Introduction

ON 2 MAY 1944, René Hu}'ghe, director ofpaintings at the Louvre,
wrote a friendly note to Jean-Francois Lefranc, a French art dealer who
facilitated sales for Nazi collectors. Huyghe was a highly esteemed curator,
art historian, and Resistance member who after the war would be elected
to the Académie francaise and awarded the Legion of Honor. Lefranc was
later sentenced to five years in prison for his wartime deals with works
looted from Jewish collections.

What could these two men possibly have in common? A passion
for world-class art. Writing from the chateau of Montal in southwestern
France, where Huyghe monitored evacuated works of art from the Louvre
and other museums, the curator regretted that he was not able to see Le-
franc duriﬂg a recent trip to Paris: “T would have liked to shake your hand
and tell you how much I appreciate all of your dedication in promoting
the Louvre’s interests in the Schloss affair.” Huyghe was referring to the
temporary appropriation of forty-nine paintings from a looted Jewish art
collection, which contained highl}' coveted paintings by Dutch and Flem-
ish old masters. A.lthough the forrymine pieces evenmally were returned to
the Schloss family after the war, Huyghe had spent several months pursu-
ing what he believed would be a permanent acquisition, raving to Lefranc
that the masterpieces from the looted collection “greatly enhance the value
of our Dutch gallery.™

Adc-[phe Schloss, ajewish financier, had amassed the prestigious col-
lection in the late nineteenth century. Born in Austria in 1842, he immi-
grated to France where he became a naturalized citizen in 1871. He builta
sizable fortune as a commodities broker, and as his wealth grew, so did his
art collection. Schloss became an autodidact in Dutch and Flemish art his-
tory and carefuﬂy selected paintings by Rembrandt, Rubens, Van der Neer,
and Frans Hals, and an array of less famous artists, disp[aying the treasured
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pieces in his elegant Paris townhouse on the avenue Henri-Martin. He died
in 1911, and after the death of his widow in 1938, the collection passed to
five adult heirs, three sons and two daughters.

By the eve of the Second World War, art experts around the world
were familiar with the Schloss paintings, considered the finest collection
of Dutch and Flemish masters in France. As tensions mounted between
France and MNazi Germany in 1939, the eldest Schloss heir, Lucien, re-
alized thar a rniiitary invasion Inighr put the collection in danger. He
transferred the collection from the French capital to the remote chateau
of Chambon, owned by a trusted friend near the city of Tulle, in the
Limousin region of central France. During the Occupation, French and
German art dealers, including Lefranc, were determined to find the hid-
den collection. In the summer of 1943, French agents working for the
Germans located the collection in the Limousin region, iargeiy thanks
to Lefranc’s detective work. The Vichy government negotiated with
German authorities to transfer the collection back to Paris, in French
moving trucks and under German supervision. There, in the ﬁryanized
Dreyfils Bank, French and German curators and art experts divided up
the collection: Huyghe and his colleagues secured the 49 paintings for
the Louvre, German curators wc-ri{.ing for Hitler took 262 works, and
Lefranc earned 22 pieces for Faciiirating the liquidation. French officials
later argued that they had defended the French patrimony by saving
Forry-nine precious paintings from the Nazis and preventing damage
or destruction in Germany. Implicit in this claim is the notion that the
ofhcials pianned all aiong to return the paintings to the Schloss Famiiy,
an idea that lives on even in recently published histories.” Yet wartime
correspondence among French officials leaves no doubt that Huyghe
and his coiieagues believed rhey were acquiring the paintings for the
Louvre—permanently.

