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ABSTRACT

GERMAN VERGANGENHEITSBEWALTIGUN®961 - 1999:
SELECTED HISTORIOGRAPHIC CONTROVERSIES
AND THEIR IMPACT ON NATIONAL IDENTITY

Christine Richert Nugent, M.A.

Western Carolina University (April 2010)

Director: Dr. David Dorondo

Focusing on Germany, this study addresses the question how a national coroarunity

go about incorporating its crimes against others into its ‘national mdrzoriscape,” a

term coined by James E. Young. After the unconditional surrender of Nazi Gesitnany
the end of WWII, Germany had to redefine its national identitiight of its National
Socialist pastin order to rejoin the community of democratic nations. This study focuses
on that process, which in the Federal Republic of Germany has taken plageldgrgel
working through competing interpretations of the National Socialist le@agsocess

also known as ‘reckoning with the Nazi pastMargangenheitsbewaltigungrhe

process involves complex relationships between public and private representations and
interpretations of the past, scholarly and lay perspectives, academic and popula
approaches, political and personal motivations, and individual and collective memories.
The resulting ‘memory contests’ are by definition pluralistic and gegearafitentious.

They deal with competing interpretations of the past, interpretations¢hat eritical



importance to the self understanding of individuals, groups, and nations. This study
focuses on five controversies that not only served as catalysts for reckottinewi
recent past, but also significantly shaped German national self-conscsmuEmeg are
theFischer Controversyl1961-64), theHistorikerstreit(1986/87), th&oldhagen Affair
(1995), the controversy over thiéehrmachtsausstellur{@995-99), and th&valser-
Bubis-Debat€1998/99). Together, these debates about the legacy of National Socialism
shaped what has become known as the ‘history culture’ of the Federal Republic of
Germany, with implications for the political culture of the country as Waik study
argues that the first and the last contests were bracketing events. Tlifeydsign
beginning and an end to a particular way of reckoning with the Nazi past. Tére maj
themes, namely the role of the past in the present, the role of professionamssitori
constructing the past, the interplay between public and private memory, and theampa
(competing) conceptions of the past on national identity, were present in all fivieebut t
study demonstrates that they played out differently in each one. The sitholy firgues
that while the historicization of National Socialism has probably becomeab&yvivy

the end of the twentieth century, it took the process of working through the fivgicatal
events in order to get to that point. Yet the process traced here does not demonstrate
progress nor was it inevitable in the way that it played out; rather, it was coamale
‘messy’ and is unlikely to be over any time soon, even though the generation that has
witnessed WWII first-hand is about to leave the scene. The study concludi thast,
regardless of how riddled with traumatic or criminal events, will renmaportant as
individuals, groups, and nations discover and rediscover their historical roots and

negotiate who they are in the world. The focus here is on post-war Germatig yet



issues connected with forging memorial landscapes that incorporate proud as wel

burdening aspects of a national past are applicable beyond the German context.



INTRODUCTION

The master or grand national narrative has largely fallen out of favor with
historians. While the profession once embraced as noble task the uncovering of a
nation’s inexorable path towards democracy, skepticism or outright ogjeftthis role
prevail today. These statements are admittedly generalizing andfgingpé situation
that may vary widely from nation to nation, but they nevertheless point to broad trends
within western historiography.

The grand national narrative seems to live on in popular culture, nevertheless,
from where its impact on historical consciousness and national identitytionmaay be
quite significant, but professional historians are no longer dominatingnissraotion and
communicatior. Rather, the guild has long since abandoned the notion that such a
master narrative can or should exist or that it is possible to agree ort wigttti be
Fragmentation has replaced consensus within the historical profession. petabiged
need for a ‘usable’ past has not disappeared from the public sphere, as one aright inf
from popular interest in all things ‘historical,” be they documentaries, pa&irseemoirs,

historical fiction, movies and television series based on historical theme=,mmsjsor

'For Germany, one indication of this trend is amapi survey conducted in 1999, according to
which 66% of the respondents gained their inforamatibout history from television; 40% each from
movies and historical places; only 12% respondatittieir information about history came from ‘leetst’
16% did not occupy themselves with history. EletatiNoelle-Neumann and Renate Kdcher, eds.,
Allensbacher Jahrbuch der Demoskopie 1998-2@8@nd 11(Miunchen: K.G. Saur, 2002), 541.

