lt. 
TQ/C d> Adjutant, POW Camp, Hearne to PMGO, 15 September 
1945, file: 255 (Hearne) General, 3ox 1615, Dec. File 
Admin 3r., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, To Director, 
Special Projects Division from Capt. Alexander Lakes, Report 
on Visit to POW Camp Hood, Texas, 10-11 January 1945 
» r U : p , " l (Carn£ * r d ) G e n e r a L* L x 1*15, Dec/File,'Admin. 
Br., POw Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Judith M. 
Gansberg, stalag: USA, The Remarkable Story of German POWs 
in America (New York: Thomas Y. Crowe 1T7T977T, p. 06 Th^Fe-
after referred to as Gansberg, Stala%: USA). 
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courses. In this case, the authorities believed that the 

University of Texas School of Mines at El Paso was inadequate 

for their purposes, and that institution was denied approval 

in favor of Sul Ross College, which had a better liberal arts 

19 
program. 

Regardless of the nature of the courses offered, the 

goal of re-orientation could be accomplished only if pris-

oners enrolled in the programs, and this participation was 

not evidenced by the documents. Ironically, the camp in 

Texas that had the most prisoners enrolled in college courses 

was Camp Hereford, which was a special camp for Fascist 

Italians. Regardless of their alleged philosophy, 145 of 

these ?OWs sampled college course work at Loyola University, 

De Paul University, or West Texas State Teachers College. 

The number enrolled at Hereford was not typical, however, 

for normally only about a dozen prisoners at any of the POW 

camps were enrolled at one time. Twelve prisoners were 

taking college courses at Camp Hood during the winter of 

1945, while at Camp Bowie only ten were engaged in college-

20 
level work. 

19 „ 
For complete list of courses offered and POWs enrolled 

at Lamp Hereford see entire file, File: 255 (Camp Hereford) 
general, Box lol5, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Soec. Proi 
Div., PmGO; Memo, To Director, Special Projects*Division" 

lexander Lakes, Report on Visit to POW Camp Hood, 
J®*8 ], January 1945, File: 255 (Camp Hood) General, 
o S ™ -oNao C\ T ' Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., 
'•%0> 3 3 9> NA; Gansberg, Stalag: USA, p. y6. 

20™ ,. -
L or list of courses taken at the various colleges 
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For those prisoners who did not possess the aptitude or 

interest to pursue some level of classroom instruction, the 

Special Projects Division made a special effort to make books 

available. Each prisoner of war camp was expected to estab-

lish a library of selected titles which the re-education 

administration found suitable for their purposes. In July 

1945, the Special Projects Division published a list of about 

100 books which each camp commander was expected to secure 

for the benefit of the pQWs in his charge. The bibliography 

included such works as Bennet Cerf's Sixteen Famous American 

Plays, Our New Kusic by Aaron Gopeland, Carl Van Doren's 

American Literature. Harvey Townsend's Philosophic Ideas in 

the nited States, Howard Hunford Jones' Ideas in America, 

Francis Parkman's The Conspiracy of Pontiac. The Epic of 

America by James T. Adams, Godfrey R. Charnwood's Abraham 

Lincoln. Charles Beard's The Republic. John D. Hick's A Short 

History of American Democracy, and Admiral of the Ocean Sea 

by Samuel £. Morison. In addition to the approximate 100 

American-language books, the Special Projects Division 

published an extensive list of approved German-language 

along with the list of POWs enrolled at each see File: 255 
(Camp Hereford) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., 
POW Spec. Proj. Div., PKGO; Memo, To Director, Special 
Projects Division from Capt. Alexander Lakes, Report on Visit 
to POW Camp Hood, Texas 10-11 January 1945, File: 255 (Camp 
Hood) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. ' 
Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Pris-
oner of War Camp, Camp Bowie, Texas by Sture Persson, ICRC. 
II June 1945, File: 255 (Camp Bowie, Texas) General, Box 1607, 
Lec. tile, Admin. Sr., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 339, NA. 
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works which each camp was to place in the prisoner's 

library.2* 

Some of the base camps in Texas possessed rather exten-

sive holdings in the prison libraries. In January 1945, 

soon after the re-education program started, Gamp Hearne had 

a 3,600-book library; by August of that year the number had 

risen to over 7,000. Camp Fannin, with a capacity for 1,000 

prisoners, had 2,500 books in the library. The prisoners at 

this camp apparently had a rather wide selection of literature 

available to them. In the library were over 400 "romance" 

stories, 600 dealing with philosophy and religion, 200 

classified as "classics," 150 adventure novels, and 350 

general education books. Likewise, Camps Maxey and Mexia, 

two of the larger base camps, had extensive volumes numbering 

over 2,000, and even the smaller base camps such as Camp Bliss 

and Camp Russell had adequate holdings.22 

21 
POW Special Projects Letter No. 15, 25 July 1945, 

File: 383.6/350 Education POW, Box 47 Corres. File, Dep. 
Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the Command. 
Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA; Reference Manual for POW Administration 
in PMGO, POW Operations. 0CMH. in vol. 1-2, append., vol. 1 
of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 117:98-99. 

22 
Memo, For Director, Special Projects Division, PMGO 

from Capt. Alexander Lakes, Field Service Report on Visit to 
POW Camp, Hearne, Texas, 19-20 January 1945, Filp- 255 
(Hearne) General, Box 1515, Dec. File, Admin. Br.j POW Spec. 
Proj. Div. , PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW 
Camp Hearne Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 2-3 August 1945, 
o 1 W V ? (GarnP H ® a r n ? ) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. 

Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report. Report 
on /xsit to POW Gamp Fannin, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA 

File: Other Inspection Reports, Fannin. 
Box 2661, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts. , Rept. Br., Enemy 
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Regardless of the size of the holdings in the prison 

libraries, the real purpose of the selections was the same; 

to introduce the POWs to writers which the American author-

ities believed would have a positive, that is, pro-American, 

influence upon them. Those works found to be of doubtful 

value to the true objective were removed from the shelves. 

The Assistant executive Officer at Gamp Hearne discovered 

that about 300 books in the main prison library were written 

by Nazi authors. As soon as these objectionable works were 

discovered, they were seized and removed from the shelves 

over the vocal objections of the prisoners. The documents 

did not explain how the pro-Nazi works came to be in this 

prison library, but future periodic "raids" were necessary 

to keep the shelves purged. Similar problems existed in the 

library at Camp Bowie, where authorities suspected that the 

German Red Cross was responsible for shipping Nazi and 

:L?.V Bur., PKGO; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to 
? Maxey, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 23-24 August 

J ? 'PM : Other Inspection Reports, Maxey, Box 2666, 
£ £ • £ InsPe?t- Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 

f o r a complete list of books at the Maxey 
library see complete File: (Camp Maxey) General, Box 1617, 

t Ar?r;» P 0 W S p e c* ?r°j- Div., PMGO; see 
complete lie: 255 (oamp Mexia) General, Sox 1618, Dec. 

™ln* £•» 5 0 W S p e c' Pr°j* Div*» P M G°; Inspection 
Report, excerpts of Report on Visit to Ft. Bliss Texas bv 
¥!• I C R C> " April Iy45 (translation)! k u - Other 

R®P°rts» Bliss, Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO-
Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Ft. D A 
fpt8ep by Sidney Ivers, YMCA, 2-4 February 1945, File:' *255 
(Ft. y. A. Russell) general, Box 1621. Dec ^ile Admin Rr 
Z ™ S p e c : Pr°J- Div-, PKGO, RG 389, NA; Jung^ deutschen* " 
Kriegs^efangenen. p. 111. 
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Gestapo propaganda to the POWs. In order to monitor the 

libraries, American officials maintained records on what 

books the prisoners read apparently as a method of guaging 

the libraries' effectiveness in providing materials which 

might mold the inmates' opinions toward the desired direction. 

Not only were libraries used as a tool of the re-

education program in the base camps, but the POWs in branch 

camps had books available after their day's work in the 

fields or forests was completed. The quality of the 

selections available, however, varied significantly from 

camp to camp. Camp San Augustine, with about 225 German 

prisoners, possessed a library containing about 500 volumes. 

The total number of titles made available to the POWs was 

significantly larger, however, for the books at the camp 

were returned to Gamp Fannin and exchanged for new titles 

every two months. Similarly, Camp Bay City held 

23 . 
Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, 

PMGO by Capt. Alexander Lakes, Field Service Report on Visit 
to POW Camp, Heame, Texas, 19-20 January 1945, File: 255 
(Hearne) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. ^iv., PMGO; Inspection Report, Excerpt of Report 
of Inspection of POW Camp, Camp Crockett, Texas by Emil 
Greuter, Legation of Switzerland, 26 February 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Crocks-t, Texas, Box 2659, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Kept. Br., Enemy POW Info, 
-ur., PMGO; for evidence that the German Red Cross shipped 
books to Camp Bowie and other camps which contained liazi 
and Gestapo materials see Report, Report of Visit to POW 
Camp Sowie, Texas and Branch Camps by Charles £. Eberhardt, 
Dept. of State, 1-3 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State Dept.) 
Gen. P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br. POW Oper. 

P M G 0 ; s e e a l s o entire File: 091.412 Gen. p/w Rox 
h n C ' D e C* F i l e> Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 

RG 389, NA. 

23 
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approximately 250 prisoners and had a library containing 300 

titles which were rotated monthly. There were 850 books in 

Camp Center's library, and these were exchanged regularly.24 

The prisoners at Camp Alto, on the other hand, had to 

content themselves with a 230-book library which never 

exchanged. For the 200 prisoners at Camp Corsicana, there 

were only 150 books which were not rotated with its base 

camp, Camp Fannin. The branch camp at Ashburn General 

Hospital at Longview held 250 prisoners, yet had a poor 

quality library of only seventy-five books. Camp Ysleta 

boasted of a library of almost 900 volumes; however, most 

of the books were seventh and eighth grade textbooks.25 

24 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of 

war Camp, San Augustine, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA. 
Au§ust 4 ? F i l e ; 2 5 5 (Camp Fannin) General, Box 1614, 

pfnAri1 V A d; i n; ?,F- ? P 0 W SP e c- Pr°J- Div., PMGO; Inspection 
Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War Camp, San Augustin 
(sic), Texas by Olle Axberg, 17 August 1945, File- Other 
Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO' 
Inspection Report, Report on Visit to Prisoner of War Camp 
Swift, Texas by S. £. Ivers, YMCA, 16-20 December 1944, 
U ' G ^ e r a l ' 3 o x 1 6 2 2> Dec. File, AdmiA. 

r P 6o", P r o j* D* v ,» P M G 0 ; Inspection Report, Report 
on 7isit to prisoner of War Camp Center, Texas by Olle 
Axberg YMCA, 17 August 1945, File: 255 (Camp Fannin) 
general, BOX 1614, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec Proi 
Uiv., PMGO, RG 389, NA. J' 

25t 
P 4f"

s p e5 t l o n ^ e D O " » Report on Visit to Prisoner of War 
SfTo! nS?' exas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 16 August 1945, 
L , * Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. 

pv-o' Tn=iLi" S p e? t* R e D t s-> R eP t- Br-» Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
;..u0, Inspection Report, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War 
File- T e x f s by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 21 August 1945 
1M T Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub File 
- S o InsDectl°n Repts., Rept. 3r. , Enemy POW Info. Bur.f ' 

' I n s P e c t ^ . Reports, Report of Visit to Prisoner of War 
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To make available additional reading material designed 

to re-educate POWs, the War Department in early 1945 ordered 

the preparation of special publications for the prisoners. 

The most significant of these endeavors was the PQW news-

paper, Per Ruf. A carefully selected staff of anti-Nazi 

PGw's, working under the supervision of American officers of 

the Special Projects Division, published the bi-weekly news-

paper at Fort Kearny, Rhode Island. Although Per Ruf 

was established by the War Department, and Hthe purpose of 

the magazine [was] to further the Intellectual Diversion 

Program,11 the paper carried the banner, "For German Prisoners 

of War by German Prisoners of War."^6 

Even though the American camp officials were warned that 

"the fact that the sale of this magazine is being promoted 

by the War Department will not be disclosed to the prisoners 

Camo, Longview, Texas by Olle Axberg, YKCA, 22 August 1945, 
File: 255 (Gamp Fannin) General, Box 1614, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., ?0W Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Report, Weekly Report by 
P/W Max Lutz, Director of Studies, Ysleta P/w Camp, 5-12 
January 194b, File: 255 (Camp Bliss) General, Box 1607, 
Dec. File, Admin. Sr., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; see 
entire file for complete list of books at Camp Ysleta, 
File. 255, Ft. 3liss, General, Box 1609, Dec. File, Admin 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

26 
Letter, iv a j. Gen. J. A. Ulio, The Adjutant General, 

headquarters, ASF to Commanding Generals, 1st through 9th 
Service Commands, 8 February 1945, File: Per Puf, "ox 20 
Publicity File, Tech. Info. Officer, Exec."Dlv7~"pMG0• * 
Press Release, 19 v,arch 1945, File: Per Ruf. 3ox 20,' 
Cao Tech. Info. Officer, Exec. Div., PMGO PG 
•joy, KA; for a full discussion of the publication of Der 
£uf and a description of the staff involved see Gansberg, 
|talaj: USA, PP. 67-77; Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. 
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and will not be discussed in any manner," the prisoners 

obviously suspected the real intention of the publication. 

r-Jhen the first copy of Der Ruf arrived at Gamp McLean, one 

prisoner warned the camp commander that Nazi POVs planned 

to seize and destroy them. The American commander ordered 

the guards to keep a close watch to insure that the copies 

were not destroyed. All fifty copies of the paper were sold 

to the prisoners, but the guards reported that the POVs 

laughed and snickered as they read the articles, indicating 

taat they realized that they were reading propaganda.^ 

At branch camps at Lubbock and Childress, the Nazi 

prisoners were successful in their ?oal: all copies of the 

newsoaper were confiscated by them and burned. Der Ruf 

received a similar fate at Camp Crockett, where pro-Nazis 

destroyed all copies of the publication. At Camp Mexia, 

Nazi threats were adequate to orevent the PÔ 's at that camp 

from reading the paper. Six hundred copies of per Ruf were 

regularly and favorably received by the prisoners at Camp 

Fannin. An inspector from the State Department expressed 

surprise at the paper's reception, however, and pointed out 

27 " 
Letter, Maj. Gen. J. A. Ulio, The Adjutant General, 

headquarters, ASF to Commanding General, 1st through 9th 
j0rvice commands y 8 February 1945, file: "Per Puf Rox ?0 
Publicity File, Tech. Info. Officer, E x e c i f f v — • ' 

director, POV Special Projects Division," Report 
Prisoner of War Camp, Camp !• cLean, Texas by 

-ant. Alexander Lakes, 5-6 April 1945, File: McLean, 
Texas, box 1617, Dec. rile, Admin. Br., po^ Spec, proj 
Urv., Pi-,GO, RG 389, NA. J' 
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that Camp Fannin was the only camp he knew of where the POWs 

28 

actually read and appreciated the paper. 

Although the paper certainly did no harm, and even may 

have furthered the re-education program among some of the more 

cooperative prisoners, the documents indicate that among the 

POWs in Texas, Per Ruf experienced a mixed reception at best 

and complete rejection at worst. At those camps having the 

largest concentrations of Nazi POWs, the paper was often 

destroyed or in some other way kept from the other prisoners. 

At camps like Fannin, which housed a minimum number of Nazis, 

the paper apparently had a wider following; however, no 

evidence was available, and no study was ever done, which 

would allow an accurate determination of the paper's 

effectiveness. 

In addition to the nationally circulated Per Ruf. the 

Special Projects Division likewise urged that local camp 

commanders select a prisoner editor and staff to publish 

camp newspapers for local consumption. As was the case of 

28 
Letter, Maj. Gen. J. A. Ulio, The Adjutant General, 

Headquarters, ASF to Commanding General, 1st through 9th 
Service Commands, 8 February 1945, File: Per Ruf/ Box 20 
Publicity File, Tech, Info. Officer, Exec. Div., PMGO; 
Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, Report 
on Visit to Prisoner of War Camp, Camp McLean, Texas by 
Capt. Alexander Lakes, 5-6 April 1945, File: McLean, 
Texas, Box 1617, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO; Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects 
Division, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Fort Crockett, Texas 
by Capt. William Raugust, 6-7 April 1945, File: PM'G 
Inspection Reports, Crockett, Texas, Box 2659, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
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the rest of the re-education projects, the actual application 

of the plans was probably much less than expected. Some of 

the large prison camps in Texas did indeed regularly publish 

newspapers written by and for the local prisoners. Camps 

Hood, Hearne, Fannin, and Huntsville, for example, all 

published POW newspapers. The Camp Huntsville serial, Die 

Fanfare, was typical of most of the papers in Texas POW 

camps. It contained excerpts of news items, local camp 

sports news, information on the POW education program, book 

reviews, even instructions on cutting pulpwood.^9 

Not all the POWs in Texas enjoyed reading their own 

newspapers, and in some of the camps the local prisoner 

Letter, Capt. E. G. KcCurtain, Executive Officer, POW Camp, 
Mexia, Texas to PMGO, 1 November 1945, File: Mexia, Camp, 
Box 2481, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Camp Fannin 
by Charles E. Eberhardt, Department of State, 18-22 July 
1945, File: 630 .2 (State Dept.) General P/W, Box 1402, 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389. 
NA. 