Huyghe's superior during the war was Jacques Jaujard, director of
French national museums. A d}rnamic civil servant who oversaw a massive
evacuation of French art museums in 1939 and tirelessly worked to protect
the collections from damage and theft, he remains a symbol of resistance
in the arts administration. After the war, Jaujard was awarded a Resistance
Medal and the Legion of Honor, and in 1955 was elected to the Academy
of Fine Arts. Today the entrance to the Ecole du Louvre bears his name,
paying homage to his role as a protector of French national treasures dur-
ing the Occupation.
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However, in securing paintings for the Louvre from the Schloss col-
lection, Jaujard also facilitated negotiations between Huyghe and Louis
Darquier de Pellepoix, commissioner of Jewish affairs from April 1942 to
February 1944." Historian Henry Rousso has described Darquier as “the
very embodiment of the most violent, irrational, and sinister aspects of
Vichy's anti-Jewish policy,” including state management of seized Jewish
assets. Darquier later fled to Spain, received a death sentence in absentia
from the postwar French government, and proclaimed in a 1978 interview
with L Express that only lice were killed at Auschwitz.*

Despite their drastically different legacies, in the summer of 1943
these four men—future Resistance figures Huyghe and Jaujard, and future
condemned collaborators Lefranc and Darquier—had a common inter-
est in liquidating the Schloss art collection. To be clear, that all four were
involved in dividing up the paintings, with forty-nine of the finest works
desigﬂated for the Louvre, does not invalidate the resistance activities of
Huyghe and Jaujard. Huyghe served the Resistance from the art reposi-
tory at Montal, where eleven of his guards were men from Alsace-Lorraine
whom the Nazis had condemned to death in absentia. Jaujard similarly
sought to protect Jews and communists in the arts administration and
employeci young men as guards who otherwise would have been forced to
work in Germany. He also gave Resistance members access to his apart-
ment at the Louvre and repeatedly opposed demands from the Nazis and
Vichy ofhicials that might threaten the French cultural patrimony. How-
ever, both men also sought to acquire paintings for the Louvre that had
been seized from the Schloss heirs and several other Jewish families.

French handling of the Schloss art collection during the Occupation
thus raises some important questions: How did ]au_jard, Huyghe, and their
colleagues develop plans to integrate pieces from a looted Jewish collection
into the Louvre? Why is this complicated affair still absent from the domi-
nant narrative of French resistance to Nazi looting? How does evidence of
opportunism aimed to enrich museums, particuiariy at the expense DF_]ews,
disrupt established notions of collaboration and resistance? Put simpiy,
how should we evaluate the actions of resisters who collaborate with col-
laborators? Without denying the courageous acts that earned Jaujard and
Huyghe their prestigious honors, I aim to provicie a more mmpiete picture
of museum officials’ actions during the Occupatic-n, add.ressing acquisition
issues that do not appear in memoirs and histories written by the actors
themselves or their present—day successors in the cultural administration.
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Alrhc-ugh the Schloss pieces evenruaiiy were returned to the famiiy,
the affair illustrates the arbitrariness of cultural property rights during the
war for those affected by Vichy's exclusionary laws. It also heips us under-
stand poiicy in the eariy postwar years, when the museum administration,
run by many of the same men, established a guardianship over unclaimed
objects from looted Jewish collections. This policy reflected norms or stan-
dards of conduct at the time but became controversial by the late 1990s
when journalisrs srridentiy prc-claimed, albeit simplisticaiiy, that French
Museums were holding looted art.’

The Schloss affair, the French government's effort to acquire art from
sequestered Jewish art collections, and the postwar guardianship are ex-
amples of patrimania, defined here as a condition in which cultural and
poiiticai Egures succumb to opportunism in their pursuit of cultural ac-
quisitions—not for personal gain but for the institutions they serve. By
opportunisn, I mean that individuals took advantage of circumstances to
pursue acquisitions that porentiaiiy could harm the interests of previous
owners. Of course, whether one considers certain practices opportunistic
depends on one’s own perspective of cultural property norms, past and
present. The actions of the museum administration may have J:'espected
norms of the time, particularly in lighr of Vichy anti-Semitic laws that
stripped Jews of property ownership rights. Yet in seeking a deeper under-
standing of this history, we should assess those norms with a critical eye.