See also Stafan Bergdihe Search for Normality: National Identity and teiscal
Consciousness in Germany since 1@@fvidence, RI: Berghahn Books, 1997), 81.



memorialss Public commemorations of historical events also convey the message that
‘the past,’ however defined, remains to hold an important place in the present.

The unabated interest in and need for national identity rooted in history is not all
that surprising at the beginning of the twenty-first century, despite orgeebegause of
increasing tendencies towards globalization and cultural convergence. \ingt ha
emerged from a century of total war, genocide and industrial mass nafriteced
mass expulsion and migration, and of volatile national boundaries and state alkances
national community’s understanding of its own past seems to be as important as ever,
even while that very past is contested at the same’tiiiao participates in the
construction of such a past, what role, if any, professional historians and other
intellectuals play in the process, what is being included and excluded, and how the
resulting narratives are being used in the public sphere is neither selitewade
inconsequential. Furthermore, in the presence of a generation of eye-@stapds
participants, national historical consciousness becomes entangled with pansbna
collective memory. Moreover, as Konrad Jarausch pointed out, many of the historians
engaged in the sub-discipline &¢itgeschicht§the very recent past] find themselves in

the crucible between subjective memory and the professional ethic of schglarand

®Hans Giinter Hockerts provided as evidence foritiésest, especially via the medium of
television, the example of the public televisiones Hitlers Helfer[Hitler's Helperd that attracted up to
eight million viewers per episode in 1998. Asifauseums, theélouse of History of the Federal Republic
of Germanyin Bonn counted one million guests within fifteeomths of opening. He also mentioned the
motion picturesSchindler’s ListandSaving Private Ryaas examples of history-based media events
attracting enormous public interest. Hans Guntackérts, “Zugange zur Zeitgeschichte:
Primarerfahrung, Erinnerungskultur, Geschichtswisskaft,” inVerletztes Gedéachtnis:
Erinnerungskultur und Zeitgeschichte im Konflads.Konrad Jarausch and Martin Sabrow (Frankfurt:
Campus Verlag, 2002), 66, 58.

*In an opinion survey in Germany in 1997, resporsient ‘history—the past’ in fourth place in
terms of holding a nation together, after ‘langyagecommon state,” and ‘threat from without,’ timat
order. Elisabeth Noelle-Neumann and Renate Ko@usr., Allensbacher Jahrbuch der Demoskopie 1998-
2002,Band 10 ( Minchen: K.G. Saur, 1997), 494.



appropriate emotional distanCe These various tensions have attracted considerable
scholarly attention in recent decades, leading to debates about the catfgtierships
between national history, historical consciousness, private and public meciooiarly
history and popular memory, and national iderftity.

While communities striving to construct or strengthen their colleatigetities
with the help of a ‘usable past’ must confront the complexities just mentioned, the
processes involved are especially complicated for nations whose recemnt isistl but
heroic and contains elements that are uncomfortable or traumatic tmbenje

Germany, on which this study will focus, provides an excellent albeit not the only

°Konrad Jarausch, “Zeitgeschichte und ErinnerungutbDngskonkurrenz oder Interdependenz?”
in Verletztes Gedachtnis: Erinnerungskultur und Zsstthichte im Konflikéds. Konrad Jarausch and
Martin Sabrow (Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 2002%,2%} 28, 34-35.