29 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1 :144 ; Report, Capt. 

Walter H. Rapp, Field Service Officer, Special Projects 
Division, PMGO to Commanding Officer, POW Camp, Camp Hood, 
Texas, 5 September 1945, File: 255 (Camp Hood) General, 
Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Capt. C. H. Cline, Adjutant, POW Camp, Camp Hood to 
POW Special Projects Division, PMGO, 10 September 1945, 
File: 255 (Camp Hood) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report 
on Visit to POW Camp Heame, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 
2-3 August 1945, File: 255 (Camp Hearne) General, Box i 615 , 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, 
For Director, POW Special Projects Division, Field Service 
Report on Visit to POW Camp, Huntsville, Texas by Capt 
Alexander Lakes, 17-18 January 1945, File: 255 (Camp 
Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br.. POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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newspapers carried information the camp officials found 

totally unacceptable. Camps 3owie, Barkeley, Mexia, Fort 

Sam Houston, and Swift had no newspaper because the camp 

commanders disallowed them due to Nazi influence in the 

writing and editing of the papers. The German officers at 

Gamp Mexia published Deutsche Sammlung. The commanding 

officer, however, suspended the publication because it 

contained little but Nazi propaganda. Similarly, the camp 

newspaper at Camp Fort Sam Houston was banned because the 

Nazi element at the camp exercised such domination over 

the other POWs at the camp that camp officials feared they 

would control any newspaper published at the facility. The 

camp commander at Camp Swift opposed the creation of a camp 

newspaper there out of fear that the Nazis in the camp would 

control and use it for their purposes. Besides, no officer, 

including the specially trained Assistant Executive Officer, 

could read German and therefore could not censor or even 

understand what might be placed in such a newspaper. 

Consequently, no paper was allowed at the camp.^ 

30 
Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, 

Field Service Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp Bowie, 
Texas by Capt. Herman Graupner, 8-9 January 1945, File: 255 
(Camp Bowie, Texas) General, Box 1607, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, For Director, POW 
Special Projects Division, PMGO, Field Service Report on 
Visit to POW Camp, Camp Barkeley, Texas by Capt. Herman 
Graupner, 10-11 January 1945, File: Camp 3arkeley - 255 
General, Box 1609, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO; Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, 
PMGO, Field Service Report on Visit to POW Camp, Mexia, Texas 
by Capt. Alexander Lakes, 8-9 January 1945, File: 255 
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The PMGO was aware of the Nazi influence in the various 

camps and took steps to destroy it. In March 1944, the 

Provost Marshal General ordered the forty-four camp news-

papers surveyed with the view of determining their philos-

ophy. The investigation determined that thirty-three were 

definitely Nazi in outlook, seven were deemed politically 

neutral, and only four were considered anti-Nazi. After the 

Special Projects Division organized and began functioning, 

it undertook a major effort to try to weaken Nazi influence. 

Among the changes made in camp organization, the newspapers 

in many of the camps were reorganized in May 1945, and new 

prisoner editors were chosen. In the fall a new survey was 

taken of eighty camp papers. Seventy-four were found to be 

supportive of democratic ideas, neutralist, or anti-Nazi in 

philosophy, while only one was deemed ardently Nazi in out-

look.31 

Regardless of the attempts to reform the camp newspapers, 

not all of the base camps ever published newspapers. Few of 

(Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, For Director, POW Special 
Projects Division, PMGO, Field Service Report on Visit to 
POW Camp, Fort Sam Houston, Texas by Capt. Alexander Lakes. 
I 2 i*if n u a r y 1 9 4 5» F i l e : 2 5 5 <Ft- S a m Houston) General, 
Box 1621, Dec, File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div. 9 PMGO; 
Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, Field 
Service Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp Swift, Texas by 
Capt. Alexander Lakes, 15-16 January 1945, File: PMGO 
Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File, Field Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA! 

31Jung, deutschen Krlegssefangenen. p. 222. 
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the branch camps did, and several of the commanders at POW 

camps refused to allow the POWs in their charge to issue one. 

Consequently, as a re-education device, the POW camp news-

papers experienced a mixed result in Texas' camps. 

More uniform in its application was the Special Projects 

Division's insistence that an effective way to circumvent 

Nazi propaganda, and to convince the POWs of the virtues of 

democracy, was to keep the prisoners informed of current 

news from the battlefields. To this end, public address 

systems were placed in each camp and in each compound. At 

most camps in Texas, a trusted prisoner read a daily news 

summary, prepared by the camp's intelligence officer or the 

Assistant Executive Officer, over the loud speakers. 

Normally, the news summaries were read first in English, 

then in German. Some of the base camps even sent prisoners 

out to the branch camps to read the summaries. Also, at 

some of the camps, when the public address systems were not 

being used to read the daily news items to the POWs, lessons 

32 
in civics or history often were broadcast. 

32 
Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 

Fannin, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 14-15 August 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 
Hearne, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 2-3 August 1945, 
File; 255 (Camp Hearne, Texas) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, Maj. Paul 
Neuland, Chief, Field Service Branch, POW Special Projects 
Division, PMGO to Director, POW Special Projects Division, 
7 September 1945, File: 255 General, Box 1608, Dec. File, 
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To educate the prisoners further about current events, 

popular serial publications, journals, and newspapers were 

either supplied or at least allowed. In January 1945, the 

PMGO published an extensive list of recommended publications, 

including Atlantic Monthly. Commonweal. Fortune, Harper' s. 

Public Opinion. Accent, The American Scholar. Reader's 

Digest, Newsweek. Look. Life. Pageant, and Collier's. Large 

numbers of scholarly publications were also recommended, 

including several in the fields of agriculture, art, 

chemistry, dentistry, engineering, geography, international 

affairs, law, literature, music, philosophy, and religion. 

Occasionally, however, the prisoners preferred to subscribe 

to magazines of more plebian, and possibly more titillating, 

tastes. A special projects officer recommended that "girlie" 

magazines such as Eyeful. Wink. Titter, and Beauty Parade be 

withdrawn fiom the canteen at Camp Swift. The dour inspector 

announced, probably to the total disappointment of the pris-

oners, that such publications were "not suitable for prisoners 

of war." 

Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, 

y m p a * 9 ? 4 _ t O w P 0 W i H ? o d ' T e x a s Sture Persson, 
Box 1615 n*reP£f? * o 2 5 5 ( H o o d» Texas) General, 
RG 389 NA Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, 

33 
POW Circular No. 3, 22 January 1945, in PMGO, POW 

Tabs TahS9-°£MH* U 2 % a p p e n d* » v o l« 1 o f 3 vols, of 
I ?' n m 0 > D i r e c t o r » POW Special Projects Division, 
?? ? on Visit to POW Camp Hood, Texas by 

Capt. Alexander Lakes, 10-11 January 1945, File: 255 
(Camp Hood) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin! Br., POW 
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In addition to printed matter made available to the 

prisoners, the Special Projects Division also hoped to win 

the hearts and minds of prisoners by allowing distribution 

to the POWs of phonographs, records, radios, and movies. 

Phonographs and radios were either provided by the YMCA or 

the Red Cross, or they could be ordered by the POWs and paid 

for from surplus canteen funds. The welfare agencies or the 

canteen supply officer provided or ordered records for the 

prisoners; however, special lists of acceptable recordings 

restricted certain composers and types of music from the 

34 

camps. 

Most of the base camps had ample supplies of phonographs, 

radios, and large supplies of records, but the branch camps 

usually had limited numbers. For example, Camp Bowie had 

thirty-five radios and several hundred records, but Camp 

San Augustine, a branch camp, had no records, phonograph, or 

radio. Thus, at the branch camps, work apparently took 
35 

precedence over re-education. 

Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Memo, Director, POW Special Projects 
Division, Field Service Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 
Barkeley, Texas by Capt. Herman Graupner, 10-11 January 1945, 
File: Camp Barkeley - 255 General, Box 1609, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Letter, Capt. Walter 
H. Rapp, Field Service Officer, POW Special Projects Division, 
PMGO to Commanding Officer, POW Camp, Camp Swift, Texas 
11 September 1945, File: 255 (Camp Swift) General, Box 1621, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, FG 389, NA. 

34 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:145. 

35 
For a description of number and types of radios and 

records available to POWs at Camp Mexia see Memo, Director, 
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In addition to "entertainment" media such as radios 

and phonographs, the re-education specialists did not over-

look the propaganda value provided by movies. The Army 

wanted to use movies stressing American life and democracy. 

Consequently, the Officer of War Information (OWI) was asked 

to prepare a list of 16mm feature films, documentaries, and 

educational films appropriate for the intended purpose. The 

OWI-prepared list was then screened in order to remove those 

features which the PMGO believed to be objectionable. 

Removed from the list were films depicting prison life; those 

which in any way ridiculed an ally; films showing the 

depression or slum life; "torrid" musicals; those dramatizing 

friction between management and labor or racial conflicts; 

and overly-violent and dramatic cowboy shows. Among the 

films finally deemed suitable for prisoner consumption were 

"Abe Lincoln of Illinois," "The Adventures of Mark Twain," 

POW Special Projects Division, Field Service Report on Visit 
to POW Camp, Mexia, Texas by Capt. Alexander Lakes, 8-9 
January 1945, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, 
Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; for 
number of radios at Camp Barkeley see Memo, Director, POW 
Special Projects Division, Field Service Report on Visit to 
POW Camp, Camp Barkeley, Texas by Capt. Herman Graupner, 
10-11 January 1945, File: Camp Barkeley - 255 General, 
Box 1609, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; 
for a listing by title of the phonograph records at Gamp 
Bowie as well as an inventory on the compound radios see 

fiLe» F i l e : 2 55 (Camp Bowie, Texas) General, Box 
1607, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; 
see also, Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp 
Augustin (sic), Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 17 August 1945, 
File: Other Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2661, Sub. 

PMGO' RG0389InNAeCt' ReptS*» R e p t* Br*» E n e my P 0 W Info- 3ur-» 
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"Back to Bataan," "Captain Eddie," "Guadalcanal Diary," 

"Land of Liberty," "Sign of the Cross," "Song of Bernadette," 

"The Story of Alexander Graham Bell," "Young Abe Lincoln," 

and all the "Andy Hardy" films. Likewise, OWI-produced 

films such as the "This is America" series and "Why We Fight" 

were placed on the approved list. Also approved for the 

film circuit were over twenty German-produced films. 

Catalogues listing the movies available for the pris-

oners were sent to each POW camp, and the camp spokesmen 

were allowed to choose which films would be shown in the 

camps. The fifteen-cent admission price apparently did not 

dissuade prisoners in the Texas camps from viewing the films, 

as most of the camps ordered new movies at least once a 

week, and some of the camps showed movies twice per week."^ 

Q £ 

PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:145; Gansberg, Stalag: 
USA. PP. 79-81; Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. p. 225. 

~^PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:145; Gansberg, Stalag: 
PP* 79-81; Jung, deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. p. 225; 

Inspection Report, Excerpts of Report of Inspection of POW 
Camp, Camp Crockett, Texas by Emil Greuter, Legation of 
Switzerland, 26 February 1945, File: Other Inspection 
Reports, Crockett, Texas, Box 2659, Sub. File, Field Inspect, 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection 
Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Ft. D. A. Russell, 
Marfa, Texas by Sidney Ivers, YMCA, 2-4 February 1945, 
File: 255 (Ft. D. A. Russell) General, Box 1621, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
Excerpts of Inspection Report of Camp Ft. Bliss, Texas by 
M. Metraux, ICRC, 12 April 1945 (translation), File: Other 
Inspection Reports, Bliss, Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, 
Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Report, Report of Assistant Executive Officer, Lt. Sol 
Joffee, pw Camp Hood, Texas, undated, File: 255 (Camp 
Hood) General, 3ox 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PMGO; Inspection Report, Field Service Report on 
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After the invasion of Germany, the propaganda nature of 

the films became obvious, as the prisoners were required to 

view certain movies. The "Why We Fight" series and "This 

is America" were both required viewing, as were documentary 

films showing German-committed atrocities and scenes of 

liberated concentration camps. To drive the point home, camp 

officials in most of the camps in Texas also ordered atrocity 

pictures to be posted and displayed on interior walls of the 

38 

barracks and on camp bulletin boards. 

Just how effective these visual tools were to the 

propaganda effort is questionable. One former prisoner told 

this author that fellow prisoners at the camp in which he 

was incarcerated viewed even the feature movies with a great 

deal of skepticism because all German troops had been warned 

that if captured, the Allies would attempt to propagandize 

them. Thus, the prisoner reported that most prisoners saw 

the films as a vehicle designed to demoralize them and to 

lead them toward a more pro-American stance. The atrocity 

Visit to POW Camp, Camp Bowie, Texas by Capt. Herman 
Graupner, PMGO, 8-9 January 1945, File: 255 (Camp Bowie, 
Texas) General, Box 1607, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PMGO; Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Camp 
Corsicana, Texas by Olle Axberg, YMCA, 21 August 1945, 
File: 255 (Camp Fannin) General, Box 1614, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

38 
Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 

Swift and Branch Camps by Charles £. Eberhardt, Department 
of State, 8-12 July 1945, File: 680.2 (State Dept.) General 
P/W, Box 1402, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
PMGO, RG 389, NA: Gansberg, Stalag: USA, p. 81; Jung, 
deutschen Kriegsgefangenen. p^ 22o 
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films and pictures which the prisoners were forced to view 

were also considered to be blatant, amateurish attempts at 

propaganda. Indeed, according to this source, the films of 

the concentration camps were dismissed as forgeries, as were 

the still photographs placed in the prisoners' barracks. 

Whether valuable to the re-education program or not, the 

film circuit was popular, and most prisoners looked forward 

to the next feature, even if it was "The Aldrich Family." 

At the very least, Henry and his family broke the monotony 

39 
of camp life. 

One of the reasons that the movies, books, radios, 

classes, and other re-education devices experienced mixed 

results in Texas was the lack of enthusiasm for the pro-

gram by the commanding general of the 8th Service Command 

in which Texas was located. The 8th Service Command, for 

example, suspended all camp newspapers for several months 

when the re-education program was in full gear due to the 

Nazi influence in the camps. Likewise, the commanding 

general suspended from duty all previously appointed 

education officers and Assistant Executive Officers who were 

non-commissioned officers. The 8th Service Command worked 

hard to force the NCOs to sign up for work, but the Geneva 

Convention specified that they could be assigned only 

supervisory duties. The commanding general refused to allow 

1976. 

39 
Interview, Walter Kattwinkle to Author, 13 August 
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the NCOs the benefits of classes, movies, or other 

re-education devices in the hope they would accept non-

supervisory jobs in return for the rewards of new pastime 

40 

activities the propaganda program would provide. 

The lack of training and skills received by the Assistant 

Executive Officers also help account for the lack of total 

success of the program in Texas. At Camp Swift, for example, 

the personnel assigned to be directly in charge of the re-

education program could not read or understand German. Other 

Assistant Executive Officers were less than diligent in 

carrying out their assigned tasks. At Camp Maxey the officer 

in charge of that camp's entire re-education program was 

severely criticized by his superiors because they found that 

he had made no effort to set up any sort of program at the 

camp.^* 

Even though the propaganda program did not experience 

complete success among the German prisoners in Texas, the 

40 
Memo, For Director, POW Special Projects Division, 

PMGO from Capt. Alexander Lakes, Field Service Report on 
Visit to POW Camp, Camp McLean, Texas, 5-6 April 1945, 
File: McLean, Texas, Box 1617, Dec. File, Admin. Br., 
POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

41 
Memo, For the Director, POW Special Projects 

Division, PMGO from Capt. Alexander Lakes, Report on Visit 
to POW Camp, Camp Swift, Texas, 15-16 January 1945, File: 
PMGO Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File, Field 
Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Memo, 
For the Director, POW Special Projects Division from 
Capt. Herman Graupner, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Camp 
Maxey, Texas, 16-18 January 1945, File: PMGO Inspection 
Reports, Maxey, Box 2666, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Rept. Sr., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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existence of the project, which the Army zealously guarded, 

was kept from the civilian and political population of the 

state. No evidence indicates that the general populous ever 

became aware that the program was in effect until the Army 

formally announced its existence in June 1945. On one 

occasion, however, a young officer assigned to Camp Mexia 

almost breached security and threw the entire PMGO into a 

near panic. 