Dcﬁ’mffmg National Treasures is, in part, a story about what French
leaders did when they had an unforeseen opportunity to control and
possibiy house highi}' coveted and valuable works of art. It also examines
the development of important and enduring cultural preservation policy
under Vichy. Thousands of historic monuments, chateaux, cathedrals,
and art collections were continually threatened during the war and Oc-
cupation. Air raids and other combat operations created constant and
widespread danger, even after the Franco-German armistice of June 1940,
coupied with Nazi campaighs to “repatriate” Germanic works of art that
were held in public and private art collections throughout France. As
a result, the fine arts administration of the Vichy regime impiemented
numerous measures to protect French national treasures from the rav-
ages of modern warfare and Nazi looting. Some laws were more effective
than others in preserving art and historic sites, but all contributed to the
deveiopmenr of national poiicy that postwar leaders would later validate
and expand.
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For some officials in the Vichy regime, these preservation laws served
a broader poiiticai g-aai. High-ranking civil servants argueci that French
preeminence in the arts was the nation’s last remaining comparative ad-
vantage. The nation had been defeated militarily and greatly weakened
econc-micaiiy, but it could still lead the world in cultural and intellec-
tual affairs. These officials optimisticaiiy envisioned an artistic mission that
would celebrate French painting, sculpture, and architecture. They also
believed that the government could not wait until the end of the war to
impiement cultural reforms that were necessary to maintain French pres-
tige in the arts; they needed to act immediately, despite the pressing se-
curity and economic concerns brought on by the war. In the minds of
these ofhcials, protecting le patrimoine national (French national treasures)
would serve the country on muitiple levels. Domesticaiiy, it would sig'nai
the resurgence of France in the aftermath of a devastating Iniiitat'jyr defeat;
internationally, it would maintain French stature in the arts and cultural
affairs. In economic terms, the vast wealth of French museums and his-
toric sites would bolster the tourism industry, enabiing France to puli itself
out of the wartime crisis and reclaim lost gtandeur.

Most of the preservation reforms carried out by the Vichy regime
had been proposed and debated in pariiament c[uring the Third Repubiic,
some for more than twenty years. Yet they were implemented during the
Occupation with a new ideological justification. Under the Vichy regime’s
head of state, Marshal Phiiippe Pérain, preservation compiemented the
traditionalist domestic program dubbed the National Revolution. Viewed
in this iight, conservatives believed that the preservation of national trea-
sures, symbois of “true France,” would also serve as an antidote to a wide
range of destructive social trends—socialism, laziness, excessive material-
ism, and individualism.®

A study of le patrimoine in the 1940s may initially seem anachronistic,
as the term’s cultural meaning is often held to have become wicieiy used oniy
in the 1970s and 1980s.” Yet members of the cultural and political elite had
been using it at least since the early 1940s, and it appears frequently in ar-
ticles, reports, and letters c[uring the Occupation. This repeated usage of the
term justifies an analysis of what people meant by it. When officials invoked
le patrimoine national in the early 1940s, in most cases they were referring to
a relatively limited area of cultural heritage by today’s standards. They had
in mind the fine arts, akin to the realm of fe patrimoine arrijﬁgus—works
of art, historic landmarks, and antiquities, usuaiiy predating 1900. T-:Jciay
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scholars, journaiisrs, experts, curators, and poiiticai leaders conrinuaily re-
define notions of !epatrz'mm'ne, incorporating a wide rahge of objecrs, sites,
and structures: :'e_parw'maine c’thrza!ﬂgz'gue (folklore relics recaiiing France's
peasant Economy), le patrimoine naturel (landscapes], le patrimoine inelus-
triel (defuncr factories), and fer écomanséer (mines-turned-"ecomuseums”).?
1 have chosen to focus on the more limited realm of artistic patrimony,
focusing on museums and art collections, antiquities and archeologica_i ex-
cavation, historic sites and commemorative monuments.

Studying policy related to a nation’s cultural heritage tells us a great
deal about the priorities and preoccupations of modern society, particularly
in a country like France, where historically the state has largely assumed
the responsibiiiry of cultural preservation. Pc-iicy choices reflect the nation’s
desire to preserve vestiges of the past, as indicators of civilization and a su-
perior culture. At the same time, assertions of grandeur rooted in a giorious
heritage from the past can betray anxieties about a nation’s military, diplo-
martic, and economic strengr_h in the present. Focusing ona particular coun-
try— France—at a particular time of profound national crisis—the German
occupation—this book examines French interests in a poiicy nexus where
poiitical, miiirary, dipiornatic, intellectual, and cultural history intersect.
Drawing on various pubiishec[ and unpublished SOUrCes, inciuding rec,enriy
declassified archives, it d.eepens our undersranding of French hisrory in mul-
tiple areas, showing the roots of contemporary cultural policy in the Vichy
years. The notion of cultural patrimony proves a malleable and powerful
concept, not oniy in postwar republican hisrc-ry, marked by pc-iic'},r initiatives
impiemenred under André Malraux, Charles de Gaulle’s minister of culture
from 1959 to 1969, but alse during the exclusionary Vichy dictatorship.