°A few examples from the vast literature on the ¢amincerning Germany are Aleida Assmann,
Geschichte im Gedéachtnis: Von der individuellera&réing zur 6ffentlichen Inszenieruriiyliinchen:
C.H. Beck, 2007); Saul Friedlander, “History, Memaand the Historian: Dilemmas and
Responsibilities,New German Critiqu&0, Special issue on the Holocaust (Spring-Sun#@ég): 3-15,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/488629 (accessed M&th2010); Michael Geyer and Michael Latham, “The
Place of the Second World War in German MemoryHistbry,” New German Critiqu&1, Memories of
Germany (Spring-Summer 1997): 5-40, http://wwwijjsirg/stable/488557 (accessed March 27, 2010);
Patrick Hutton, “Recent Scholarship on Memory anstdty,” The History Teache33, no. 4 (August
2000): 533-584, http://www.jstor.org/stable/494980cessed March 27, 2010); Bill Niven, “On the d§e
‘Collective Memory,”German History26, no. 3 (July 2008): 427-436; Mary Nolan, “Tialitics of
Memory in the Berlin Republic,Radical History Review1 (Fall 2001): 113-132, http://0-
search.ebscohost.com.library.acaweb.org/login.ap@=true&db=aph&AN=7527718&site=ehost-live
(accessed March 27, 2010); Pierre Nora, “Betweembtg and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,”
Representation26, Special issue: Memory and Counter-Memory (8pti989): 7-24.

"Robert G. Moeller may have coined the term, ‘usghlst,’ in his article, “War Stories: The
Search for a Usable Past in the Federal Republi@eofnany The American Historical Revie¥01 no. 4
(October 1996): 1008-1048, http://www.jstor.orgfdt#2169632 (accessed March 27, 2010). As for the
place within society of reckoning with a difficydaist, see Christian Meiddas Verschwinden der
Gegenwart: Uber Geschichte und PolitMiinchen: Carl Hanser Verlag, 2001), 88-89. Meiaide the
point that a lack of openness vis-a-vis the criftn@l@ments in one’s national past is widespread.cited
examples such as Turkey’s genocide of the Armerdarisg WWI, Dutch colonial conduct in Indonesia,
the role of Vichy-France during WWII, and Japaneseduct in WWII, all of which were still more orde
taboo in official national discourse at the timehesf writing. One could add examples for otherrddas,
including the United State&fiola Gaycontroversy). According to Meier, Germany’s eféoio reckon
with its difficult recent past were the exceptiather than the norm. R. J. B. Bosworth offeredra r
example of comparative historiography of WWII thatused on the divergent approaches in England,
West Germany, France, Italy, the Soviet Union, deqoplan and demonstrated the linkages between
historiography, politics, and ideology. R. J. Basvorth, Explaining Auschwitz and Hiroshima: History
Writing and the Second World War 1945-198@éw York: Routledge, 1994).
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example where this is the case. On the one hand, the country’s past century included
major responsibility for two world wars, the perpetration of unprecedentedsagainst
humanity, the almost complete destruction of its own territory, and forcedtiigon a
large scale. Yet on the other hand economic recovery characterized the seconthéalf of
same century, resulting in Germany currently being one of the most roloust a
prosperous economies in the world. National reunification, following a peaceful popula
revolution in East Germany, as well as a growing leadership role on the wgdd sta
round out the image of a nation that has risen from the ashes of its past. Looking back on
Germany’s development from the perspective of 1994, British historian ated, wri
Timothy Garton Ash noted “the fantastic distance that Germany has éxhjgt] over
the last-half century: the distance to civility, legality, modernity, dencycri

One cannot take for granted the development from utter ruin to thriving nation,
within a time span of little more than half a century. What was needed tothitect
change was not only economic, political, and social reconstruction, but also moral
reconstitution. The focus here will be on the latter, a process that in the Fezjmrbli®
of Germany has taken place largely by working through competing inttipres of the
National Socialist legacy.

Germans use the heady temergangenheitsbewaltigurigr this processa term
that generally translates as reckoning or coming to terms with the patstatsbme
have interpreted as overcoming or mastering the past. The first meanirgg iampl
ongoing process, while the second understanding refers to the expectationoefsafsiic

endpoint. Those who adhere to the latter notion imply that a conclusion is indeed

¥Timothy Garton Ash, “Kohl’s Germany: The Beginniofthe End?The New York Review of
Books December 1, 1994, 20, quoted in Berdérwre Search for Normalif236.
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possible. Once it has been reached, one can draw a final IBehlassstrichunder the
past and Germany can once again be a ‘normal nation,” however one might want to
define such concept. In any case, central to the effort is the need to constsatiel
past out of the Third Reich and its aftermath. The fact that this has been an @akive g
so far does not seem to make it less of a national obsession. Indeed, as of 2080, there i
yet no sign of &chlussstrichpn the contrary, since German reunification there seems to
be a renewed sense of urgency about dealing with the National Sqeiattst