Captain William Clark, only recently assigned to duty 

at Camp Mexia, delivered a speech to the Waco Kiwanis Club 

on 30 January 1945. According to a news story in the Waco 

News-Tribune. Captain Clark described the existence of the 

re-education program which the camp officials had placed 

into effect. Whether or not Clark actually violated secrecy 

regulations could not be determined, but if the news story 

quoted him accurately, he d i d . ^ 

Regardless of the accuracy of the newspaper's story, 

it created a flurry of activity. The article was brought to 

the attention of the commanding general of the 8th Service 

Command who immediately telegraphed the commanding officer 

of Camp Mexia, describing the Captain's indiscretion and 

ordering the Camp Mexia officials to take special care to 

see that the POWs did not have an opportunity to read the 

42 
Waco News-Tribune. 31 January 1945. A copy of the 

article is included in File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, 
B0Xoo!? ' D e c ' Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. 
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article. The official position taken by the 8th Service 

Command at this point was that the newspaper had misquoted. 

Meanwhile, the PMGO was notified, and a copy of the article 

was forwarded to that office. A thorough investigation was 

launched, and Clark and his speech were scrutinized by 

officials in the Special Projects Division.^3 

The Special Projects Division was primarily concerned 

that the national wire services would pick up the Waco News-

Tribune story and circulate the information throughout the 

nation. Consequently, for several days after the Waco paper 

published its story, the Special Projects Division screened 

wire service stories to see if any of them used the article. 

Just in case the story was distributed, officials with the 

PMGO prepared several news releases for placement in all 

major newspapers. The news releases repudiated Captain 

Clark and totally denied what he reportedly had said. 

Significantly, the Special Projects Division's greatest 

concern was the fear that if the wire services used the 

story, Congress would find out about the re-education program, 

which until this time had been kept even from that body.^ 

43^ . 
Telegram, Gen. Donovan, Commanding General, 8th 

Service Command to Commanding Officer, Camp Mexia, 1 February 
1945, File: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, 
Admin. Sr., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; for complete file 
on the investigation of Capt. Clark, see File: 353 General 
P/W (1 February 1945), Box 1390, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 
Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

44 
* Memo, For the Director, POW Special Projects Division, 

PMGO from Capt. Robert Kunzig, Executive Officer, POW Special 
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Fortunately for the PMGO and the Special Projects 

Division, the wire services never used the story because 

they apparently did not recognize its significance. Captain 

Clark was fortunate to have received only an official 

reprimand. What his fate would have been had the speech and 

the subsequent newspaper story lifted the secrecy lid from 

the re-education program can only be surmised. At the very 

least the War Department would have had to explain its 

actions to Congress and possibly answer charges that the 

program was contrary to the intentions of the Geneva 

Convention. 

A breach of security was never a problem regarding the 

Japanese re-education program, since few knew of the exis-

tence of such a plan, and it was confined to only one prisoner 

of war camp. POW Camp Huntsville was the only camp in the 

United States to accommodate a re-education project for 

Japanese POWs. 

The Japanese prisoners represented the smallest group 

of Axis military personnel held in the United States during 

World War II. Only about 5,000 Japanese POWs were incar-

cerated in this country, and most were held at only one POW 

camp, Camp McCoy, Wisconsin. The PMG described these 

Projects Division, PMGO, 1 February 1945, File: 255 (Camp 
Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec; 
Er?3'C)

L,1V* * Transcript of Telephone Conversation between 
Col. Rogers, PMGO and 8th Service Command, 3 February 1945 
j£1®: 255 (Camp Mexia) General, Box 1618, Dec. File, Admin. 
Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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prisoners as generally docile individuals who "seemed to 

adopt a laissez-faire attitude toward their captivity." 

They forwarded virtually no complaints regarding their treat-

ment or camp conditions to the Red Cross or their protecting 

power and caused little commotion in the camps. Escape 

attempts by the Japanese prisoners were virtually non-

existent. Although these POWs kept a low profile, they did 

not escape the attention of War Department or the State 

Department, which saw the prisoners as useful to the United 

45 
States in post-war Japan. 

As the PMGO noted, "although the Geneva Convention did 

not permit the spreading of propaganda among prisoners of 

war, a program of re-education was nevertheless begun by 

the War Department in cooperation with the State Department." 

In March 1945, informal conversations were held between John 

McCloy, the Assistant Secretary of War, John K. Emmerson, an 

official of the State Department, and C. W. Hepner of the 

Office of War Information regarding the feasibility of a 

re-education project involving Japanese POWs. As a result 

of these informal discussions, a team of inspectors toured 

all Japanese prison camps in the United States in order to 

investigate the proposed program's feasibility. The 

inspectors, John K. nmerson and C. W, Hepner, interviewed 

camp commanders, prisoners, and others closely associated 

45 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 2:14. 
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with the Japanese POWs. In April, Emerson and Hepner 

submitted an indoctrination program but stressed that only 

limited numbers of carefully selected prisoners could be 

successfully propagandized. The program should be implemented 

slowly, and above all else, "it should be made crystal clear 

to all concerned that the aim of the project is to indoc-

trinate the Japanese prisoners of war for the benefit which 

we expect to derive from the prisoners themselves as a result 

46 

of our indoctrination." 

The PMGO, who was privy to all the preliminary planning, 

took steps to inaugurate such a plan. On 25 June 1945, Camp 

Kenedy was activated to house those Japanese officers and 

non-commissioned officers who had previously been screened 

and segregated as possible candidates for indoctrination, 

and the following day preparations were made to transfer 

these men from Camp McCoy to Camp Kenedy. The next week the 

PMG wrote, "As a result of a study conducted in compliance 

with informal directives from the Assistant Secretary of 

46 
Office of The Provost Marshal General, "Re-education 

of Enemy Prisoners of War: The Japanese Program, 15 December 
1945," MSS, The Office of the Chief of Military History, 
Preface (hereafter referred to as PMGO, "Re-education of 
Enemy Prisoners of War: The Japanese Program," OCMH); ibid., 
p. 1; Memo, Maj. Maxwell McKnight, Director, POW Special 
Projects Division, PMGO to General Archer L. Lerch, PMG, 
25 June 1945, in ibid., append., Tab 3; Report, "The 
Indoctrination of Japanese Prisoners of War," submitted to 
the Secretary of State and The Provost Marshal General by 
John K. Emerson and Dr. C. W. Hepner, 12 April 1945, in 
ibid., append., Tab 1; Report, "The Indoctrination of Japanese 
Prisoners of War," Supplement, by John K. Emerson and Dr. C.W. 
Hapner, 19 April 1945, in ibid., append., Tab 2. 
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War, the Provost Marshal General has established a program 

for the re-orientation of Japanese prisoners of war along 

the lines of that in effect for German prisoners of war." 

By mid-July, formal plans and policies were drafted, and the 

Secretary of War gave his approval. As established, the 

formal objective of the propaganda undertaking was "to impress 

on the minds of the Japanese prisoners of war what the attitude 

of a citizen of the United States is toward life and govern-

ment and to create an application of American principles 
47 

and traditions." 

The specific purpose of the Japanese re-education 

project was to use the "reconstructed" POWs to show them how 

they could be useful "in the indoctrination of the remaining 

POWs and of the Japanese people," and carefully to select 

prisoners who might be "useful to the military government 

authorities and sending them back to assist in the control of 

Japan." The re-indoctrination was undoubtedly based on a 

utilitarian object, and "the United States expected to derive 

47 
PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 

Japanese Program," OCMH, p. 1-2; Memo, Major Maxwell McKnight, 
Director, POW Special Projects Division, PMGO to General 
Archer L. Lerch, PMG, 25 June 1945, in ibid., append., Tab 
J; Letter, General Archer L. Lerch, PMG to Director of 
Plans and Operations, ASF, 7 August 1945, File: Huntsville, 
S!™ S ,o B o X 1480» Sub» File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Report, Status Report, Special Projects Division 
Japanese Branch, by Lt. Bennie Scarpero, 30 August 1945 
File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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substantial benefits from the Japanese prisoners themselves 

48 

as a result of the . . . program." 

The original plan envisioned the re-indoctrination of 

all the Japanese POWs in the United States, and a priority 

list of prisoners to be re-educated most actively was 

prepared. Authorities determined that the greatest 

concentration of effort would be directed toward a group of 

the most highly educated men available from among all the 

Japanese prisoners in the United States. The group was "to 

be thoroughly indoctrinated in American ideology and 

democratic principles and was to be used for the dissemination 

of those principles" to the other groups selected. The 

second cadre was to be composed of other highly cooperative 

POWs who would be assigned labor and maintenance chores at 

the indoctrination center. Finally, the other prisoners who 

indicated that they would like to cooperate with American 

officials, but who did not demonstrate outward enthusiasm for 

the project, were to be indoctrinated. If time and resources 

were available, then an attempt would be made to re-educate 
49 

the remaining POWs. 

48 
PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 

Japanese Program," OCMH, p. 2-3; Report, Status Report, 
Special Projects Division, Japanese Branch, by Lt. Bennie 
Scarpero, 30 August 1945, File: 255 (Camp Huntsvilie) 
General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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The entire project was administered by the Special 

Projects Division of the PMGO, and to carry out the actual 

indoctrination, Colonel Boude C. Moore was appointed to the 

position of Chief, Japanese Section, Special Projects 

Division. To aid Moore, a civilian was appointed to be the 

education director, and a Japanese-speaking chaplain was 

provided. These three were responsible for the execution 

and operation of the project. Camp Huntsville was selected 

as the site for the project, and Colonel Moore was appointed 

50 
the camp's commander. 

During the summer of 1945, all 5,000 Japanese prisoners 

were carefully screened and divided into either "cooperatives" 

or "non-cooperatives." Those who demonstrated that they were 

cooperatives were further screened until about 200 were 

selected as good prospects for the project. This group was 

readied for transfer to either Camp Kenedy or Camp Hearne, 

the latter having been emptied of German prisoners and 

equipped to receive these candidates for re-education. At 

Camps Hearne or Kenedy, the prospects were further screened 

Ibid., pp. 3, 5; Letter, Maj. Gen. Daniel Noce, 
Director, Plans and Operations, ASF to Commanding General, 
8th Service Command, 20 August 1945, File: Huntsville, 
Texas, 3ox 2840, Sub. File, Kept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Memo, For the Surgeon General, ASF From Gen. 3. M. 
Bryan, Asst. PMG, 5 September 1945, File: (Camp Huntsville) 
General, Box 1619, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO; Directive, Gen. B. M. Bryan, Asst. PMG to 
Commanding Officer, 8th Service Command, 10 September 1945, 
File: 255 General, Box 1608, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. 
Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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in order to determine which ones would be the most receptive 

51 

to re-education. 

Colonel Moore arrived at Gamp Huntsville in September 

and spent his time interviewing the candidates at Camps 

Hearne and Kenedy and preparing Camp Huntsville for receiving 

its first cadre of students. Eventually, about 200 can-

didates were chosen as likely prospects and were therefore 
52 

moved to Camp Huntsville. 

The first POWs arrived at their new home on 5 October 

1945. On the following day, the PMGO notified Colonel Moore 

that decisions had suddenly been made to repatriate all the 

remaining Japanese POWs except those already selected for the 

project. Consequently, the Japanese re-education project 
^PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy prisoners of War: The 

Japanese Program," OCMH, pp. 4-5; Letter, Colonel A. M. 
To liefson, Director, POW Operations Branch, PMGO to 
Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 8 August 1945, 
File: Hearne, Texas, Box 2480, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Eur., PMGO; Letter, Colonel Clifford S. Urniller, 
Acting Director, POW Operations Division, PMGO to Commanding 
General, 8th Service Command, 5 September 1945, File: Hearne, 
Texas, Box 2480, Sub. File, Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Report, Progress Report, Special Project Division, 

Japanese Branch, by Colonel Boude C. Moore, Chief, Japanese 
Branch, 5 September 1945, File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) 
General, Box 1619, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO; Report, Progress Report, Special Projects 
Division, Japanese Branch, by Colonel Boude C. Moore, Chief, 
Japanese Branch, 11 September 1945, File: 255 (Huntsville) 
General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. Boude C. Moore, Director, Japanese 
Re-orientation Program, POW Camp Huntsville, Texas to PMG, 
29 September 1945, File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) General, 
Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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was limited to approximately 200 POWs. The sudden announce-

ment of repatriation not only limited the scope of re-

orientation, but also required a change in some of the plans, 

For example, Moore had intended to have his students publish 

newspapers and pamphlets for distribution to other Japanese 

POWs in the United States and to civilians in Japan. That 

proposal had to be scrapped, and the staff had to be re-

, , 53 organized. 

The Japanese re-education program consequently was a 

crash program. Upon the arrival at Camp Huntsville, the 

POWs were organized into four sections, and each section was 

introduced to re-education immediately. In spite of careful 

screening, however, trouble soon developed. One of the 

problems faced by the camp administrators was that some of 

the POWs were suspicious of the entire project and believed 

they would be forced to sacrifice their convictions and 

traditions. Thus, one group of about ten POWs refused to 

cooperate. Likewise, some of the POW officers opposed the 

concept of democracy out of the belief that it would under-

mine their authority over their subordinates at the camp. 

Indeed, the American authorities did encourage lower-ranking 

officers to speak out against their superiors and hoped to 

create dissension among the ranks. Likewise, a band of 

about twelve enlisted men formed a "gangster organization" 

53 
PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 

Japanese Program," OCMH, p. 6. 
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which tried to disrupt the program and occasionally used 

force to intimidate those who cooperated with the Americans. 

Eventually, approximately twenty POWs were transferred back 

to Camps Hearne or Kenedy because of their uncooperative 

attitudes. Thus, the final complement of Japanese POWs who 

completed the indoctrination was reduced to 186.^ 

After ridding the camp of its more recalcitrant members, 

the propaganda efforts settled down to a regular routine. 

The individual primarily responsible for the program was a 

civilian expert who carried the cumbersome title of Director 

of Education, Research, Translation, and Evaluation. His 

function was to prepare the class schedules; assign study 

projects; hold conferences and daily discussions with the 

"students"; translate into English reports prepared by the 

POWs on class projects; translate American historical doc-

uments into Japanese; set up lectures with faculty members 

from Sam Houston State Teachers College; translate lecture 

54 
Letter, Col. Boude C. Moore, Director, Japanese 

^ a t i ° n r f
r ? 8 r a m » Huntsvi lie POW Camp to PMGO, 5 October 

1945, File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. 
File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Report, 
Progress Report, POW Camp Huntsville, Texas by C. W. Hepner, 
iaiqC n ' File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) General, Box 
1619, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Col. Boude C. Moore, Commanding Officer, Huntsville 
POW Camp to PMGO, 26 October 1945, File: 255 (Camp 
Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Letter, Col. Boude C. Moore, 
Commanding Officer, Camp Huntsville to PMGO, 2 November 1945, 
File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; PMGO, 
Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The Japanese 

Program," OCMH, pp. 10-12. 
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outlines into Japanese; and supervise the ten translators 

who were assigned to Gamp Huntsville from the Civil Training 
CC 

School at the University of Minnesota. 

Most of the studies were on topics relating to American 

democracy, ways of life, ideology, and institutions. 

Although personnel from the camp delivered some of the 

lectures, after 6 October many of those chores were handed 

over to selected professors from the nearby college. The 

professors who were asked to participate in the project were 

assigned a particular topic and asked to develop an appro-

priate lecture on that subject. Lectures were given on 

such subjects as democracy, development of representative 

governments, departments of the United States Government, 

the western migration in the United States, and the United 

States as a world power. 

"^PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 
Japanese Program," OCMH, p. 6. 

Ibid., p. 8; Letter, Col. Boude C. Moore, Commanding 
Officer, Camp Huntsville to PMGO, 29 October 1945, File: 255 
(Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; Letter, Boude C. Moore, Commanding 
Officer, Camp Huntsville to PMGO, 9 November 1945, File: 255 
(Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO; for representative lectures given 
and lessons required with translation see File: 255 (Camp 
Huntsville) General, Box 1615, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; among professors from 
Sam Houston State Teachers College who participated in the 
Japanese re-education project were Joseph L. Clark, 
Professor of History; L. H. McGee, Professor of Economics; 
M. B. Measamer, Associate Professor of Geography; Donald W. 
Mitchell, Professor of Government; F. A. McCray, Professor' 
and Director of Vocational Agriculture; S. R. Warner, 
Professor of Biology; and Harmon Lowman, President, Sam 
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Each lecture prepared by the professors was submitted 

in advance of delivery to the camp officials, and an outline 

was translated into Japanese. Then, mimeograph copies of 

the lecture, the outline summary, and its Japanese translation 

were distributed to all the members of the class before 

delivery. As the lecture was given, each paragraph was first 

delivered in English and then interpreted orally into 

Japanese. After the completion of each lecture, members of 

the class had the opportunity to ask questions or discuss 

any part of the lecture. If questions were asked or discussion 

stimulated, each question and reply was given both in English 

and Japanese. Generally, each session only lasted about 

three hours. 