This study builds on nearly forty years of important scholarly research
on the Vichy regime. With the Liberation of Paris, Charles De Gaulle es-
tablished a powerﬁ.l_i and reassuring resistance rnyrh, ana.iyzed most nc-tai:)l'},r
by Henry Rousso in The Vichy Syndrome (original French edition, 1987),
in which all French peopie, except a small number of traitorous collabo-
rators, had opposed Nazi domination. For neariy twenty years afterward,
most French writers, journalisrs, and historians further viewed the Vichy
regime as a mere interruption in French history, a period disconnected
from the years that prececied and followed it. E.ariy postwar histories such
as Histoire de Vichy by Robert Aron (1954) argued that ultracollaborators
such as Laval were marginal in French society and thar both Gaullists and
Pétainists defended French interests. This perspective began to change with
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groundbreaking studies by Stanley Hoffmann in the early 1960s, followed
by Robert Paxton's Vichy France, first published in 1972. Hoffmann and
Paxton both challenged the notion of the Vichy “interruption” in French
history, underscoring the continuiries in social and economic policy from
the 1930s through the postwar period.” Paxton also disrupted notions of a
collaborationist cabal at Vichy, carried out by only a small number of trai-
tors, by using German archives to prove incontrovertibly that Vichy lead-
ers actively pursued collaboration and enacted measures such as the Jewish
Statute without German pressure. Into the 1980s, historians such as Pascal
Ory and Bertram Gordon focused attention on collaboration in various
rea[ms—political, economic, artistic, and intellectual.’” By the end of the
decade, the myrh of widespread French resistance had been so rhc-rough[y
discredited that historian John Sweets argued that an equally distorted coun-
termyth had developed, depictiﬂg France as a “nation of collaborators.”™"!
Numerous scholars over the past twenty years have sought to under-
stand the gray area between the extremes of active resistance and ardent
collaboration. Studies of French society during the Occupation shifted
attention beyond the realm of politics, such as Pierre Laborie’s work on
French public opinion and, more recently, in studies of everyday life by
Robert Gildea, Richard Vinen, and Shannon Fogg.” In his high[y influen-
tial study France under the Germans, Phi[ippe Burrin offered an alternative
aﬂa[ytical framework to the Manichean categories of resistance and col-
laboration through the notion of “accommodation.” Lynne Taylor used a
case study of northern France to examine various forms of popular protest
beyond the realm of armed resistance. More recently, Jonathan Judaken
has proposed an intriguing “C-curve,” in which one may evaluate an in-
dividual’s actions within twelve categories, ranging, from active resistance
to collaborationism, that is, “commitment to fascist or Nazi ideology.””
This redefinition of collaboration and resistance has yielded more
nuanced studies that great[y enriched our understandiﬂg of French behav-
ior—ofhcial and societal—under the Occupation. Yet in evaluating Vichy
lead.ership, notions of accommodation and choices on the C-curve still
leave an analytica[ gap, as the}' focus on the interaction between French
and German authorities and the extent to which the French were wﬂling to
satisfy German demands. Much of Vichy policy that merits critical analy-
sis, however, dealt with internal po[icies carried out independenﬂy of the
Germans, as illustrated in studies ]::-y Annette Wieviorka, Susan Zuccotti,
and Laurent Joly on the Vichy regime’s anti-Semitic administration and
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policies, and French responsibiiiry in the Final Solution.' The spoiiarion
of real estate, bank accounts, gold, cash, and cultural objects was carried
out not to satisfy German demands but to fill the state’s coffers and pay
for welfare programs such as National Aid. In evaluating French leader-
ship, it is important to consider both French concessions to the Germans
and the extent to which the agencies of individual administrators proﬁteci
at the expense of the regime’s victims.