The literature uses a variety of terms for this phenomeN@mory politics
memory debatepublic memory discourseolitics of remembrancenodes of
commemorationandhistory politicsare a few examples. The German term,
Vergangenheitspolitikoosely translated as politics with or about the past, seems to be
prevalent. Those who use it attribute it to German historian Norbert FleateWer one
may choose to call the process, it involves complex relationships between public and
private representations and interpretations of the past, scholarly and lagctiges,
academic and popular approaches, political and personal motivations, and individual and
collective memories. The usagepaflitics anddebatein connection with memory

alludes to the fact that there are multiple memories and multiple histpeisgectives

®Michael Th. Greven and Oliver von Wrochem, “Wehrittamnd Vernichtungskrieg zwischen
Gesellschaftspolitik, Wssenschaft und individuelferarbeitung der Geschichte,” er Krieg in der
Nachkriegszeit: Der Zweite Weltkrieg in PolitikduGesellschaft der Bundesrepulgitts.Greven and von
Wrochem (Opladen: Leske + Budrich, 2000), 9. v@neand von Wrochem attributed some of the
renewed conversation to the fact that after recaiibn West and East Germans, who had been sedaliz
in very different memory-political systems, hadchegotiate a new, now common national identity. See
also Siobhan Kattag@mbiguous Memory: The Nazi Past and German Natitdfeadtity (Westport:
Praeger, 2001), 9. Others attributed the developpramarily to the disappearance of the aging gatien
of withesses who were victims, perpetrators, argtamders. Norbert Frei945 und Wir: Das Dritte Reich
im Bewytsein der DeutschefMiinchen: Verlag C. H. Beck, 2005), Chapter 3. @éxding to Stefan
Berger, there have been signs since 1989 thaindealth the more recent communist past in the easte
part of the country is eclipsing that of dealinghnthe National Socialist past. For example, just994,
one historian counted eight hundred ongoing rebgangjects on the German Democratic Republic.
Berger,The Search for Normalifyl57.
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and discourses that their various adherents must negotiate with one another. The
postmodern notion of individuals, groups, and nations constructing their memories as
well as their pasts is fundamental to an understanding of the political naturdirog dea
with one’s past. In this sense, the past functions as providing meaning for the. phesent
other words, individuals, groups, and nations instrumentalize the past in response to
issues and concerns of the present. It is not surprising thatobesdgtself, the question
of how Vergangenheitsbewaltiguritas played out at various stages in the life of post-
war German society has been as much the subject of debate as the histarisalfahe
National Socialist past themselves. The process has been historicizegtint of
Vergangenheitsbewaltigunaving matured into a sub-field of historical inquiry in its
own right within the broader field deitgeschichtewhich, in turn is part of modern
German history?

Germany did not willingly embark on reckoning with its National Socialist pa
immediately following its unconditional surrender on May 8, 1945. Rather, the
occupying forces ‘jumpstarted’ the process informally by makingllpapulations tour

close-by concentration camps and formally with the Nuremberg War Cririemals:

°The Allied Forces gave the first impetus for thstitutionalization oZeitgeschichtdy
proposing the founding of tHastitut fur Zeitgeschichtsforschutig Munich in 1949, with the mandate to
research the history of National Socialism. Germatorians Hans Rothfels and Martin Broszart vitxe
first directors. Half a century later, not onlethast literature on the subject attests to theiration of the
field and its sub-field, but also the encyclopetliexikon der “Vergangenheitsbewdltigungtlited by
Torben Fischer and Matthias Lorenz and publishezDii7.