In addition to these scheduled lectures, the camp 

commander, the director of studies, and the chaplain regularly 

delivered lectures. The purpose of these sessions was "to 

point out the fundamental errors in Japanese ideology and to 

emphasize the essential elements in American democracy." 

Among topics given special stress were "The Necessity of a 

Free Mind in the Search for Truth"; "Contrasts between 

Pseudo-Freedom in Japan and Real Freedom in America"; 

Houston State Teachers College, "Lectures from Sam Houston 
State Teachers College, Huntsville, Texas and Lectures Given 
by Each," in PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: 
The Japanese Program," OCMH, append., Tab 8; Dallas Morninjs 
News, 4 December 1945. a 
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"The Main Points in the Declaration of Independence"; "The 

Objective of Military Government in Japan"; and the 

"Fundamental Rights of Han as Set Forth in the Bill of 

Rights."58 

In addition to the hours devoted to lectures and 

discussions, from the start of the program, one hour each 

day was devoted to the study of English. In the last month, 

an additional hour was set aside for the study of American 

literature. For these language and literature sessions, the 

POWs were divided into groups of ten, and the civilian 

translators served as instructors. Thus, most of the POWs 

involved in the re-education program were in a class of some 

sort from eight to ten hours each day.5^ 

Nevertheless, the prisoners still had some free time. 

For the "advanced" students, that is, the ones who were the 

most cooperative, a daily newspaper was established. This 

one-page news sheet was prepared by the prisoners who selected 

articles from American newspapers which they believed would 

58 
Ibid., pp. 7, 9-10; Report, Progress Report, Prisoners 

of War Gamp Huntsville, Texas by C. W. Hepner, Director, 
Research and Translation, 26 October 1945, File: 255 
(Huntsville) General, Box 1619, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW 
Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 

Japanese Program," OCMH, pp. 10, 16; for a sample of typical 
English lesson given the Japanese POWs at Camp Huntsville 
see ibid., append., Tab 11; for a daily and hourly schedule 
of course of study at Camp Huntsville see Progress and Status 
Reports, File: 255 (Huntsville) General, Box 1619, Dec 
File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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be of interest to their fellow prisoners. Due to the secrecy 

of the operation, the newspaper's circulation was limited to 

the camp itself. For recreation, the POWs enjoyed softball, 

tennis, table tennis, baseball, table games, painting, wood-

carving, and carpentry. During certain evenings, movies 

were shown to the POWs; however, the movies were selected for 

the "message" they carried. Most were "war movies" such as 

"The Purple Heart" and "Guadalcanal Diary," which showed the 
60 

American troops as heroic victors. 

In spite of the recreational and pastime facilities 

available to the POWs, morale among the enlisted men remained 

low because they did not have an opportunity to work for pay 

with which they could purchase goods in the amply-supplied 

camp canteen. To remedy this problem, camp officials scoured 

the camp, seeking jobs that needed to be done so the POWs 

could earn money. Eventually, jobs were found for most of 

the men as orderlies, mess clerks, mechanics in the car pool 

or as firemen. For the twenty for whom work could not be 

found, they were given odd jobs and were paid in kind from 

canteen supplies or were paid by other POWs who used their 

services as laundry boys, house cleaners, or in other ways. 

Although the camp never reached "full employment" and many of 

those who did work worked only part-time, most of the POWs 

PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 
Japanese Program," OCMH, pp. 14-16; for sample copy of the 
rtuntsville Camp Compound News see idid., append., Tab 10. 
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did have money to spend in the canteen, and the morale prob-

61 

lem was eventually overcome. 

Suddenly, without warning, on 15 December 1945, the 

Japanese re-education program was ended, and the remaining 

Japanese, including those at Camp Huntsville, were ordered 

repatriated. Just before repatriation, two more special 

lectures were delivered to all POWs in the camp "in order 

to clinch the effects of the re-indoctrination program which 

had been concluded." The titles of the final lectures were 

"The Need for Opportunity in Japan for Building a Liberal 

Democratic Nation" and "Some of the Essential Points of 

Democracy Treated in the Project." 

Just why the project was terminated could not be deter-

mined; however, a factor might have been that General Douglas 

MacArthur opposed the re-orientation program at Gamp 

Huntsville and believed that the entire program should be 

moved to Japan. Whether those Japanese POWs who went through 

the re-education project at Camp Huntsville were ever 

utilized in Japan could not be determined, and no documentation 

^In an effort to overcome the morale problem at Camp 
Huntsville, the Japanese POWs were granted special privileges 
in the form of extra canteen items and food. See especially 
Letter, Colonel Edward Davidson, Director, POW Special 
Projects Division, PMGO to Commanding Officer, 8th Service 
Command, 21 September 1945, File: 255 (Camp Huntsville) 
General, Box 1619, Dec. File, Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA> see also PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy 
Prisoners of War: The Japanese Program," OCMH, pp. 16-17. 

62 
PMGO, "Re-education of Enemy Prisoners of War: The 

Japanese Program," OCMH, pp. 9, 19. 



342 

relating to a follow-up study on these "graduates" was avail-

able. The PMG reported, however, that although the POWs were 

rather slow to adapt and respond favorably to the project, 

the majority came to accept the program and its intent, and 

by the time of repatriation the vast majority expressed 

attitudes indicating that they accepted democratic ideals. 

Whether these views were based on empirical evidence and 

testimony by the camp officials, or merely reflected the 

position of the individual responsible, could not be deter-

mined. At the very least, the PMGO, the college professors, 

and the camp officials could feel confident that they had 

63 

done their best in the short time they had. 

Follow-up studies were done on some of the POWs who had 

gone through the German re-education program; however, no 

investigation was conducted regarding prisoners of a partic-

ular state. Consequently, one cannot determine objectively 

the effectiveness of the re-indoctrination of POWs in Texas. 

The existing evidence does suggest that the program was never 

very systematic in its application and varied significantly 

in quality from camp to camp. Therefore, the effects of re-

education upon the individuals probably varied greatly also. 

Regardless of the lasting effects of the German 

re-education program, the War Department and the State 
6 3 
Ibid., pp. 12-14; Memo, Major William Gimmel, POW 

Special Projects Division, PMGO to PMG, 10 October 1945, 
File: 255 (Gamp Huntsville) General, 3ox 1619, Dec. File, 
Admin. Br., POW Spec. Proj. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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Department undoubtedly ran a significant risk in implement-

ing the propaganda program at a time when American POWs were 

still in German hands. First, there was never total agree-

ment even among American officials as to whether or not the 

project was legal under the terms of the Geneva Convention. 

Second, whether legal or not, the program could have been 

seized by the Axis powers as an excuse to indoctrinate 

American prisoners held by them. The American officials 

therefore risked re-indoctrination of American POWs plus the 

charge that the United States did not uphold the provisions 

of the Geneva Convention. Thus, had the Germans found out 

about the program, treatment given American prisoners could 

have been affected. News of the program's existence, 

fortunately, was kept secret, but the risks involved may 

have exceeded its benefits. 

The Japanese re-education program contained no such 

risk because it was not instituted until after the Japanese 

surrender. Besides, this project involved very few POWs and 

was confined to only one POW camp, making security easier to 

maintain. Because the program was of short duration (only 

three months), and affected only a maximum of 186 prisoners, 

probably its impact on post-war Japan was limited; however, 

no information was available on the fortunes of those POWs 

after repatriation, and apparently no follow-up study was 

ever done. 
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Regardless of the actual benefits the United States 

derived from the prisoners re-indoctrinated in Texas prison 

Camps, the program did provide the POWs a variety of 

educational and recreational outlets not normally available 

to prisoners of war. No overt force was used to carry out 

the project's goals, and certainly nothing approaching 

"brain-washing" was ever attempted. For most prisoners in 

Texas, at the very least re-education meant that they could 

enjoy various pastime activities and pursue intellectual 

goals. Also, while the actual application of the program 

varied significantly from camp to camp, and enjoyed a mixed 

reception by individual prisoners, the program could have 

not but have helped create an opinion in the minds of the 

POWs that the War Department directly or indirectly provided 

them with facilities which made their involuntary visit more 

tolerable. In fact, the Texas civilian population often 

believed the prisoners' incarceration was so tolerable it 

bordered on pampering. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CIVILIAN REACTION 

The Army's penchant for secrecy prevented the public 

from understanding the full ramification of the re-education 

program and kept the civilian population uninformed about 

the general, day-to-day operations of the POW camps. Indeed, 

that very cloak of secrecy often provoked criticism of the 

military's role in the POW program, and in the eyes of some 

Texans, created a point of friction between military author-

ities and the civilian population. 

Although the Army conducted no public opinion poll to 

determine public thought about incarcerating Axis prisoners 

of war in Texas, documentary evidence does exist to allow 

certain conclusions regarding civilian reactions to the 

program. The documents indicate that Texans had mixed 

reactions about the military's handling of the POW program, 

and that this ambivalence was often correlated to the 

individual's proximity to the POWs and to their economic 

interests. Those who complained most about the Army's pam-

pering of the prisoners were usually people who lived in 

areas not near a prison camp, and their charges were often 

based on vague rumor or hearsay. Those who charged that the 

Army was too gentle with the POWs, however, usually 

345 
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criticized the Army, not the prisoners. Unions, whose 

leaders saw the POWs as competitors for jobs, criticized the 

Army's policies of utilizing prisoner labor. On the other 

hand, farmers and businessmen, who saw the prisoners as a 

good source of cheap, dependable labor, were generally 

effusive in their compliments and even advocated an expansion 

of the POW program. 

Early in the war, the Army was extremely strict regard-

ing public information about the POWs and their camps, and 

except for a few news releases put out by the War Department, 

the public was generally uninformed. Furthermore, War 

Department policy was designed to keep POW affairs that way. 

According to official policy, an almost total news blackout 

was ordered on the POW program in the United States, and 

public inquiries were not encouraged. Even the press was 

strictly forbidden from publishing any substantive news of 

the camps or the prisoners. Visits by representatives of 

the press to individual camps were not encouraged and had to 

have the prior approval of the War Department, the PMGO, and 

the commander of the individual camps. Furthermore, even if 

permission for a visit was granted to a member of the press, 

information allowed to be discussed was strictly controlled. 

No interview with any POW was tolerated, no pictures of the 

camp could be taken, no information about guarding was to be 

released, no personal information on individual prisoners 

could be discussed, and all copy had to be cleared by the 
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War Department before it could be printed. Reporters were 

not even allowed to ride on POW trains and could interview 

Army officials who had been on them only if cleared by the 

War Department. Indeed, the only information which the camp 

commanders could release without restriction related to the 

availability of POW labor, conditions of contract, and 

details relating to escapes and apprehension.^ 

Even the Provost Marshal General eventually admitted that 

this degree of secrecy was probably a mistake and that it 

produced a negative public relations reaction. As the size 

of the POW camps and numbers of prisoners increased, so did 

public interest in the entire program. The PMG was convinced 

that the mere fact that so little first-hand information was 

allowed to appear in the press tended to intensify public 

curiosity about the prisoners of war. Most of these 

Directive, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Director, Alien 
Division, PMGO to Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 
5 February 1943, File: 421 - 3th Corps Area, Box 321, 8th 
Service Command, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser. Mail 
and Records Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; United 
States, Dept. of the Army, Office of The Provost Marshal 
General, Prisoner of War Operations Division, Historical 
Monograph: Prisoner of War Operations Division, office of 
The Provost Marshal General. 4 vols..Office of theChieiT" 
of Military History, Washington, D. C., 1:284-285 (here-
after referred to as PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH); Circular, 
Prisoner of War Circular No"! 5, I November 1943, in PMGO, 
£22 Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, 
Tab /; Edward John Pluth, "The Administration and Operation 
of German Prisoner of War Camps in the United States Durine 
World War II," (Ph. D. dissertation, Ball State University, 
1970), pp. 238-240 (hereafter referred to as Pluth, 
"Administration and Operation of German Prisoner of War 
Camps in the United States"). 
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inquiries related to the possible employment of the pris-

oners, but as time went on, more and more questions were 

raised as to the general treatment of the POWs, the types of 

food they received, the kinds of recreation they enjoyed, 

and the suggestions of rumors that the prisoners were being 

"coddled." In fact, by 1944, the PMG admitted that inquiries 

relating to coddling or pampering represented a majority of 

2 

the letters his office received from the public. 

The PMG admitted the decision to lay a shroud of secrecy 

over the POW program stimulated the charges of pampering. 

He explained that in the early days of the POW program, the 

Army was careful not to give the German, Japanese, or 

Italians the belief that the United States mistreated their 

POWs out of the fear that they would retaliate upon American 

prisoners of war. Therefore, when news of the treatment of 

Axis POWs in the United States was released, it stressed how 

well they were treated. Because the news was "semi-secret," 

it was exaggerated both innocently and, in some cases, 

"maliciously," until the rumors concluded that the military 

was pampering or coddling the POWs in the United States. The 

Provost Marshal General conceded that a more open statement 

of policy and wider publicity of the program could have 
•a 

avoided much of the criticism. 

2 

PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:285-286. 

3Ibid. 
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Whatever the cause, throughout the latter part of 1944 

and the early months of 1945, letters inundated the War 

Department and the PMGO, alleging that military authorities 

pampered the prisoners. The charges were so widespread and 

persistent, that the Inspector General launched an 

investigation of the charges. Specifically included in the 

investigation were the repeated charges of coddling made by 

Walter Winchell and other national press personalities, as 

well as allegations made by congressmen and recorded in the 

Congressional Record. After the nationwide inspection was 

completed, the Inspector General concluded that the charges 

made could not be substantiated and were therefore false.^ 

Congressmen, too, received many complaints from 

constituents relating to coddling, and not content with the 

Inspector General's report, they ordered an investigation of 

their own. In fall 1945, the House Committee on Military 

Affairs conducted a thorough investigation and reported that 

although P0W6 in American camps were treated well, and the 

requirements of the Geneva Convention were being met, they 

were not pampered. The public, however, apparently was 

still not satisfied and continued to complain to their 

4 
Ibid., p. 290; Memo, Gen. Brenhon Somervell. ASF to 

Chief of Staff GI, 7 May 1945, File: 383.6 Gen. P/W (May 
1945 - August 1945), Box 1396, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO; for sample speeches regarding coddling 
from Congressional Record see entire file, File: Congressional 
Record, Box 20, Publicity File, Tech. Info. Officer, Exec. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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representatives. Consequently, a second House investigation 

was ordered, and its report confirmed the first.^ 

Much of the criticism of the POW program in general, 

and the allegations of pampering in particular, came from 

the nation's newspapers. Texas newspapers, however, were 

rather muted in their charges, and only a small number ever 

commented on whether they believed the POWs were pampered or 

not. Two which did were "big city" newspapers in Fort Worth 

and San Antonio. The Fort Worth Star-Telegram joined with 

other papers in calling for a congressional investigation of 

the treatment being given Axis POWs in Texas. Without being 

specific, the Star-Tele&ram alleged that prisoners in Texas 

enjoyed an abundance of food while American POWs were often 

underfed, and that the Axis POWs' "enjoyment of luxuries" 

was not guaranteed and could not be justified by the 

military's position that it was a requirement of the Geneva 

Convention. The editorial suggested that POWs in Texas be 

treated more harshly, that pampering cease, and that lib-

erated American POWs be put in charge of POW camps in the 

state.^ 

\T. S. Congress, House, Committee on Military Affairs 
Report No. 1992» 72nd Cong., 2nd Sess., 30 November 

1944; U. S. Congress, House, Committee on Military Affairs 
Report No. 728, 79th Cong., 1st Sess., 12 June 1945;* 

PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:290-291. 

The PMGO was obviously interested in newspaper 
editorials about pampering. See entire file, File: Prisoner 
of War "Coddling," Box 20, Publicity File, Tech, Info. 
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The editor of the San Antonio Express likewise argued 

that POWs in Texas were being coddled, but he used a 

different logic. He believed that because the national cus-

toms, dietary habits, and living standards of the Germans 

and Japanese were different from Americans', they should not 

be treated as Americans, i.e., they should not be fed as 

well. Besides, the writer concluded, the Geneva Convention 

was not logical because it assumed that everyone should be 

treated equally, when in fact nationalities were not equal.^ 

Some Texas newspapers came to the defense of the Army. 

The Bryan Daily Eagle suggested that the reason most 

American POWs incarcerated by the Germans were well treated 

was because American officials had treated the German POWs 

fairly and had adhered to the prescriptions of the Geneva 

Convention. The editor conceded that Axis POWs were given 

good treatment, but he believed it was a good idea and 

8 

should continue. 

Not everyone, however, was so magnanimous as the editor 

from Bryan. The director of the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation, J. Edgar Hoover, believed that incidents he 

viewed as pampering at Camp El Paso were so bad that they 

should be brought to the attention of the Attorney General. 

Officer, Exec. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA; Fort Worth Star-
Telegram. 21 February 1945. 

^San Antonio Express. 21 February 1945. 