The subfield of Vichy cultural history has been particularly rich in
the past twenty years. When [ first became interested in the Vichy cultural
policy, I was greatly influenced by Christian Faure’s study of folklore, Jean-
Pierre Berrin—Maghit’s work on French cinema, and studies of the visual arts
by Laurence Bertrand Dorléac and Michéle Cone. The edited collection by
Jean-Pierre Rioux, La vie culturelle sous chy, provided an effective overview
of Vichy cultural history and policy, expanded more recently by Stéphanie
Corcy in La vie culturelle sous 'Occupation."” While Vichy cultural history is
now a rhoroughiy researched area, historical SUTVEYS of French patrimoine
tend to skip or merely gloss over the Vichy years, and the present study is the
first to focus on heritage poiicy. Qutside the Ooeupatioﬂ perioci, however,
a rich body of scholarship has developed on French cultural patrimony. As
pubiic awareness and appreciation of le patrimoine grew to a rru.i}' mass scale
in the 1980s, schc-iariy texts on the topic quici{.iy proiiferated., a trend that
both fed and stemmed from the broader field of memory studies. French so-
ciologist Maurice Halbwachs (1877-1945) had provided an early intellectual
framework in On Collective Memory (first French edition, 1941) by examin-
ing the social construction of memory in modern soclety. Four decades later,
Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger examined the relationship between
collective icientity and constructed celebrations in their edited volume, The
Invention of Tradition. David Lowenthal further analyzed the roots of the
rwentieth-century preservation movement, seei{ing to understand its “near
universality.”® Pierre Noras multivolume project from the 1990s, Les lienx de
miémoire, with contributions from dozens of scholars, represented an inten-
sii:ying French obsession with “realms of memory’,” the meaning of an array
of events, c-bjects, and historical ﬁgures—the tricolor ﬂag, Bastille Day, the
Gauls, Joan of Arc. Roussa’s The if’?cﬁy Syrzdmme, again, was a grouncibreak—
ing study of French national memory of the German occupation."”

My own understanding of memory has been informed by scholars
who question the notion of “collective memory,” in which certain inter-
pretations ofpast events dominate a national pubiic consciousness. When
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attention is shifted from the national to the local level, fascinating con-
tested realms of memory become apparent. I address local memories in case
studies of dismantled bronze statues under the Vichy regime (Chapter 8)
and found useful Daniel Sherman’s definition of “dominant memory.”
Whereas Rousso sees dominant memory as “a collective interpretation of
the past that may even come to have official status,”"" Sherman sees it as
“a set of narrative Expianations emanating from dominant groups,” which
may operate 1(:;::;1[13,4'."J Oi:[:ering a more nuanced view of power and poiia
tics, this view of local memory takes into account the importance of local
elites who actuaily controlled the business of commemoration, or “decom-
memoration” in the case of the Vichy regime.

In the hisrory of French parrimc-nial poiicy, French scholars such as
Dominique Poulot, Jean-Pierre Babelon, and André Chastel have exam-
ined the shift in heritage management from royal and aristocratic control
to domination by a poiitfcai and social elite in the nineteenth century, and,
in the last few decades of the twentieth century, the advent of a national
appreciation of patrimony on a mass scale. Former United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) consultant and
curator of patrimony, Jean-Michel Leniaud, provided a frank assessment of
the challenges in managing such expansive policy in L utopie francaise: Essai
SHF fepam'moirze (1992). From a historian’s perspective, Phiiippe Poirrier
has contributed a great deal to our uncierstanciing of patrimonfai poifcy at
national, regionai, and local levels. Shifting from the national to local scale
also helps avoid erroneous assumptions of a national, collective memory, as
evidenced in the work of Loic Vadelorge and Stéphane Gerson.™