“German historian Sybille Steinbacher described timyAmerican occupation forces made the
population of Dachau view the corpses in the Daaucentration camp, clear the dead from traind, an
bury them. According to Steinbacher, popular lieado these measures was a mix of disbelief, mprro
resentment, and anger (at the Jews), but not mamhition. Sybille Steinbacher, “‘...dass ich mitrde
Totenklage auch die Klage um unsere Stadt verbinDé& Verbrechen von Dachau in der Wahrnehmung
der frihen Nachkriegszeit,” iBeschweigen und Bekennen: Die deutsche Nachkdegkschaft und der
Holocaust.eds. Norbert Frei and Sybille SteinbachBachauer Symposium zur Zeitgeschichte, Bd. 1, 11-
33 (Goéttingen: Wallstein Verlag, 2001). For danifindings, see Frei anBteinbacher,Beschweigen und
Bekennen: Die Deutsche Nachriegsgesellschaft enéidlocaus{Goéttingen: Wallstein, 2001), 147-148



13

Also important in this respect were the wholesale de-Nazification arslLicaton
programs targeted at the entire German population.

While basic survival was foremost on Germans’ minds during the immediate
post-war years, it soon became obvious that Germany had to redefine its natraitg| ide
in light of its National Socialist pasin order to rejoin the community of democratic
nations. If for no other reasonajson d’étatdictated embarking upon the process. West
Germany’s immediate goal after 1945 was integration into the Westmty~fiee years
later, reconciliation and rapprochement with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union also
became hallmarks of West German foreign policy, with the ultimate goahkihm
German reunification possible. This dual effort—West integration firstraad t
reconciliation with the East—would have been unthinkable without reckoning with
National Socialism, under the eyes of an international community whose wounds
inflicted by Nazi Germany were still fresh. Thus, political necessity and international
weariness made the process not only one that Germany drove herself, but also one that
largely occurred under the watchful eyes of the international comndnity.

Reckoning in West Germany took many forms. At first, it primarily maratest

itself in official government declarations and commemorations. It becaoneintense

n East Germany, the process followed a differehp The national socialist past also played a
decisive role since the state legitimized its exise as the socialist alternative to fascist Geym@nsense
of responsibility for Nazi crimes and an obligattonrmake amends was not part of the GDR’s national
identity. For further detail on the dual or doulllerman past, which is not addressed in this stemly,
Kattago,Ambiguous MemonChapter 4, and Bill Niverkacing the Nazi Past: United Germany and the
Legacy of the Third Reidh.ondon: Routledge, 2002), chapters 2 and 3.

None of the controversies discussed in this pajpee @erman affairs alone, as the wide foreign
coverage indicates. There seems to be a keeeshtesspecially in Europe, the United States, arakl,
in GermanZeitgeschichteA considerable number of non-German historian® ltladicated their
professional lives to it and some count among thetmprominent and prolific experts on the topic ifikaxd
Jarausch, Charles Maier, lan Kershaw, Geoff Elégh#&d Evans, Saul Friedlander, Raul Hilberg, Omer
Bartov, Mary Fulbrook, just to name a few of thegd® had much to say about the controversies agissu
here). Michael Geyer also made the point thahtsiry of WWII will never be the history of the
Germans alone. Geyer, “The Place of WWII in Ger@mory,” 38-39.
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in the late 1960s as the first post-war generation insisted on answers froetcesr

With the aging of the witness or perpetrator generation on the one hand and an increasing
interest in everyday history on the other, private memories and family dischost the

war gained importance within an emerging memory culture of the Fdgigpalblic by

the late 1980s. Finally, reunification shifted the focus once again, from moral
reconstitution to forging a new national identity.

There were catalysts for this work of reckoning, some coming from abroad and
others from within society. Some of the strongest impulses came from witktiogbol
circles, usually in connection with anniversaries, and from the popular media. Most
notable among the latter was the American television sét@scaustthat has captured
German audiences since its first screening in 1979 and prompted widespread
preoccupation with National Socialist crimes against the JewWs. a result, the term
Holocaustbecame practically synonymous with the murder of the Jews and began to
stand for the National Socialist past as a whole, replatusghwitzas the central
metaphor for the historical period.

American historian Atina Grossman referred to these catalytic events a

‘Holocaust moments*® She correctly observed that the history of the Federal Republic

There seems to be a historiographic consensus #iisstandard narrative of the broad phases
of Vergangenheitsbewaltigungrheassessmerdf this process is highly contested, on the olfzerd. Two
similar perspectives are provided in Norbert Ft845 und wirand Mary FulbrookiGerman National
Identity after the HolocaugtCambridge, UK: Polity Press, 1999).