8Bryan Daily Eagle, 3 May 1945. 
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Hoover complained that the prisoners at this camp were too 

lightly guarded even though the ratio of guards to prisoners 

was about one to eight. He also complained that on the day 

one of his agents inspected the camp, a guard was "sitting 

on an oil can so drunk he couldn't walk straight." Hoover 

was most concerned that about twenty-five yards from the 

camp fence was a row of houses occupied by Mexican girls. 

Hoover expressed alarm that the girls passed notes through 

the compound fence to the POWs and carried on conversations 

with them. The director believed this practice might com-

promise national security and asked that an investigation 
o 

be conducted to halt such practices. 

Hoover's complaint regarding fraternization between 

POWs and civilians and guards was not an isolated case. 

Conversations of this author with participants in the POW 

program indicate that fraternization was rather common. One 

compound commander (American), for example, was caught 

sneaking beer and other commodities to prisoners in his 

charge, apparently in return for sexual favors. In another 

case, a camp employee prepared special foods for certain 

prisoners. Once, at a party in a camp's officers' club, 

9 
Memo, John E. Hoover, Director, Federal Bureau of 

Investigation to Attorney General, 27 October 1943, 
File: 254 - Camp El Paso, Box 407, Unclass. Dec. File, 
Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Sr., Admin. Div., PMGO; 
Letter, Col. Walter Jessee, Adjutant General to PMGO, 
3 November 1943, File: 254 - Camp El Paso, Box 407, Unclass. 
Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records Br., Admin. 
Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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prisoner orderlies were allowed to partake of significant 

10 

quantities of alcohol in violations of camp rules. 

This behavior, tantamount to pampering, became so wide-

spread that it came to the attention of the Provost Marshal 

General, who issued a special circular condemning the prac-

tice in no uncertain terms: "The fraternization of Army and 

civilian personnel with prisoners of war is unauthorized, 

improper, objectionable, and contrary to good order and 

discipline. It will not be tolerated." To carry out the 

commandment, camp commanders were ordered to halt any 

fraternizing and prevent any acceptance of hospitality by 
1 1 

prisoners of war and associations with women. 

This dictum apparently did not halt the practices. 

POW mail intercepted by the PMGO indicated that "friendly 

relations" between the guards and POWs were maintained. 

The prisoners' letters suggested that guards had participated 

in drinking parties with POWs, exchanged gifts with them, 

delivered messages outside of camp for them, and permitted 

POWs to receive and accept "hospitality" of civilians while 
12 

outside the camp. 

^Interview, (name withheld at request of interviewee) 
to Author, 10 August 1976. 

^Circular, Prisoner of War Circular No. 3, 4 January 
1944, in PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 1 of 3 
vols, of Tabs, Tab 8. 

12 
Letter, Adjutant General's Office to Commanding 

Generals, All Service Commands, 17 February 1944 in ibid 
Tab 17. 



354 

Some of this behavior, or misbehavior, on the part of 

the guards was probably due partially to the nature of the 

type of individual the Army sometimes selected for guard 

detachments. According to one highly classified inspection 

report, most of the enlisted guards were "in general, of 

poor physical quality and not sufficiently trained for this 

type of duty. The majority of them . . . are incompetent 

because of physical defects or mental limitations." 

Possibly this situation explains why at most of the camps 

inspected there was uniformly "an unmistakable laxity in 

performance of duty by many of the guards placed over German 

13 

prisoners of war housed in the camps visited. 

The findings of the inspector, which were kept from the 

public, did confirm what some of the civilian population had 

charged about treatment of POWs. He certainly did not 

condone, however, what he interpreted as public opinion in 

Texas as to how the prisoners should be treated. The 

inspector found that many Texans assumed that the POWs were 

criminals and should be treated as such. He observed, 

"Several Texas farmers, receiving prisoners of war for the 

first time, are reported to have expressed surprise and 

alarm when they observed that the clothing worn by these 

same prisoners was not striped in the manner common to 
13 
Memo, For the Commanding General, ASF, Inspector 

General's Report, 21 March 1945, File: 250.1 General P/W, 
Box 1370, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. 
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American convicts." He found, in Texas at least, that 

14 

civilians wanted to treat the POWs more brutally. 

Other documents confirmed that Texans generally 

believed that POWs were handled too gently, allowed too many 

luxuries and guarded too laxly. Much of the information on 

which civilians based their opinion, however, was founded on 

nothing but hearsay. One Texas congressman received 

complaints from East Texas constituents complaining of 

pampering of prisoners at Camp Chireno. The congressman, 

passing the allegations to the proper authorities, reported 

that his sources informed him that large amounts of boiled 

eggs were thrown into the garbage at Camp Chireno, and the 

POWs willfully wasted other food there. Likewise, individ-

uals complained that prisoners at the camp were allowed to 

have beer, cold drinks, candy, and cookies, and that 

cigarettes cost the POWs only five cents per pack. Upon 

receipt of these allegations, the PMGO ordered an 

investigation, as it did regarding most complaints of this 

nature. Investigation showed that no eggs had been served 

at the camp on the day in question nor for the week follow-

ing. Furthermore, no excess food of any kind was thrown 

away. Also, no cigarettes at any price were for sale to 

POWs at the camp, and beer, cold drinks, candy, cookies, 

14lbid. 
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and crackers were permanently removed from the camp 

canteen.^ 

A resident from Dallas expressed concern and annoyance 

that the prisoners at Gamp Hearne were being provided an 

auditorium. In protest of this "pampering" of the pris-

oners, he wrote his congressman, criticizing the military's 

treatment of the POWs at the camp and arguing that they were 

treated much too nicely. How he knew the prisoners at 

Hearne were being treated so "nicely" he did not say, but 

perhaps he should have known that the auditorium was built 

by the POWs at no cost to the government.^ 

As rumors persisted throughout the war, so did charges 

of coddling prisoners of war. Harold S. Neely, a Fort Worth 

oil man who owned oil wells in Jones County, wrote a very 

angry letter to Senator W. Lee O'Daniel and the commanding 

officer at Camp Barkeley, complaining that he had observed a 

detachment of forty-three German POWs working in a cotton 

field near Merkel, Texas. He claimed that only two guards 

15Letter, Cong. Tom Pickett, 7th Congressional District, 
Texas to Col. William F. Pearson, Chief, Liaison Officer, War 
Department, 26 April 1945, File: 383.6 - March 1945, Box 
329, Gen. Corres. File, Control Div., Office of the Command. 
Gen., ASF; Memo, Brig. Gen. B. M. Bryan, Acting PMG to Chief 
of Legislative and Liaison Division, War Department. 10 Mav 
1945, File: 383.6 - March 1945, Box 329, Gen. Corres. 
160e,NA°ntr°^ Div., Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 

16 
Letter, Jack Morgan, Dallas, Texas to Hon. Tom 

Connally 5 September 1942, File: 254, Hearne, Texas, Box 
411, Unclass. Dec. File, Proj. Tech. Ser., Mail and Records 
Br., Admin. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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watched the forty-three prisoners, and one did not even have 

ammunition in his weapon. He further alleged that the 

guards paid no attention to their charges, allowed them to 

place rocks in their cotton sacks, and tolerated gross 

insubordination from the prisoners. Neely charged that this 

was merely one example of pampering which he had observed, 

and he urged that the Army be more strict with the prisoners. 

He predicted, however, that the authorities would probably 

just give them "more beefsteak and coddling."*7 

An inspector general was sent from Camp Barkeley to 

investigate Neely's charges. The inspector found, however, 

that Neely had never been to the site which he described, 

rather, he had picked up the information in a downtown 

Fort Worth hotel. These charges, like so many others, were 

18 
summarily dismissed. 

Occasionally, groups of citizens banded together to 

register their protests of treatment of prisoners of war. 

A large group of citizens from Beaumont, for example, 

17Letter, Harold S. Neely, Ft. Worth, Texas to Sen. 
W. Lee 0'Daniel, 5 February 1945, File: 383.6 Feb., Box 43, 
Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office 
of the Command. Gen., ASF; Letter, Harold S. Neely, Ft. 
Worth, Texas to Brig. Gen. Roy Heffelbower, Camp Barkeley, 
Texas, 27 January 1945, File: 383.6 Feb., Box 43, Corres. 
File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 

18 
Telephone Transcript, Transcript of Conversation 

between Col. Conrad, 8th Service Command and Mai. McCurtain. 
15 February 1945, File: 383.6 Feb., Box 43, Corres. File, 
Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the Command. 
Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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petitioned that German POWs be treated in accordance with 

the terms of the Geneva Convention "as interpreted by 

Germany." Senator W. Lee 0'Daniel, the recipient of the 

petition, dutifully passed it to the PMGO, which added it 

19 

to its growing file of protests from Texas. 

On at least one occasion, citizens groups protested the 

actions of fellow civilians whom they believed might be 

contributing to the pampering of POWs. The POW camps often 

purchased supplies for the POW canteen from merchants in the 

nearby towns. Officer prisoners at Camp Mexia, for example, 

had a standing order for $50 worth of flowers for delivery 

to their mess hall each day. A local florist in Mexia 

supplied the flowers for a period of time. Local townspeople 

(who knew of the arrangement), believing that the government 

supplied the flowers to the POWs, organized a protest against 

the local florist. Under pressure from the citizen's group, 

the florist cancelled the order. Similar pressure was 

exerted against Leonard Tidwell, a Mexia druggist, who sold 

ice cream to the POW canteen. Of course, what the citizens 

did not know was that the POWs were paid for their labor and 

had funds to purchase the items. Ironically, military 

policy called for the POW camps to patronize local merchants 

to serve as an economic benefactor to the nearby towns, but 

19 
Letter, Maj. Gen. Archer L. Lerch, PMG to W. Lee 

0'Daniel, 25 April 1945, File: 383.6 March - 1945, Box 329, 
Gen. Corres. File, Control Div., Office of the Command. Gen.. 
ASF, RG 160, NA. ' 
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the citizens of Mexia at least did riot want the "benefit" of 

supplying flowers and ice cream to prisoners of war. To 

20 

them, that was a form of coddling. 

The campaign against coddling of POWs in the United 

States was too widespread and spontaneous to assume that it 

did not have some direction. The PMGO was convinced that 

one of the chief architects of the charges was Walter 

Winchell and a few other representatives of the national 

news media. Another source likewise significant in perpet-

uating the charges was the American Legion. For reasons 

not determined, the Legion attempted to become sort of a 

clearinghouse for information and charges relating to 

pampering POWs. 

Among other activities in which the organization was 

engaged was sending letters to local Legion commanders 

requesting information about cases of alleged pampering. 

W. S. Underwood, the commander of the American Legion post 

in Mexia, was sent such a letter by H. L. Ghaillaux, the 

director of the National Americanism Commission of the 

American Legion, stating that the Legion had complained to 

high government officials about widespread pampering, but 

20, 
Interview, G. E. "Jimmy" Blair to Robert Tissing, 

5 August 1971, in Robert Tissing, "Utilization of WW 
Prisoners of War In Texas: Oral Memoirs," The Texas 
Collection, Baylor University, Waco, Texas (hereafter referred 
to as Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"): Interview, Raymond Dillard 
to Robert Tissing, 4 August 1971, in ibid.; Interview, 
Leonard Tidwell to Robert Tissing, 5 August 1971, in ibid. 
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was not satisfied with their reply or actions. The letter 

stated, "We are, therefore, attempting to build a folder of 

incidents indicating the coddling of German prisoners of war 

in the United States," Underwood was asked to forward any 

newspaper clippings, articles, or other information he had 

about coddling at Mexia. The local commander, however, said 

he knew of no incidents of coddling at Camp Mexia except for 

21 

a florist who sold flowers to the camp. 

Although the National Americanism Commission did not 

get to add anything of significance to its files regarding 

pampering at Camp Mexia, it would have wanted the classified 

inspection report written as a result of an investigation of 

the camp made about the same time the above letter was 

written. This inspection found many deficiencies in the way 

the commanding officer ran the camp. Among other short-

comings and policy violations found were that POWs were 

allowed to take food and beer to their barracks; that they 

were allowed to wear civilian clothes; that they were given 

free haircuts and free movies; and that they were not required 

to salute American officers. The inspector found so many 

21 
Letter, H. L. Chaillaux, Director, National Americanism 

Commission, The American Legion to W. S. Underwood, Commander 
The American Legion, Mexia, Texas, 6 April 1945, File: 255 
GeneralP/W, 1 April 1945, Box 1382, Class. Dec. File, Oper. 
Sr., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; Letter, W. S. Underwood, Commander, 
Newlin Post No. 124, The American Legion to H. L. Chaillaux, 
Director, National Americanism Committee, The American Legion 
20 April 1945, File: 255 General P/W (April 1945), Box 1382, 
Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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gross violations of Army policy and propriety that he felt 

obligated to write a separate, secret memo about the camp. 

He charged that the commanding officer at Camp Kexia coddled 

the POWs: "The main import of our report in [that] the C. 0. 

has been coddling and pampering the NGO's in order to get 

them to work." In a separate report concerning the camp, 

another inspector noted that the POWs were very satisfied 

with their commanding officer, and "it was determined that 

the chief reason for this opinion was a general slackening 

of discipline since [the commanding officer's] arrival. 

Because of the persistent (real and rumored) allegations 

of pampering, the PMGO realized it was losing a public 

relations war and took steps to correct the situation. On 

the one hand, the PMGO, with encouragement from the War 

Department, launched a multifaceted offensive in early 1945 

designed to win support of the press. Correspondingly, in 

February 1945, new guidelines regarding accessibility of 

local reporters to the POW camps were significantly revised. 

22 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POW Camp, Mexia, 

Texas and POW Branch Camps Kaufman and Cleburne, Texas by 
Maj. £. C. Shannahan, PMGO, 1-5 March 1945, File: PMGO 
Inspection Reports, Mexia, Box, 2667, Sub. File, Field Ser. 
Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Letter, Maj. 
£. C. Shannahan to Capt. William Golden, Labor and Liaison 
Branch, PMGO, 6 March 1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, Report of 
Visit to POW Base Camp, Mexia, Texas by Capt. D. L. Schwieger, 
PMGO, 12-15 October 1944, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., 
Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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The new policy encouraged local news organizations to seek 

permission from the local service commanders to visit the 

camps, take photographs, and prepare stories in local news-

papers about the POW camps and camp life. No longer did 

the reporters have to seek clearance from the War Department 

for permission to visit the camps, nor were they required 

to submit their copy for clearance. Certainly, some 

restrictions were still in effect, but generally the press 

was now allowed to inform the public about the POW camps 

23 

and describe the program in general. 

In an attempt to silence criticism and win support 

from important people in the communities served by a POW 

camp, the PMGO ordered that before any new camp was constructed 

advance men be sent to the community to hold meetings with 

local editors, local officials, chiefs of police, and service 

clubs. These spokesmen, selected for "their ability to meet 

and talk with the public," were to discuss candidly POW 

labor policies, treatment, housing, security, and particularly, 
24 

ration restrictions. 

On the national level, the War Department launched an 

active campaign "to persuade certain outstanding writers 

23 
Circular, POW Circular No. 8, 6 February 1945, in 

PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of 
T 1 ^ U T — U iiii , . i ^ ,, y - t s>\ n A r t *** _ _ _ ^ <% A * Tabs, Tab 9; see also PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:287-188. 

24 
Circular, ASF Circular No. 155, 1 May 1945, in PMGO, 

Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 2 of 3 vols, of Tabs, 
Tab 37; see also PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:288. 
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from well-known periodicals to visit the camps in order to 

obtain material and prepare articles which would offset the 

reports and articles prepared by sensationalists." Likewise, 

the Provost Marshal General held a series of press con-

ferences, created a speakers bureau, publicized invitations 

to members of the news media to visit POW camps, released 

regular newspaper articles about prisoners, appointed a 

liaison officer to keep Congress informed on the POW program, 

and even wrote an article for the May 1945 copy of the 

25 

American Mercury. 

The PMGO also wanted to make certain that all camp 

personnel understood that a major effort was under way to 

counteract the charges that they were coddling the prisoners. 

To this end, orders were issued that no treatment which could 

be interpreted as pampering was to be tolerated, and "any 

activity or conduct not specifically required by the Geneva 

Convention which has a tendency to create in the mind of the 

general public the impression that prisoners of war are 

pampered will be avoided." Further, stronger discipline 

and more severe treatment of POWs was ordered. Service 

commanders were reminded in no uncertain terms that the War 

Department desired "that every possible step be taken to 

prevent any relaxation of discipline in prisoner of war 

25 
Memo, Gen. Srenhon Somervell, ASF to Chief of Staff, 

GI, 6 May 1945, Filej 383.6 General P/W (Kay 1945 - August 
1945), Box 1396, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div. 
PMGO, PvG 389, NA; PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:288-289. 
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camps now that the defeat of Germany is all but an acknowl-

edged fact. Rather, there should be a general and uniform, 

but marked, stiffening of disciplinary measures." And as 

a final reminder that the War Department and the PMGO were 

determined to establish a more positive public relations 

stance, decisions were made to employ returning liberated 

American POWs as guards over German POW camps. The Army 

obviously believed that this policy would have a favorable 

effect on the public. As one high official said, "The 

public relations angle of the use of returned battle veterans 

26 

has been, and will continue to be, exploited to the maximum." 