In the final years of the last century, some observers cautioned that
the obsession with herfrage could have damaging consequences. In The
Heritage Crusade (1998), Lowenthal emphasized both the benefits of her-
itage—“ir links us with ancestors and c-i:f:spring, bonds neighbors and pa-
triots, certifies identity, roots us in time-honored ways”—as well as the
threats, arguing that it can be “oppressive, defeatist, decadent. Miring us
in the obsolete, the cult of heritage aiieged.iy immures life within museums
and monuments. Breeciing xenophobic hate, it becomes a b}'word for bel-
licose discord.”™ While Lowenthal pushes the argument to an extreme, his
critique mnstmctiveiy draws attention to the dangers inherent in overzeal-
ous devotion to herirage. In Wha Owns Antiquity? (2008), James Cuno, di-
rector of the Art Institute of Chicago, argues that the governments of Itaiy,
Greece, and Turkey, among others, have pu.shed nationalistic restitution
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claims too far: “.t’mtiquiries are the cultural property of all humankind—of
peaple, not peoples—evidence of the world’s ancient past and not that of a
particular nation. They comprise antiquity and antiquity knows no bor-
ders.” Other museum directors echo this sentiment in Whese Crelture?
(2009), edited ]::-y Cuno. The contributors, which include then-director
of the Metropolitan Museum of Art Philippe de Montebello and British
Museum director Neil MacGregor, emphasize the J:'ight of museums to
maintain the art and antiquities in their collections, in part due to the un-
surpassed abiliry of well-established museums with signiﬁcanr resources to
conserve and display treasured Dbjects.

Among recent studies, the history of Nazi looting in France has gar-
nered significant attention since the late 1990s, yet it is a field that has at-
tracted few prc-fessional historians working in academe or research centers.”
Some of the most influential histories of looting and restitution in France
have been written by journalists (Lynn Nicholas, Hector Feliciana), retired
teachers (Michel Rayssac), or amateur historians (Robert Edsel). And often
with impressive results. Nicholas’s The Rape of Europa and Rayssac’s L exode
des musées derived from years of rigorous archival research.® Yet these au-
thors have not addressed critically the issue of Jewish collections seques-
tered by the French museum administration. Recent histories published by
the Musées de France or written by its administrators also omit in-depth
analysis of policy toward sequestered art, most alarmiﬂgly in a contribution
to the Mission d'étude sur la spoliation des Juifs de France, the so-called
Mattéoli Commission report published in 2000.7 Thc-ugh the extensive,
multivolume report aimed to promote transparency on the history of spoli:b
tion under Vichy, its conclusion that art looting in France was “a German
affair” is strﬂ{iﬂgly oversimpliﬁed.z‘r‘ The Schloss case and others discussed in
Chapter 9 show that certain French dealers, police agents, and members of
the Vichy government took advanrage of circumstances to appropriate and
proﬁt from stolen art, whether for personal or institutional benefit.

All of these trends in the history of the Vichy regime, cultural and
patrimonial po[icy, and memory studies shaped this book, which under-
scores the malleabilir}? of notions of heritage, perceived \“ariou.sly as an ef-
fective political tool for democrats and dictators, a source of national unity
and sectarianism. My anal}'sis is grouﬂded in archival research carried out
at the French National Archives, the archive centers of the Musées natio-
naux, the French Institute, the Méd.iathéque du patrimoine, and the Cen-
ter for Contemporary Jewish Documentation (CDJC), all in Paris. I also
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use departnientai archives for case studies on the recyciing of bronze com-
memorative statues in the cities of Nantes and Chambéry. I incorporate
German sources, inciuding both pubiished collections and unpublished
documents seized by Resistance members during the liberation of France
and conserved at the French National Archives and the CDJC.* Memoirs
]:)y Gerhard Heller, Arno Breker, and Albert Speer provide insight from
the occupier’s perspective, albeit with the self-interested spin of all mem-
oirs. I also include German pubiications from the Occupation period, as
well as secondary sources by German scholars.”®