5 Twenty million viewers, or about half of the adptipulation of West Germany, watched the
series on television that year. Kattagmbiguous Memory5. See also, Klaus G¥e Kracht,Die
zankende Zunft: Historische Kontroversen in Dehltsnd nach 194%Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2005), 12.

®Atina Grossman, “The ‘Goldhagen Effect’: Memoryepetition, and Responsibility in the New
Germany,” inThe Goldhagen Effect: History, Memory, Nazism—fk@the German Pastd.Geoff Eley
(Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 20089-90. For a good overview of such events since
1945, see Jeffrey K. Olick, “What Does It Mean torMalize the Past? Official Memory in German
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was literally ‘strewn’ with them; however, as we will see, the everte much more
than ‘moments.’ Christian Meier’s image \Wellen[waves] seems more appropriate as it
implies a succession of controversies that literally wash over sacidtypset the status
quo left by the previous one in their wakeThe wave image also corresponds with
Anne Fuchs’s and Mary Cosgrove’s assertion that these catalystehftiaemory
contests,” which they defined as “highly dynamic public engagements withghthpa
are triggered by an event that is perceived as a massive disturbance ofandgia
self-understanding.®® Memory contests are by definition pluralistic and generally
contentious. They deal with competing interpretations of the past, interpretaiviase
of critical importance to the self understanding of individuals, groups, and natibiss. T
study will focus on five such contests or ‘waves,’ all of which have significahped
German national self-consciousness from the early nineteen-sixtiekerftcst decade
of the twenty-first century. They are thescher Controversy1961-64), the
Historikerstreit(1986/87), th&soldhagen Affai(1995), the controversy over the
Wehrmachtsausstellur{@995-99), and the/alser-Bubis-Debat€1998/99) 1

This study will show that the first and the last contests were braclestergs.

They signified a beginning and an end to a particular way of reckoning with #he Na

Politics,” Social Science Historg2, no. 4, Special issue: Memory and the Natiom{#y 1998): 547-571,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1171575 (accessed M&th2010).

YMeier, Das Verschwinden der Gegenwat6.

8Anne Fuchs and Mary Cosgrove. “Introduction: Gerymiviemory Contests and the
Management of the Past,” ®erman Memory Contests: The Quest for Identityiterature, Film, and
Discourse Since 199@ds. Anne Fuchs, Mary Cosgrove, and Georg Gratel{&ster, NY: Camden
House, 2006), 2.

Historikerstreit= quarrel/debate/controversy among historialishrmachtsausstellurigexhibit
about Hitler’s war of annihilation against the SsEiMUnion and Yugoslavia from 1941-1944. The exlsbit
official name wasVernichtungskriegVerbrechen der Wehrmacht.1941-1944.
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past. The major themes, namely the role of the past in the present, the role of
professional historians in constructing the past, the interplay between public anel priva
memory, and the impact of (competing) conceptions of the past on national ideeitdy, w
present in all five, but played out differently in each one. This study will arguththat
historicization of National Socialism has become inevitable, perhaps evesbtiedy

the end of the twentieth century, but that it took the process of working throughethe fiv
catalytic events in order to get to this point. This does not mean that the elusive
Schlussstriclunder the National Socialist past has finally arrived; it just means that
dealing with National Socialism enters a new phase in which approachegmay b
appropriate that would have been unthinkable in the early nineteen-sixties orypecimat
the mid-nineteen-eighties.