The campaign to win public support of the military's 

conduct in the POW program lasted from February until May 

1945. By the latter date, the war in Europe was winding 

down, and with it a lessening of the charges of pampering. 

No doubt the easing of the conflict in Europe helped shift 

public thinking from German POWs in Texas to bringing sons 

and husbands home; likewise, the relaxation of secrecy, 

together with the PMGO's public relations moves, helped 

defuse what could have become a rather explosive situation. 
9 fi 

Circular, ASF Circular No. 39, 2 February 1945, in 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, vol. II, append., Tab 31; Letter, 
Gen. Brenhon Somervell, ASF to Maj. Gen. Richard Donavon, 
Commanding General, 8th Service Command, 25 April 1945, 
File: 383.6, March 1945, Box 329, Gen. Corres. File, 
Control Div., Office of the Command. Gen., ASF; Letter, Maj. 
Gen. C. H. Danielson to Gen. Brenhon Somervell, Commanding 
General, ASF, 19 May 1945, File: 383.6, March 1945, Box 
329, Gen. Corres. File, Control Div., Office of the Command. 
Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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Although secrecy helped stimulate charges of pampering 

and coddling of prisoners, that same policy kept one facet 

of the POW program from public information which, if known, 

would have resulted in even more serious charges against the 

military authorities. Documentary evidence confirms that 

the guarding of prisoners in Texas was casual to the point of 

bordering on negligence. But because the general public was 

not allowed to observe or learn of camp operations, little 

of this persistent and potentially dangerous situation was 

known outside of military channels. About the only civilians 

who were aware of careless guarding were contractors who 

utilized POW labor, and perhaps because they benefited from 

that labor, they did not bring it to the authorities' 

attention nor make a public issue out of it. 

Farmers who used POWs in agricultural labor certainly 

were aware of the lax practices followed by the guards 

assigned to work details. J. T. Bounds, who used POWs 

extensively on his farm near Tehuacana, did not have a very 

high opinion of the guards or their dedication to duty. He 

remembered that the guards were often extremely careless in 

overseeing their charges, and he observed that they often 

required certain prisoners to be responsible for their 

weapons. Upon arrival at his farm, Bounds reported that the 

guard often gave his gun to a POW who rolled it up in his 

raincoat where it would stay all day. When it was time to 

return the POWs to camp, the raincoat was unrolled and the 
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weapon was returned to the guard. Further, it was not 

uncommon for the guards to leave the vicinity of the POWs 

and be absent for extended periods of time. On one occasion, 

the guards accompanied Bounds while he left his farm to 

attend to some other business twenty miles away. During 

their absence, the POWs were left totally unguarded. 

97 

Surprisingly, not one of the prisoners escaped. 

On other occasions, Bounds went to Camp Mexia and picked 

up a crew of prisoners to work for the day. Sometimes, no 

guards were sent with him to watch the prisoners while they 

were in transit or while they worked; nor were they closely 

checked when they were returned to the camp at the end of 

the day. Bounds sometimes gave the POWs who worked for him 

special gifts of jams, jellies, cigarettes, or candy. The 

prisoners would hide their forbidden treasures under their 

raincoats and walk right past the gate guard. If the guard 

suspected the POWs were smuggling contraband into the camp, 

Bounds claimed they would say nothing and simply look the 

other way.^ 

Other lexas farmers confirmed Bounds' experiences with 

guards. Kenneth Paris, who owned a farm near Coolidge, once 

contracted for about thirty prisoners to work in his onion 

fields. The POWs, however, decided that they did not want 

27 
. Interview, J. T. Bounds to Robert Tissing, 5 August 

1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs." 

2 8 T K - > , 

Ibid. 
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to work and simply sat down under some shade trees. Paris 

reported that the guards did little to try to get the pris-

oners to work, and when they did attempt to persuade them, 

the POWs openly showed disrespect. The guards were unable 

to get the detail to perform any labor the entire day. A 

Mont Calm farmer, G. T. Thomason, used POWs occasionally in 

his cornfields. He reported that the guards who were sent 

spent most of their time in the barn sleeping and did no 

guarding. James Cortemelia, who used prisoner labor to pick 

cotton on his farm near Mexia, also witnessed guards who 

did not take their jobs very seriously. Not only did the 

guard not closely watch the POW detachment, but he even 

disassembled his gun while on duty. Fortunately, he did 

29 

not need to use the weapon that day. 

Even though the public never became fully aware of the 

scope of the dereliction of duty exhibited by the guards, 

military authorities certainly knew of it. Uniformly, 

investigations and inspections of guards at POW camps found 

that the quality of personnel assigned to guard duty was 

below par. In June 1945, the War Department Manpower Board 

surveyed the entire POW program in the United States to look 

into personnel matters relating to the prisoner of war camps. 

The report of that investigation confirmed that at virtually 

29 
Interview, Kenneth Paris to Robert Tissing, 9 August 

1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"; Interview, G. F. Thomason 
to Robert Tissing, 9 August 1971 in ibid.; Interview, James 
Cortemelia to Robert Tissing, 30 May 1972 in ibid. 
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all camps surveyed, the American enlisted men were of very 

30 

poor quality. 

This conclusion confirmed an earlier inspection which 

centered on American personnel stationed at POW camps in 

Texas. This 1944 inspection found that prisoners at the 

base camps were often over-guarded, while POWs on work 

details were often insufficiently watched by the guards who 

usually acted in a highly unmilitary manner and were sloven 

in appearance. At times, the guards' behavior was so 

reckless that they did not even keep their guns from the 

prisoners. At Camp El Campo, for instance, guards lounged 

around while supposedly supervising a work detail and allowed 

two of their charges to steal a truck from the farm where 

they were working so they could go for a joy ride. On 

another occasion, POWs were allowed to use a military truck 

and the guards* guns so they could ride across the fields 

shooting rabbits. The guards likewise regularly allowed 

prisoners to hold their guns while they opened gates or 

crawled onto the trucks. At Camp Huntsvilie, the camp 

commander allowed unguarded officer prisoners out of the 

compound, on the honor system, so they could stroll about 

the countryside. Civilians around Huntsville became slightly 

3CL 
Inspection Report, War Department Manpower Board 

Survey, June 1945, File: 383.6, April 1945, Box 43, Corres. 
File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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alarmed when they saw German officers in full uniform 

walking down Highway 19 without a guard in sight. 

Similar examples of under-guarding were found at other 

Texas camps. At Camp Barkeley, inspectors reported that work 

details were so haphazardly supervised that prisoners seldom 

put in a full day's work. Instead, guard details, apparently 

tiring of their appointed tasks, regularly returned their 

charges to the camp after only five to six hours on the job. 

Guards likewise were found guilty of breaches of security. 

On numerous occasions, POWs bound for a work project outside 

of the compound were loaded onto trucks to be hauled to their 

destinations, while their guards rode in the front of the 

vehicle out of sight of the prisoners. Likewise, prisoners 

were sometimes left at work areas with no guard present. 

One inspector discovered that the guards at Camp Barkeley 

were not familiar with even the most basic POW policies nor 

the Geneva Convention. In fact, the commander of the guard 

company at this camp assumed that prisoners of war were 

similar to criminals and should be treated as such."^ 

31 
Letter, Maj. Gen. W. D. Styer, Chief of Staff, ASF to 

commanding Generals, 1st thru 9th Service Commands, 9 March 
1944, File: 333.1, General P/W, Box 1388, Class. Dec. File 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; due to classification of 
additional documents verifying these incidents, specific 
reference cannot be given, however they may be found in 

RGX3899°NAClaSS* D e°" F l l e > 0 p e r* B r ,» POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 

32 
Inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp 

Barkeley, Texas by Capt. E. C. Shannahan, Field Liaison 
Officer, PMGO, 17 March 1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, 
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The situation at Camp Bliss was no better. At this 

West Texas camp, the MP guard companies were found to be 

untrained, undisciplined, and unmilitary in appearance and 

behavior. As a result, the POWs in the camp were poorly 

supervised, troublesome, and untidy, living in barracks which 

were dirty and unkempt. A medical examination given to the 

MP guard company at Gamp Bliss explained why the quality of 

the guards might not have been acceptable. The medical 

officer found that most of the MPs at the camp were phys-

ically or emotionally unfit for duty. Many were discovered 

as being mentally retarded, and a large percentage suffered 

from varying degrees of psychoneurosis. Indeed, the 

examining physician recommended that most of the guards 

should not be allowed to carry a gun due to the unstable 

33 
nature of their emotional health. 

The physical and emotional health of the guards at Camp 

Bliss was probably typical of guard companies in camps all 

over Texas. In fact, the military's policy was to use only 

Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., 
Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO; Inspection Report, 
Report of Inspection of POW Camp Barkeley, Texas by Capt. 
D. L. Schwieger, Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 1 May 1944, 
File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Barkeley, Texas, Box 2655, 
Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. 
Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

33 
Inspection Report, PMG Report of Visit to POW Base 

Camp, Ft. Bliss, Texas 2 May 1944, File: PMG Inspection 
Reports, Bliss (Fort) Texas, Box 2656, Sub. File, Field 
Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO. 
RG 389, NA. 
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"limited service" personnel in the POW camps. Those who had 

minimal physical disabilities usually were given significant 

administrative duties, while those with mental or emotional 

limitations were placed in guard companies. That helps 

explain why there were over twenty courts-martial of guards 

charged of dereliction of duty held in the 8th Service 

Command during 1943 alone. The evidence does not indicate 

34 

that this serious problem was ever corrected. 

While the military agonized about the quality of the 

guard personnel, it likewise had to fend off attacks from 

special interest groups which complained of the entire pris-

oner of war program in general and POW labor in particular. 

Unions were skeptical of the Army or private contractors 

using POW labor. Their greatest fear was that POWs would 

take jobs from union members. In fact, the PMG believed 

that unions' objections and pressure represented the most 

serious problem the military faced in the POW work program 

and certainly generated a significant flow of correspondence 
35 

with civilians. 

34 
Due to classification, specific citation cannot be 

given, however confirmation documents may be found in Box 
1390, Glass. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. wiv., PMGO, RG 
389, NA; Interview, James Oliver to Author, 10 August 1976. 

35 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:125. For examples of 

labor complaints see especially File: General Correspondence 
File, Box 329, Gen. Corres. File, Control Div., Office of 
the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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Complaints from unions regarding POW labor began to 

haunt the War Department early in the war, and to head off 

a major controversy with that well-organized and politically 

powerful group, the military authorities drew up a lengthy 

memo which they hoped would put the problem at rest. In 

November 1943, as more and more prisoners were brought to 

the United States, elaborate procedures were established for 

each camp commander before POW labor could be used to do work 

normally done by civilians who might belong to a union. 

Basically, before any prisoner could be used for any but 

farm labor, a search for civilian labor had to be conducted, 

and a certification of the unavailability of free labor had 

to be issued by the United States Employment Service. Then, 

and only then, could POW labor be used.^6 

Even in a traditionally non-union state such as Texas, 

organized labor persistently complained that POWs were used 

to replace civilian labor regardless of certificates of 

unavailability or promises from the War Department that they 

were sensitive to the unions' position. What made the labor 

leaders particularly uneasy was the Army's decision to 

utilize POW labor extensively on military bases. In the 8th 

Service Command, the commanding general in late 1943 ordered 

a general reduction in civilian workers at many military 

36 
c-! A S F 9 i v i l i f n Personnel Memo, 20 November 1943, 

H * 1 1 a ( c o n t-)» B o x 46» Corres. File, Dep. Chief 
of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of the Command. Gen., 
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installations in the command. The purpose of this policy 

was not to eliminate civilian occupations, but merely to put 

the prisoners to work at useful jobs. As a result of this 

order, the commanding officer at Camp Bowie cut civilian 

personnel by 33 percent, and POWs were pressed into service 

to take their place. As soon as his supervisors discovered 

the job reduction, the commanding officer was sternly 

reminded that "these practices are considered undesirable" 

because he had not certified that a shortage of civilian 

labor existed in the area before the POWs were employed, 

and the Army feared the action might provoke union 

complaints.^ 

Although no complaints were registered concerning the 

actions taken at Gamp Bowie, a similar incident at Gamp 

Maxey did generate potential controversy. The commanding 

officer at this North Texas camp utilized POWs in construction 

and carpentry work on the base. Although union represen-

tatives were not represented among civilian workers at the 

installation, union leaders learned that prisoners were 

performing jobs normally reserved for civilians, and often 

by union workers. The president of the Building and Trades 

37 
Memo, Col. A. B. Johnson, Acting PMG to Chief of 

Staff, ASF, 10 December 1945, File; 383.6 - September 1945, 
Sox 329, Gen. Corres. File, Control Div., Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF; Letter, James P. Mitchell, Director, 
Industrial Personnel Division, ASF to Commanding General, 8th 
Service Command, 31 December 1943, File: 383.6 - POW -
February 1944, Box 45, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for 
Ser. Commands, Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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Department of the AF of L sent a letter to the War Department 

complaining that POWs were being used at Gamp Maxey in 

construction work, while civilian workers were available. 

The union leader demanded the POWs be withdrawn from their 

jobs and civilians be hired to replace them. Similarly, the 

president of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 

of America objected to the use of prisoners at Camp Maxey 

and informed the appropriate military officials that his 

union had received "numerous complaints" from members and 

nonmembers that prisoners were replacing civilians in 

desirable jobs. The camp commander answered War Department 

queries about the situation by explaining that in fact no 

qualified civilian carpenters were available in the area, 

and no construction worker was replaced at Camp Maxey by 

38 
using prisoner labor. 

Just how the union leader selected the work projects 

it chose to protest could not be determined; however, they 

were often able to find out about jobs being carried out by 

POWs even in rather remote places. The business manager of 

the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, along 

38 
Memo, Deputy Chief of Staff for Service Commands to 

o* A ? Connel, Director, Industrial Personnel Division. ASF. 
26 February 1946, File: 383.6 - POW - February 1944, Box 45. 
Corres. File, Dep. Chief for Ser. Commands, Office of the 
Command. Gen., ASF; Letter, Col. Walter Jessee, Adjutant. 
iq// £ ^ C e t 0 C o n u n a n d i nS General, ASF, 21 February 
1944, File: 383.6 - POW - February 1944, Box 45, Corres. 
File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, Office of 
Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160. NA. 
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with officials from the Houston Building Trades Council and 

the Houston Labor Trades Council, paid a surprise visit to a 

project employing prisoner labor in CIodine, where a detach-

ment of POW workers helped in the construction of a rice 

elevator. The three labor officials claimed that the pris-

oners were not properly guarded due to the fact that the 

guards were sound asleep in the back of a pick-up. They 

further alleged that the prisoners were engaged in jobs for 

which there was an abundance of civilian labor, but most 

importantly, the POWs were used in duties which required 

skilled labor. The commanding officer at Camp Swift made 

an investigation of the allegations, and he took sworn 

affidavits from all guards and the civilian contractors. 

The investigation concluded that the union officials* 

charges were unsubstantiated and without justification. 

Regardless of the veracity of the charges, several other 

union leaders were prompted to write the War Department about 

the allegations made by the three who visited the work site. 

Obviously, at least in this case, the protests were well 

39 
coordinated, if not orchestrated. 

39 
Telegram, Ed J. Brown, International President, Inter-

national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers to Maj. William 
A. Kowery, Corps of Engineers, Executive Officer for Labor 
Relations, Industrial Personnel Branch, U. S. War Department, 
16 August 1944, File: 353.5 General P/W (Contracts) #2, 
Box 1249, Unclass. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
PMGO, RG 389, NA; for additional complaints about the CIodine 
site see also entire File: 383.6 POW - September 1944, Box 
43, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. Commands, 
Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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The military authorities undoubtedly remained very 

sensitive to union complaints and attempted to head off 

potential problems before they arrived. The Fort Bend County 

Farm Bureau, for example, contracted for POW Labor from Camp 

Rosenberg to help in the construction of a building. 

Included in their duties was the wiring of the building for 

electricity. The commanding officer at Camp Rosenberg learned 

that the prisoners were being used for electrical work and 

immediately ordered the contractor to halt such practices as 

it was in violation of the contract. By taking this quick 

action, the American officer probably prevented union members 

from discovering the violation and possibly avoided a 

40 

confrontation with organized labor. 