The book’s first two chapters provicie an overview of the arts ad-
ministration under the Occupation and the ways in which these cultural
leaders and experts reconceived their troubled narion through its national
treasures. At first glance, the war years appear to be an inauspicious mo-
ment for the development of patrimonial policy. The armistice of June
1940 partitioned the national territory into German-occupied and unoc-
cupied zones, and the French bureaucracy was bifurcated between the cit-
ies of Paris and Vichy. French leaders operated in a perpetual economic
crisis, and the wartime government inc:reasing’ijyr became a puppet regime
to the Third Reich. Yet these unusual circumstances actuaii}-r created a re-
form paraeic-x, facilitating the impiementation of signiﬁcant cultural ieg‘is—
lation. The absence of parliament gteatiy hastened the iegisiative process,
as new laws could be drafted by civil servants and approved i:)y Pétain with
relative eH‘iciency. These new preservation poiicies, moreover, suited the
conservative agenda of Pétain and his traditionalist appointees—nameiy,
Jéréme Carcopino, education minister from February 1941 to April 1942,
and Louis Hautecoeur, secretary generai of fine arts for all but the last few
months of the Occupation. Carcopino and Hautecoeur were particularly
activist administrators who took aei\“antage of pariiarnent’s absence and
sought to strengthen control of the fine arts administration.

Building on this overview, Chapters 3 to 6 explore the implementa-
tion of several signiﬁcant preservation poiic.ies ciuring the war and occupa-
tion. Chapter 3 examines the massive evacuation of pubiic art collections
to makeshift storage ciepots in chateaux througilout France, in\'c-iving seV-
eral hundred thousand objects from more than two hundred museums.
Chapters 4 to 6 explore the administrative reorganization of French public
museums, preservation measures that increased protection of historic and
natural sites, and the creation of centralized archeoiogicai reguiations. All
of these key reforms outlasted the Vichy regime. Following the Liberation
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in 1944, Charles de Gaulle prociaimeci the end of the Vichy regime and, in
theory, the nullification of all its laws. In reaiity, the provisionai French
government of 1944 to 1946 validated many wartime laws, including key
preservation reforms. The air raids of the war’s final battles, in which entire
neighborhoods and villages were destroyed, made the postwar argument
for centralized patrimonial policy all the more compelling.

If the French enjoyed relative latitude in the implementation of pres-
ervation policies while under the Nazi jackboc-r, the limits to their sover-
eignty became painfully clear when the Germans demanded victor's spoils.
The book’s second half focuses on key areas of Franco-German conflict
and negotiation. Chapters 7 and 8 address German requisitions of nonfer-
rous metal, a scarce resource in central Europe needed for bullets and other
armaments in Hitler's war machine. While the Germans seized church
bells in other occupieci territories, meiting them down and recyciing them
into weapons, the French preferred to offer up bronze commemorative
statues thar inhabited pubiic park.s and town squares across the country.
The Vichy regime determined which monuments would be sacrificed to
the Germans, dismantiing hundreds of bronze statues and ieaving behind
as many empty pedestals.

Chapter 9 examines Jewish-owned art collections as Nazi war booty.
Works of art belonging to collectors and gallery owners who had fled France
were particularly vulnerable, as Vichy anti-Semitic laws had stripped emi-
grant Jews of citizenship and property ownership rights. The Nazis looted
prestigious collections rhrc-ughour the Ocalparion, d.espire continual and
vehement protests from numerous French agencies. However, French offi-
cials were asserting their own right to control the collections, in defense of the
French patrimoine—not in defense of the Jewish collectors. T explore what
happened when the French were able to sequester several prestigious Jewish
art collections that had eluded the Nazis, including part of the vast Roth-
schild holdings. Considering the works “ownerless,” Jaujard and Huyghe
developed plans to incorporate masterpieces into the Louvre and other
museums—not as a temporary safeguard, as they and their colleagues later
claimed, but permanenriy. As in the case of the Schloss affair, correspon-
dence between Jaujard, Huyghe, and others in the arts administration re-
veals that these men saw the sequestration as an unforeseen opportunity to
expanci pu]::-iic museum collections ciuring the wartime crisis.

Chap‘cer 10 also considers the fate of French museum collections, from
the perspective of Franco-German negotiations. Reichsmarschall Hermann
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GBring demanded spoiis for his personai collection, targeting i{ey pieces
from the Louvre. After a series of contentious meetings, Jaujard and cura-
tors in the national museum administration agreed to an exchange involv-
ing from the French side two highly valuable objects: a sixteenth-century
statue by Gregor Erhart, Saint Mary Mzzgda.!'me, and a Renaissance altar-
piece panel entitled Presentation in the Temple. Goring proudly displayed
the oi:)jects at Carinhall, his hunting ior_ige and per.sonai art gaiiery, but
never offered equi\“a.ienr pieces in exehange. A.ithough the pieces were re-
covered after the war and returned to the Louvre, the fact remains that Jau-
jarr_i and his coiieagues accommodated a signiﬁcant Nazi demand that was
uniikeiy to result in a reasonable exchange.

