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Evaluation and Comments for the Editor:
A.  General Evaluation and Recommendation for Revision
__ I recommend publishing the manuscript without substantive changes.

__ I recommend publication subject to revisions as suggested in the comments below.

_X_ I believe the manuscript is potentially publishable, but needs extensive revisions as suggested in the comments below. The author should be urged to revise the paper and resubmit it, without any commitment to publication.

__ I recommend the manuscript be rejected for reasons specified below.
B

B.  Should the author(s) submit this paper to another journal? 
C.  Confidential comments for the Editor (optional):


I am torn between publish with revision and revise and resubmit.  If the author can answer the questions and critiques posed below without conducting additional research, it should be publishable.  However, if more archival work is necessary, it may be something the author needs to relook.   I think the topic is interesting but I am not completely sold as you will see below.  The statistics are just overwhelming stylistically and confusing and the contextualization of the case study is absent.  I think there is a fundamental problem that the author needs to address about implying belief via membership in organizations.  Moreover, I simply don’t see the “so what” in the article as it is written.  I do not wish to sound harsh as I think there is something here, I just don’t see it from what is presented.
D.  Please provide, without signing, your comments and criticisms for use by the journal and the author(s), as well as any suggestions for revision. The report should be as comprehensive as possible and ideally include the following:  
· a concise summary of the content, scope, and purpose of the submission
· a discussion of the main thesis, theses, or arguments. This should be placed within a broader context, i.e., how do they relate to previous scholarship? What issues/themes are especially worthy of scholarly attention?
· strengths and weaknesses, focusing on the strength and originality of the argument(s), use of primary and sources, method, organization, and presentation (style, etc.)

N.B. An unedited copy will be transmitted to the author(s), so please express criticism in courteous, temperate, respectful, and constructive terms. 

The author has presented a well-researched prosopography of Volkssturm leadership from the Bayreuth Gau during the later stages of the Third Reich and World War II.  He/she is chiefly concerned with the level of political commitment to the regime amongst the older leadership (officers) of this organization as evidenced by their participation in Nazi organizations.  In doing so, the author engages with a larger debate on the relative ideological and political indoctrination of the German Army and the assumption that older officers tended to be conservative but less inclined to be active Nazis while younger officers who had grown up in the Third Reich tended to be more ideologically indoctrinated.  The author suggests that “Rather than a clear gulf or barrier between the Party and the officer corps, the Volkssturm command cadre reveals a significant overlap and permeability between these institutions even among those very men who could have been expected to embody the supposedly apolitical and honorable ethos of the traditional German officer corps.” (p. 3).  Presumably, the author seeks to connect political belief with behavior.

In the manuscript, the author attempts to prove this thesis by looking at three levels of Volkssturm command in the Bayreuth Gau: Gau staffs, Kreis staffs, and individual military units under them.  An extensive array of statistics on awards, prior military service, and membership in Nazi party organizations is then painstakingly laid out.  The manuscript is well-researched based on the available sources.

As a reader, I found myself looking for the significance of the findings.  What is at stake in this discussion of how loyal to the party members of the Volkssturm were?  I am missing the intervention the article is making.  Are there those who argue the opposite?  What is the significance of the “overlap and permeability between these institutions?”  Only at the end does the author suggest a potential subject of importance by introducing the “ideological crimes” committed by these men (p. 21). NOTE: this seems to me to be the most important potential intervention in the scholarship regarding Endkampf behavior and crimes of the Volkssturm. He/she writes that “it is beyond the scope of this article to identify the causes of this phenomenon,” but I would argue that this should be precisely the goal of the article as it answers the “so what” question. There are some other minor issues such as the suggestion of a “simplistic dichotomy of army officers as high-minded, apolitical patriots and Nazi officials as brutal cowards” existing in the scholarship which I am not convinced of; this is a public perception but I don’t see it as a scholarly one.  Secondly, at the end the author seems to be drawing larger conclusions about the German officer corps based on findings on the Volkssturm which I am not sure is possible.


From a source perspective, there are two issues that need addressing. The first is the selection of the Bayreuth Gau as the basis of the article.  Why was this Gau chosen?  In what ways is it representative enough of the Volkststurm to arrive at the conclusions the author does?  Is it possible that the Gau would have contained more ideologically motivated individuals?  The second and related issue is to what extent records and dates of membership in Nazi organizations can serve as the basis for determining an individual officer’s actual ideological position?  We know that many joined these organizations for many different reasons.  The author is most convincing when connecting individuals that he/she claims are ideologically motivated with crimes or behaviors that support this contention. Barring these kinds of evidence, the question seems to be an open one.


Lastly, from a stylistic perspective, the manuscript is simply too full of numbers and percentages.  It is very difficult read and harder to maintain a grasp on the larger argument being made.  This element of the manuscript needs a thorough reworking.  Perhaps condensing some of these statistics into graphs or charts and then using prose to analyze them would be a better approach.  The author introduces a dizzying array of categories (military experience, membership in party organizations, age, awards, etc) but the larger points are lost in the mass of statistics.  This is not just a stylistic problem but it interferes with comprehension.  

There is some good research here in case study format but we lack the background on Gau Bayreuth to contextualize the findings.  Moreover and more importantly, it is unclear throughout what is at stake. The reader is uncertain why the question of ideology amongst the Volkssturm is important.  As suggested earlier, the best part of this manuscript is the connection to observable behavior.  If the author has more examples of criminal behavior by officers in the sample, that might lead to a better thesis and argument.  This would be a finding that would be most interesting indeed, especially when it pertains to the behavior of these officers in the Endkampf.