The Army was well aware how quickly and effectively the 

unions could organize campaigns designed to force a halt to 

POW work projects that allegedly infringed upon their 

prerogatives. Base officials at Fort Sam Houston decided to 

utilize prisoner labor to convert several barracks to 

convalescent hospital wards for American soldiers. Accord-

ing to the base commander at the San Antonio facility, he 

40 
Letter, Maj. Detlow M. Marthinson, Commanding Officer, 

POW Camp, Camp Swift to Commanding Officer, POW Branch Camp, 
Rosenberg, Texas, 18 August 1944 , File: 2 5 3 . 5 General P/W 
(Contracts) # 2 , Box 1249 , Unclass. Dec. File, Oper. Br., 
POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389 , NA. 
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tried to locate adequate civilian labor to do the work but 

was unsuccessful.^ 

The project began on 1 March 1945. Within five days, 

local labor leaders began a major letter writing campaign 

protesting the use of the POWs on this construction job. 

On a single day, 6 March, the president of the San Antonio 

Building and Construction Trades Council and the president of 

the Texas State Building and Construction Trades Council wrote 

letters to Senator Tom Connally, protesting the use of POWs 

in construction projects in the San Antonio area and demand-

ing that the practice be stopped. Not content with informing 

just their senator, they wrote similar letters of protest to 

the Secretary of War and enlisted the aid of the mayor of 

San Antonio, Gus B. Mauermann, to write to Senator W. Lee 

0'Daniel supporting the Unions' position. Significantly, 

rather than resist such pressure, the military authorities 

decided to give in and halted the project until civilian 

42 
laborers could be located. 

41 
Letter, Deputy Chief of Staff for Service Commands to 

Gen. Archer L. Lerch, PMG, 7 March 1945, File: 383.6 March 
1945, Box 43, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. 
Commands, Office of the Commander in Chief, ASF, RG 160; 
Letter, Gen. Archer L. Lerch, PMG to Hon. Tom Connally, U. S. 
Senate, 6 March 1945, File: Ft. Sam Houston, Texas, Box 
1427, Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. 

42 
Letter, Deputy Chief of Staff for Service Commands to 

Gen. Archer L. Lerch, PMG, 7 March 1945, File: 383.6, March 
1945, Box 43, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. 
Commands, Office of the Commander in Chief, ASF, RG 160; 
Letter, Gen. Archer L. Lerch, PMG to Hon. Tom Connally, U. S. 
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Such complaints from unions were typical, and the Army, 

always sensitive to them, investigated most. Organized 

labor, however, was seldom satisfied with the Army's 

explanations and consequently continued pressure for an end 

to POW employment at all construction jobs. In fact, even 

as the war ended, the military and the unions were still 

attempting to arrive at some mutual understanding concerning 

POW labor, and the unions expressed great pleasure that the 

prisoners were being sent back home where they would no 
/ o 

longer be a threat to civilian jobs in Texas. 

While the unions continually complained about the POWs 

and saw them as a threat to civilian job security, another 

economic group viewed the prisoners as contributing signif-

icantly to the economic welfare of the state as well as to 

themselves. Texas farmers were jubilant about the fact that 

the Army determined to put the POWs to work, and that they 

would be the major beneficiaries of such a policy. Unlike 

Senate, 6 March 1945, File: Ft. Sam Houston, Texas, Box 1427, 
Sub. Corres. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389; 
Telegram, Ed B. Powers, President, San Antonio Building and 
Construction Trades Council to Sen. Tom Connally, 28 February 
1945, File: Ft. Sam Houston, Texas, Box 1427, Sub. Corres. 
File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389; Letter, Gus B. 
Mauermann, Mayor, San Antonio, Texas to Sen. W. Lee O'Daniel, 
9 April 1945, File: 383.6, March 1945, Box 329, Gen. Corres. 
File, Control Div., Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160. 
NA. ' 

43 
Letter, Maj. Gen. LeRoy Lutes, Chief of Staff, ASF to 

M. L. Burke, Business Representative, Fall City Carpenters 
Council, Louisville, Kentucky, 24 May 1945, File: 383.6, 
March 1945, Box 329, Gen. Corres. File, Control Div., Office 
of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA. 
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the unions, the farmers saw the prisoners as a good, cheap, 

dependable labor supply at a time they claimed farm workers 

were1 growing scarce. Where else could farmers get day-

laborers to work, under guard, at wages generally below the 

prevailing wage scale of civilian workers? 

In response to the farmers' claims that shortages existed 

for farm laborers, the PMGO launched a broad program designed 

to use prisoners to answer the needs for laborers and to 

employ the POVs at some useful activity. Simply put, the 

Army had an abundance of prisoners on its hands, and farmers 

needed workers. The solution was clear, and the authorities 

took action early in the war. As the prisoners began to 

arrive in the United States in large numbers during the summer 

and fall of 1943, the War Department directed responsible 

officials to take steps to "use the prisoners of war in 

agricultural and other authorized work for which they can be 

used to advantage and particularly to relieve manpower 

shortages." Consequently, individual commanding generals 

of the respective Service Commands were empowered to estab-

lish branch camps at their discretion.^ 

In order to answer the demands for labor and build 

branch camps in scattered locations, the Army adopted a 

"calculated risk policy" which called for a reduction in the 

44 
Telegram, The Adjutant General to Commanding Generals, 

All Service Commands, 24 September 1943, in PMGO, POV 
Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 3 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 81. 



380 

ratio of guards to prisoners. Even though the military 

authorities knew fulL weLl that such a policy was risky, 

they were determined that "prisoners of war will be used to 

the utmost possible extent in any and all areas of the 

continental United States where they are needed to perform 

45 

essential tasks." 

As was indicated previously, many branch camps were 

eventually established in Texas, and most were built in 

order to provide labor for agricultural interests. The 

prisoners of war no doubt provided a major contribution not 

only to local farmers, but to the economic welfare of the 

state. As one agricultural official observed, "Prisoners of 

war made a very definite contribution to the solution of 

the farm labor shortage in Texas." The testimony of 

interested and informed parties from all over the state 

corroborated this view.^ 

In El Paso County, for example, POWs incarcerated at 

the various branch camps there picked over $500,000 worth 

of cotton during the 1943-44 cotton season and saved the 

county a possible loss of $65,000 by harvesting additional 

crops which otherwise would have been lost due to the labor 

45 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:101-102; Prisoner of 

War Circular No. 16, 14 March 1944 in PMGO, POW Operations, 
append., vol. 1 of 3 vols, of Tabs, Tab 8. 

46 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Report. 

1944, Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College, 17205 
Thereafter referred to as Texas Agricultural Extension 
Service. Annual Report, year). 



381 

shortage in the area. The county agent of Jefferson County, 

who estimated that the 300 German prisoners from Camp China 

harvested over 30 percent of that county's 1944 rice crop, 

expressed similar views.^ 

Navarro County farmers communicated satisfaction with 

the labor of the POWs at Camp Corsicana and admitted that 

"their 1945 production would have been impossible without 

their help." Without the aid of prisoners of war from Camp 

Wolters, "thousands of busheLs of peaches would have been 

lost in Parker County alone." District Agent R. S. Miller 

similarly reported that by 1944 farmers in the coastal rice 

belt were in desperate need of labor, and "if it had not 

been for the prisoner of war camps, they would have lost 

most of their rice crop." Another agent agreed that "it is 

safe to say that except for this emergency labor, the rice 

crop of 1943 and 1944 could not have been harvested." 

Indeed, "it was estimated that Jin Colorado CountyJ 80 

percent or above of the 40,000 acres of rice was harvested 

with prisoner of war labor." Similar views were expressed 

by officials from Wharton County, which raised about 44,000 

acres of rice. The county agent, in fact, was convinced 

47 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 

Report by W. S. Foster, County Agent, El Paso County, 
1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Narrative Report by J. F. Combs, County Agent, 
Jefferson County, 1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College. 
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that POWs saved the rice crop there two years in a row. The 

Matagorda county agent observed that farmers "could not have 

been able to harvest these crops without the [prison] camps 

48 

being established here." 

These expressions were probably not exaggerations. War 

Department tabulations indicate that in Texas, POWs provided 

29,549 man-days of agricultural labor in July 1944 alone; 

24,471 in August 1944; and over 61,000 man-days in November 

1944. These randomly selected figures indicate that POW 

labor assistance to Texas farmers was significant, but 

perhaps even more graphic is an indication of what they 

actually accomplished. Using 1944 figures to correlate 

with those above, prisoners of war in that year picked 

8,152 bales of cotton; harvested 12,749 acres of corn, 

15,730 tons of hay, and 174,343 acres of rice; cut 3,872 

cords of wood; shocked 172,351 acres of sorghum; threshed 

7,000 bushels of peanuts; and harvested 9,000,000 pounds of 

potatoes. This partial list shows the magnitude of the 

48 
.^®*as Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Report. 

.1945, 1:404; ibid., 1:406; Texas Agricultural Extension 
Service, Annual Report. 1944, 1:539; ibid., 1:481; ibid., 
1:207; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, Annual Narrative 
Report by J. W. Bradley, County Agent, Colorado County, 
1 December 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas Agricultural and 
Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Narrative Report by V. L. Sandlire, County Agent, 
Wharton County, 1 Becember 1943 - 30 November 1944, Texas 
Agricultural and Mechanical College; Texas Agricultural 
Extension Service, Annual Narrative Report by F. D. Montague, 
County Agent, Matagorda County, 1 December 1943 - 30 November 
1944, Texas Agricultural and Mechanical College. 
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contributions the POWs made to the state's economy and to 

49 

individual farmers. 

Texas farmers were well aware of the value of prisoner 

labor and, unlike union leaders, were generally outspoken 

in their praise of not only the value of their work, but 

also the personal relationships they had with the POWs. 

Floyd D. Yelverton, who used POW labor on his farm near 

Tehuacana, typically expressed complete satisfaction with 

the prisoners' labor, attitudes, and behavior. In fact, his 

relations with the prisoners were so good that one of them 

presented him with an oil painting; in turn, he often gave 

the workers gifts of sweets, jelly, and cigarettes. As 

Yelverton expressed his attitude about the workers, "They 

were just the best bunch of boys you ever saw in your life. 
50 

You enjoyed being around them." 

49 
Report, Man Days of Private Contract Work Performed 

by POWs . . . July 1944, File: 253.5 (Labor Data) 1944, 
Box 1371, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Report, Man Days of Private Contract Work Performed by POWs 
. . . August 1944, File; 253.5 (Labor Data) 1944, Box 
1371, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO; 
Report, Man Days of Private Contract Work Performed by 
POWs . . . November 1944, File: 253.5 (Labor Data) 1944, 
Box 1371, Class. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
PMGO, RG 389, NA; Texas Agricultural Extension Service, 
Annual Report, 1944, 1:209-210. 

^Interview, Lloyd Yelverton to Robert Tissing, 
5 August 1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs." See also Robert 
Tissing, "Stalag Texas, 1942-1945," Military History of 
Texas and the Southwest 13 (Fall 1976); 29 (hereafter 
referred to as Tissing, "Stalag Texas, 1942-1945"). 
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Oliver J. Lee utilized prisoner labor at some property 

he owned outside Mexia. Regarding the twenty or so POWs he 

employed at cutting wood, Lee found that, although they had 

to be trained to complete the tasks he assigned them, the 

POWs were easy to work with, cooperative, and very friendly. 

He also observed that the POWs were not heavily guarded, but 

none ever gave any indication that he might want to escape. 

One prisoner, in fact, asked Lee to sponsor him so that he 

51 

could return to Texas when the war ended. 

Other farmers corroborated the observations of Yelverton 

and Lee. Fred Ferrara and Leo L. Roffino, both from the 

Hearne area, expressed their pleasure with the prisoners' 

demeaner and found them to be good, cooperative workers. 

Jefferson County farmers reported to the local county agent 

that they, too, discovered that the prisoners they worked 

were cooperative and their work excellent. Landowners in 

the vicinity of Gamp Kaufman likewise were well pleased with 

POW labor, and one expressed the opinion that he could not 

have gotten his crops planted or harvested had it not been 
S9 

for the excellent labor provided by the prisoners. 

51 
Interview, Oliver J . Lee to Robert Tissing, 9 August 

1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs." 
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Normally, in order to secure POWs for work on their 

farms, employers requested a certain number of prisoners for 

a particular day or period of time, and the camp officials 

delivered them to the appropriate location. Some Texas 

farmers who worked prisoners regularly selected and picked 

up their own workers. J. T. Bounds, for example, employed 

several POWs on his farm near Mexia and used them so often 

that he had his own regular crew. He knew them personally, 

and they knew him. Whenever he wanted to use POW labor, 

Bounds drove up to Camp Mexia, picked up his regular cres, 

and delivered them to his farm. This farmer was effusive in 

describing his relationship with the prisoners. He found 

them to be friendly, cooperative, helpful, thoughtful, and 

53 

excellent workers. 

Another Mexia farmer, J. W. Elliot, was outspoken 

regarding the favorable relations he experienced with the 

prisoners. In fact, the prisoners liked Elliot so well that 

they often presented him with gifts of breads and cakes which 

they had prepared for him in their mess hall. Elliot found 

the prisoners were good workers, friendly, and hospitable, 

and after proper training, accommodating. Most of the POWs 

learned rapidly, Elliot reported, and were particularly 

interested in learning about his farm machinery. No POW ever 

caused him the slightest trouble while they worked for him, 
53, 
Interview, J. T. Bounds to Robert Tissing, 5 August 

1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs." 



386 

and several wrote letters to Elliot after they had returned 

54 

to Europe. 

With experiences such as these, it is no wonder that 

farmers clamored for more POWs to be brought to the United 

States and in 1944-45 implored the Department of War and 

Agriculture as well as their congressmen for additional pris-

oners for agricultural labor. Perhaps one reason Texas 

farmers were so pleased with the POW labor program was because 

not only did prisoners represent a source of dependable, 

readily available labor, but, as the documents indicate at 

least, POW labor was often cheaper then civilian labor, thus 
55 

theoretically affording the farmer a larger profit margin. 

In order to expedite the employment of Prisoners of war 

by farmers, the 76th Congress passed Public Law 45. This 

legislation empowered the Agricultural Extension Service to 

negotiate directly with the War Department for the use of 

POW labor in agricultural work. As the law was applied at 

the local level, the county agents, after conferring with 

local farmers, determined the extent of farm labor shortages 

in his county. The county agent then sent his recommendations 

and requests on to the state director of the War Manpower 
54 
Interview, J. W. Elliot to Robert Tissing, 5 August 

1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs." 
"^For examples of farmers request and demands for more 

POW laborers see especially entire File: 383.6, POW, May 
1944, Box 44, Corres. File, Dep. Chief of Staff for Ser. 
Commands, Office of the Command. Gen., ASF, RG 160, NA; see 
also PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 11:9. 
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Commission (WMC) who approved or denied the agent's petition. 

If attempts to locate free labor were futile, a shortage of 

labor was certified to exist in that county. Then the county 

agent was empowered to request the use of POW labor from the 

camp commander of the local POW camp. 

Evidence indicates, however, that Texas farmers often 

overestimated the degree of the alleged shortage of labor 

and their needs for workers. An inspection of the labor 

situation near Camp Mexia discovered that although nearby 

farmers had requested large numbers of prisoners to work at 

such jobs as picking pecans, cotton and com, plucking 

turkeys, clearing underbrush, and cutting wood, there 

actually existed an abundance of free labor in the area. 

Consequently, their requests were turned down, and the 

certification was revoked. Farmers likewise sometimes over-

estimated their needs for POW labor to perform particular 

jobs. The result was that too many prisoners would be 

delivered to the farmer, and they would finish the job long 

before the day was over. In fact, in some cases, prisoners 

worked for about four hours instead of the required eight. 

This problem was so rampant that the Army eventually adopted 

a policy whereby farmers had to pay at least $1.60 per day 

regardless of how long the POWs worked.57 

PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:104-105, 109. 

57fteport, Field Service Report of Visit to POW Camp, 
Mexia, Texas by Prisoner of War Division, PMGO, 15 November 
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But overestimating the number of POWs needed to answer 

the labor shortages was only one of the problems. At times, 

responsible officials were less than diligent in making 

certain that labor shortages were officially certified before 

contracts for POW labor were effected. Sidney Maxwell, who 

contracted for POW labor for about 300 man-days for shocking 

grain on his farm near Hereford, had his contract cancelled 

in the middle of its term. Investigators found that no 

certificate of need was ever issued by the WMC, and apparently 

no attempt was ever made to locate civilian labor. Another 

farmer, L. P. Black, contracted to hire POW labor from Camp 

Hereford to work in his onion fields. The PMGO, who was 

ultimately responsible for the application of the labor 

program, discovered that no certification was made in Black's 

case and sternly warned the commanding officer at Camp 

Hereford to secure one immediately from the WMC or cancel 

the contract. These two incidents are only examples of many 

cases in which either the county agents, the local camp 

commanders, or WMC officials seemed more than eager to utilize 

POW labor without assurances that civilian workers were not 

available.^ 

1943, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. 
File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Directive, Director, Security and Intelligence 
Division, ASF to Camp Commanders, POW Camps, 12 March 1945. 
File: 253.5 General P/W (Contracts) #1, Box 1249, Unclass. 
Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

58 
Letter, Col. Clifford Urwiller, Assistnat Director, 
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Naturally, POW labor was not free. When the individual 

farmers contracted to hire prisoners of war, included in the 

contract was a required wage scale. The farmers, of course, 

did not pay the prisoners directly; rather, camp personnel 

sent the farmer a bill which was payable to the United States 

Treasury. The money was credited to the individual prisoners 

involved. The prisoners then could either draw out a portion 

of their earnings in the form of canteen coupons or let it 

accumulate until repatriation. Interestingly, local interests 

who stood to benefit directly by keeping the pay low estab-

lished the labor contract's wage rate. 