The final chapter on the legacy of Vichy policy explains the ways
in which wartime preservation measures were adopred and implemented
more filiiy in the postwar perior_i. A.iong with the continuity of these re-
forms, the notion that the state ought to protect national treasures for the
goc-ci of the collective—even at the expense of private interests—also en-
dured. In perhaps its most injurious form, this guiciing principie heipeci
prolong the exploitation of the Vichy regime’s Jewish victims. This guard-
ianship over unclaimed art that had been looted or sold from Jewish col-
lections turned into a iong—term appropriation of objeers, including highiy
valuable paintings by artists such as Picasso, Matisse, and Monet. Follow-
ing restitution norms of the time, reiying on claimants to provicie proofof
ownership, museum officials held these pieces in pubiic museums and stor-
age ciepors without searching for the righrful owners—ciespite the adminis-
tration’s access to extensive documentation on the looted collections. These
documents, in part, had been gathered by the Germans as they carried out
looting operations. The Musées de France initiated research using these
archives only in the late 1990s, as a result of growing media scrutiny and
pubiic pressute. This cieiay raises some uncomfortable questions: To whar
extent did anti-Semitism play a role in the long-term guardianship? Would
it have gone uncha_iienged for so iong had the art previousiy beiongeci to
Gentiles rather than Jews? Acceptance of the status quo by postwar curators
and cultural administrators may be relared to a broader lack of artention
paid to the Holocaust, Vich}' anti-Semitism, and the spoiiation of Jewish
assets, at least until the 1970s. But questions related to latent postwar anti-
Semitism c,ertainiy are worth ask_ing.



14 Introduction

Beyonci the history of Vichy, this sruciy addresses the nature of the
French state. By “the state” I mean not only ['Etat frangais, the title adopted
]:)y the Vici‘ly regime, but the centuries-old administrative system that has
evolved in France under various forms of governmenr—monarchicai, dic-
tatorial, and republican. The Vichy regime controlled the government for
four years, but the administrative machinery that constitutes the French
state has been developing since the medieval Capetian kings. This study
thus focuses on “the Vichy moment” in the history of the French state
and cultural policy, tal{ing into consideration continuities in the periocis
that preceded and followed it, as well as the changes brought about by the
unique context of the Occupatioﬂ.

A l{ey goa.i here is to chailenge a compelling notion that stems from
the French Revolution—that the state necessarily acts for the benefit of the
collective, “one and indivisible,” by tmnscending partisan interests. French
culture and cultural administrations in particular appear to rise above fac-
tionalism, as the term z'.-:parrz'mafrze national implies. Few French people
would deny the inherent value of the Louvre’s collections, Notre Dame
cathedral, and the well-preserved villages of Provence, the heritage that
in many ways defines France today. Yet under Vichy, visions of national
renewal through French heritage also yielded the pursuit of institutional
gain at the expense of the regime’s victims.

Fiﬂaiiy, De:fé;sdiﬂg National Treasures raises important questions that
are relevant beyond France, the Second World War, and the r_iiscipiine of
history: How does art shape national identity? What is the relationship be-
tween art’s material and aesthetic value? Do museums have an ethical obligaA
tion, if not a iegai one, to grant restitution in response to legitimate claims?
As the age of formal colonialism recedes into an ever-distant past, who ought
to control artifacts still held in museums of former imperial powers? What
lessons should we have learned from the German occupation of France that
could have prevented the looting of the Iragi National Museum following
the 2003 U.5.-led invasion? What is the U.S. responsibility in helping Iragis
recover stolen items? Although I do not tackle all of these questions directly,
the example of France during the Second World War sheds light on current
cultural property d_isputes and the compiicated reiationship between govern-

ments, museums, and individuals—all coveting art.”