Public Law 45 authorized the creation of a County Farm 

Wage Board in each county in the United States. Its purpose 

was to conduct hearings to determine the prevailing wage 

rates paid civilian agricultural workers within each county. 

Once the typical wage rates were determined, that rate was 

included in individual contracts when POWs were hired. The 

county agent selected the members of the County Farm Wage 

Boards, and they were usually composed of area farmers. 

Consequently, the farmers often testified to a lower county 

POW Division, PMGO to Commanding Officer, POW Camp, Hereford, 
Texas, 5 April 1945, File: 253.5 General p/w (Contracts) 
#1, Box 1249, Unclass. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
PMGO; Letter, Col. Clifford Urwiller, Assistant Director, 
POW Division, PMGO to Commanding Officer, POW Camp, Hereford, 
Texas, 28 March 1944, File: 253.5 General P/W (Contracts) 
#1, Box 1249, Unclass. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., 
PMGO; for additional examples see entire File: 253.5 
General P/W (Contracts) #1, Box 1249, Unclass. Dec. File, 
Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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wage rate than was actually paid; thus, wages for POW labor 

were generally lower than those paid civilian workers. 

Likewise, rather than merely testifying so that an accurate 

picture of the prevailing wage rate could be determined, the 

boards actually resulted in fixing wages county-wide. "Thus, 

there were many instances in which farmers employing free 

labor and prisoner of war labor were found to be paying a 

higher rate for civilian labor than for prisoners of war." 

This disparity in wages was so common that the PMGO often 

requested new hearings by the wage boards and warned camp 

commanders to be aware of the problem and to challenge the 

SZQ 

rate if they believed that POW wage rates were set too low. 

Undoubtedly, many farmers in Texas did pay a lower rate 

to POWs than was paid to civilian laborers. One farmer who 

used POWs on his Mont Galm farm estimated that, in fact, 

the cost of POW labor was only about one-half that of free 

workers. Whether or not other farmers enjoyed a savings in 

labor costs that great could not be determined; however, the 

evidence does indicate that prisoners were significantly 

underpaid as compared to civilian workers. For example, 

civilian contractors who hired prisoners from Camps El Campo, 

Alvin, Rosenberg, Angleton, Bay City, and Eagle Lake paid 

59 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, 1:105-106; Circular, 

Department of Agricultural Circular No. 8, 1943, in PMGO 
Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 3 of 3 vols, of Tabs 

Tab 112; Circular, ASF Circular No. 98, 20 March 1945 in 
PMGO, POW Operations. OCMH, append., vol. 2 of 3 vols, of 
Tabs, Tab 33. 
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them only twenty-five to thirty-five cents per hour for 

general farm work, while civilian and migrant workers in the 

counties doing the same type of work averaged $5.00 to $10.00 

fiO 

per day or about twice the amount paid to the POWs. 

Naturally, farmers in the area preferred POW laborers 

because of the savings in labor costs even though there was 

sharp disagreement as to whether a labor shortage existed in 

the area. Officials from the United States Employment 

Service in the region argued that there was an adequate pool 

of civilian farm labor available to the farmers, and they 

believed that the prisoners of war were unneeded and should 

therefore be withdrawn from the area. The Texas County 

Extension Service disagreed, testifying that the entire 

coastal rice belt suffered from an acute labor shortage and 

that the POWs were necessary to maintain the agricultural 

economy of the region. Significantly, POWs continued to be 

utilized in this region throughout the war, and apparently 

the farmers continued to enjoy cheap labor. 

Interview, G. F. Thomason to Robert Tissing, 9 August 
1971 in Tissing, "Oral Memoirs"; Inspection Report, Report 
of Inspection of POW Camp, Camp Swift, Texas and POW Branch 
Camps, Camps Rosenberg, Alvin, Angleton, Bay City, El Cair.po, 
Garwood and Eagle Lake by Capt. Charles E. Tremper, PMGO, 
8-12 October 1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Swift, 
Box 2673, Sub. File, Field Ser. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 

6inspection Report, Report of Inspection of POW Camp, 
Camp Swift, Texas and POW Branch Camps, Camps Rosenberg, 
Alvin, Angleton, Bay City, El Campo, Garwood and Eagle Lake 
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The problem of pay was not confined to just one area of 

the state. About 200 prisoners from Gamp Corsicana were 

hired out to John K. Bryant, who used them picking cotton, 

cutting wood, and general farm work. Bryant paid the pris-

oners $1.50 per hundred pounds for picking cotton; however, 

an inspector reported that the normal rate for such work in 

Navarro County was $2.50. Similarly, the $2.00 paid for 

each cord of wood cut and the twenty-five cents per hour 

paid for general farm work were reported to be below the 

typical wage scale. A Kaufman farmer likewise underpaid 

his POW workers. He paid them for only a four-hour day 

when in fact they worked eight hours each day.^ 

Not only was underpayment a problem, but so was the 

disparity reflected in the wage rate paid by different 

farmers using POWs in the same county for the same type of 

job. This problem was caused because the county agents were 

not consistent in stating the typical wage rates in their 

by Gapt. Charles E. Tremper, PMGO, 8-12 October 1945, 
File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Swift, Box 2673, Sub. File, 
Field Ser. Repts., Rept. 3r., Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, 
RG 389, NA. ' 

62 
Letter, Gapt. Lyle T. Dawson, Labor and Liaison Branch, 

PMGO to Commanding Officer, Camp Fannin, Texas 7 October 
1945, File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Fannin, Box 2667, Sub. 
tile, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy POW Info. Bur., 
PMGO; Inspection Report, Report on Visit to POW Camp, Mexia, 
Texas, and POW Branch Camps, Jaufman and Cleburne by Maj. 
E. C. Shannahan, Field Liaison Officer, PMGO, 1-5 March 1945, 
File: PMGO Inspection Reports, Mexia, Box 2667, Sub. File, 
F^ e389 S e r* R e p t S * ' R eP t« Br-» Enemy POW Info. Bur., PMGO, 
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individual counties. A. E. Frazier, the county agent for 

Kaufman County, for instance, negotiated several contracts 

stating a variety of wage rates for the same tasks. During 

one month, nine contracts were signed for POWs to be used 

for chopping cotton. In two of those contracts, the wage 

rate was set at $1.00 per acre; one was for $1.15; four were 

for $1.25; one for $1.30; and one was for $1.50 per acre. 

Sixteen contracts were put into effect to utilize prisoners 

to hoe cotton. Eleven paid the POWs $1.00 per acre; three 

paid $1.15; and two paid $1.25. POWs also found discrim-

inatory wages paid for pulling corn. Six contracts called 

for wages for four cents for each bushel pulled, two for 

five cents.^ 

Some prisoner of war labor contracts established a 

certain criterion or task to be fulfilled instead of a 

minimum wage per hour or acre. Cotton farmers, for example, 

often set a task limit instead of guaranteeing a minimum wage, 

believing they could be assured of better quality work. Some-

times tasks were set at different amounts for the same job. 

POWs near Camp Ysleta who worked in the cotton fields were 

nearly always assigned a certain minimum amount of cotton to 

pick per day, but some were set at ninety pounds, others at 

63 
Letter, Col. Clifford Urwiller, Assistant Director, 

POW Division, PMGO to Commanding Officer, POW Camp, Mexia, 
Texas, 28 June 1944, File: 253.5 General P/W (Contracts) 
#1, Box 1249, Unclass. Dec. File, Oper. Br., POW Oper. Div.„ 
PMGO, RG 389, NA. 
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175 pounds. Thus, even though the prisoners were doing the 

64 

same kind of work, requirements differed. 

Because of the variations in wages and tasks set by 

individual farmers and the County Farm Wage Boards, no 

computations are possible to determine accurately how much 

prisoner labor saved the farmers in labor costs; however, 

the documents do contain sufficient evidence to justify the 

conclusion that prisoner labor was cheaper than free labor. 

It is no wonder, then, that Texas farmers remained strong 

supporters of the POW labor program and in fact continually 

advocated its expansion. The prisoners of war enhanced 

farmers' economic well-being and helped solve their labor 

problems. Consequently, unlike labor unions, who saw them 

as a threat to civilian job security, Texas farmers viewed 

the prisoner of war program in Texas as an unqualified 

success. As far as they were concerned, American author-

ities made a wise decision by incarcerating Axis POWs in 

Texas. 

64_ 
Inspection Report, Report of Visit to POV Camp, 

Ysleta, Texas by P. Schnyder, ICRC, 20 November 1944 
(translation), File: Other Inspection Reports, Bliss, Texas, 
Box 2656, Sub. File, Field Inspect. Repts., Rept. Br., Enemy 
POW Info. Bur., PMGO, RG 389, NA. 



CONCLUSION 

Cows now graze in a field north of Tyler that German 

prisoners of war once called home. Today, the only remains 

of Camp Fannin are remnants of the foundations of some of 

the buildings and graveled trails which were once camp roads. 

The Hearne municipal airport now sits where Nazi non-

commissioned officers were incarcerated. Camp Hearne's only 

remaining building still located on its original site now 

belongs to the local chapter of the American Legion, which 

uses it as its headquarters building. Sam Houston State 

Teachers College acquired Camp Huntsvilie after it was 

declared surplus property by the United States government. 

The College originally used the property for student housing; 

later it was utilized by the school's agricultural department. 

About the only significant remains of what was a 5,800-man 

prison camp apparent today are the original stone gates 

located at the entrance to the property. 

Camps Kenedy and Bowie, located near the cities of 

Kenedy and Brownwood respectively, have been surrounded by 

the growth of the communities. The Kenedy site is now hidden 

by a housing development, and a junior high school sits on 

the land which once was Camp Bowie. The site of Camps 

Russell, Swift, and Mexia are now being utilized by various 

governmental agencies. An office housing the sectional 

395 
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headquarters of the Border Patrol now occupies the space 

which held POWs at Camp Russell; a cancer research facility 

of the University of Texas occupies part of the location of 

Gamp Swift; and the Texas State School is located at the site 

of Gamp Mexia. The cultural landscape of these and other 

locations in Texas which once served as POW camps has changed 

significantly since World War II. But the barbed wire, the 

barracks, the guard towers, and the canteens probably still 

echo occasionally in the memories of the thousands of Germans, 

Italians, or Japanese who were required to sample the results 

of the POW program as it was applied in the camps in Texas. 

In moments of calm reflection and studied appraisal, 

most of those former prisoners of war would have to admit 

that the United States Army acquitted itself quite well in 

establishing and applying policies to carry out the POW 

program. The primary mission of the Army officials was to 

secure, feed, clothe, and care for the prisoners of war 

placed in their charge. With very few exceptions, this 

mission achieved its goals. 

Except for a brief period, the prisoners of war in Texas 

were adequately fed. While public pressure and the obvious 

desire to reduce food wastage caused a temporary cut-back in 

rations, for most of the time their food was nutritious and 

adequate, if not extravagant. This situation becomes even 

more significant when one remembers that civilians during 

that same time faced ration coupons and food shortages. 
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There is little evidence that the military authorities ever 

willfully forced POWs in Texas to subsist on anything but a 

reasonably healthy diet. 

Similarly, clothing issues, medical attention, canteen 

privileges, pastime activities and practices designed simply 

to boost the morale of the POWs were all readily available 

to the prisoners in Texas. And even though escapes were a 

rather common occurrence, they were never a serious problem, 

no civilian was seriously harmed, and not one example of 

sabotage was evidenced. The primary mission of the personnel 

of the PMGO, consequently, was ably met, and international 

agreements such as the Geneva Convention were followed. 

Of course, the military authorities were not necessarily 

successful in carrying out their entire program. The PMGO, 

for example, was never able to solve the problem of speedy 

mail delivery to the POWs, and its attempted solution, the 

establishment of the Hearne Postal Unit, demonstrated very 

poor judgement. This decision, indeed, probably helped 

strengthen the hold that Nazi prisoners had in many of the 

camps and certainly made it easier for the Nazi element to 

establish a nationwide intelligent network among POWs all 

over the United States. 

The creation of the Postal Unit did not give birth to 

the Nazi problem in the camps, nor did its dissolution destroy 

their activities or halt the violence and intimidation 

exhibited in many Texas Camps. Although the authorities were 
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aware of the Nazis' activities, they were never able to 

eradicate this group's zeaL or tactics. Consequently, the 

POWs often lived in fear more of their fellow prisoners than 

they did their captors, and the prison camp authorities 

seemed to have a singular lack of ability or enthusiasm to 

end Nazi terror within the camps. To the Army's credit, 

however, this problem was confined within the wires of the 

camps, and never became knowledge to or a problem for the 

civilian population. 

The most ambitious program the military developed to 

weaken the Nazis and to lead the POW population toward a 

more positive attitude about their captors was the propaganda 

program conducted by the Special Projects Division of the 

PMGO. Although the program as envisioned seemed to have 

worthy short and long-range goals, its actual application 

left much to be desired; but more important, the Army ran a 

considerable risk in establishing a propaganda program for 

the POWs. Had Germany discovered the existence of a formal, 

officially sanctioned propaganda program designed to influence 

its nationals incarcerated in the United States, it would have 

had ample justification or at least an excuse to propagandize 

American POWs. 

More importantly, American officials had to uphold the 

strictures of the Geneva Convention, for this was the only 

real legal document which the American and German governments 

had signed to respect certain rights guaranteeing decent 
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treatment of prisoners of wars. The re-education program, 

if not an outright violation of that Convention, could have 

been interpreted as such by Germany. Such an interpretation 

could have led Germany to contend that it was therefore not 

obligated to honor the agreement. When one considers the 

varying reception and application of this effort at the camp 

level, the inescapable question of whether the risk was 

worth the benefits arises. A tentative answer is no, but 

the final judgment can be rendered only after a more complete 

study is done on the entire program. 

The re-education program utilized by the Army was kept 

secret from the civilian population for obvious reasons, and 

no doubt other aspects of the POW experience were justifiably 

kept from the public; however, the Army seemed to be either 

fascinated with security questions or convinced that the 

public could not accept the POW program emotionally or 

intellectually. Obviously, the Axis prisoners represented 

the hated enemy to most Texans, and many had lost relatives 

or acquaintences because of the war, but little evidence 

exists which indicates that the local civilian population 

could not have accepted the POWs in their state as simply 

another fact of war. In fact, opposition to the POW program 

as manifested by the charges of pampering or coddling was 

nearly always the result of misinformation or innocent or 

malicious rumor. Even the Provost Marshal General finally 

admitted that too much secrecy and too little information 
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for the public was a mistake and took steps late in the war 

to correct the situation by launching a public relations 

campaign, perhaps the Army asked itself the obvious 

question: who or what was the blanket of secrecy to protect? 

Was it designed to protect civilians, American soldiers, camp 

personnel, or the Axis POWs? Had the Army articulated, 

within reason, its policies, programs, and problems, civil-

ians would have understood why the prisoners were fed so well, 

why they had so much pastime equipment available, and why 

they had libraries, gardens, orchestras, and theaters. 

The Army indeed missed a golden opportunity to dem-

onstrate to foreigners and to Americans the stark contrasts 

which existed between the philosophies of the government of 

their country and that of their enemies. By publicizing the 

fair treatment accorded the POWs in America, a major 

propaganda victory could have been assured for the American 

forces. More significantly, to win the propaganda victory, 

all the Army would have had to do was tell the truth and 

inform the Americans and the enemy of its policies regarding 

POWs. 

As the war came to an end, the POWs were repatriated, 

and the many Texas communities which had hosted a POW camp 

resumed their peace-time existences, most people probably 

felt relieved. They perhaps failed to understand, or for 

that matter, to care, that they had lived through an experience 

unique in their state's history. But thousands of Texans and 
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hundreds of communities had experienced aspects of a POW 

program first-hand. For some civilians the POWs seemed a 

threat; for others, the prisoners were a source of economic 

benefit; and for a few, the enemy troops meant new friend-

ships. Today, often only a weedy field, a crumbling 

foundation, or an old barracks building marks the location 

of where Axis soldiers marched, worked, or lounged on Texas 

soil. Some Texans who lived through the period have 

probably forgotten about the experience, and an entire 

generation who knows little about it has been born since 

that time. Perhaps this paper will help explain the 

experience to both. 
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