All five events happened at critical junctures in the history of the Hedera
Republic. In a nutshell, thieischer Controversgurrounding historian Fritz Fischer’s
1961 ground-breaking study of Germany’s war aims in WWI did not directly d&al wi
Nazism or WWII, but nevertheless opened the door for the questioning of historiographic
assumptions that had thus far impeded a reckoning with the NaZ? gassther words,
Fischer’'sGriff nach der Weltmachwas the opening salvo for a process that is still
ongoing today, namely the attempt to forge a new national identity in lightadlaed
recent past. The last event erupted thirty-seven years later ovpeduh shat
playwright Martin Walser delivered in the Frankfurt Paulskirche in October 1998, on
occasion of accepting the peace price of the German book trade. The speech took issue

with the public use of Auschwitz as ‘moral cudgel’ and with the alleged

“Fritz FischerGriff nach der Weltmach: Die Kriegszielpolitik déaiserlichen Deutschland
1914/18(Disseldorf: Droste Verlag, 1961).
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instrumentalization of shame over the Holocaust for contemporary political psrpose
Walser called for reckoning with the Nazi past to become a private agtaieen the

individual and his or her conscience. The speech earned Walser overwhelming public
support, but unleashed a six-months controversy in which the German news media played
a primary rolé?* Although the process of reckoning with its National Socialist past has

not come to a conclusion yet in Germany, \alser-Bubis-Debatwas the most recent

event of its kind gripping the entire nation.

If Germans were not ready to reckon with their Nazi past in 1961, and if their
general approval of Walser’'s speech indicated their weariness of doing so in 1999, one
wonders what happened in the thirty-seven years between the two controvEmnsies.
three events that bridged the gap betweelribeher Controverspnd théWalser-Bubis-
Debate theHistorikerstreit theGoldhagen Affairand the controversy surrounding the
Wehrmachtsausstellunghay provide some clues.

TheHistorikerstreiterupted just a year after the fortieth anniversary celebrations
of the end of the war and three years before the unexpected reunification stith Ea
Germany. The core issues in this complex debate included the question whether it was
appropriate to historicize the Holocaust and study it like any other historaratl. eAlso,
would comparing the Holocaust to other modern genocides ‘normalize’ it (i.e. make it
relative or even excuse it), or would one have to continue to treat it as a uniquely
horrendous event in history? Underlying these points of contention was the question

whether the time had come to draw a closing line under the past and become a self-

ZMatthiasLorenz, “Walser-Bubis-Debatte,” in Torben Fisched éatthias Lorenz, edd.exikon
der “Vergangenheitsbewdltigung”: Debatten-und Diskgeschichte des Nationalsozialismus nach 1945
(Bielefeld: transcript Verlag, 2007), 297.
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assured, ‘normal’ nation like any other? Theldhagen Affaiand the controversy over

the originalWehrmachtsausstellun@ppened a decade later, five years after
reunification, and coincided with the fiftieth anniversary of the Alliedory over Nazi
Germany. Thé&oldhagen Affaibroke out over American historian Daniel Goldhagen’s
book, Hitler’s Willing Executionersin which he asserted that ordinary Germans took part
in the Holocaust willingly and often enthusiastically, driven by an ‘elinonadt anti-
Semitism’ that was unique to Germany and deeply rooted in its hiétdre
Wehrmachtsausstellungas a traveling exhibit depicting German army soldiers
committing war crimes and genocide as part of Hitler's war of anndmlaigainst the

Soviet Union and Yugoslavia (1941-1944). It was controversial because it destroyed the
popular myth of the ‘clean” army and allegedly condemned as murderers all who had
served as soldiers (as opposed to members &/diken SHduring WWIL.

These three bridging events had in common that they fell into the time span
between 1983 and 1995, the long decade replete with fiftieth anniversaries,
commemorating events from Hitler's coming to power to the various assassinat
attempts on his life, and culminating in the final defeat/liber&tioAll three were
significant in that they prompted discussions among historians and other intéd|dattia
also drew in politicians, various opinion makers, and the public. Each one broke taboos,
some within historical scholarship, and others in political self-understandimigham the

popular memory of the past. They asked new questions or old questions in new ways,

“Torben Fischer, “Goldhagen Debatte,” in Torben Iésa@nd Matthias Lorenz, edksexikon der
“Vergangenheitsbewaltigung”: Debatten-und Diskuesghichte des Nationalsozialismus nach 1945
(Bielefeld: transcript Verlag, 2007), 295. DarBdldhagenHitler's Willing Executioners: Ordinary
Germans and the Holocau®ew York: Knopf, 1996).

B\Whether to refer to May 8, 1845 as a day of defediberation was a memory contest in its own
right.
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and to varying degrees they prompted new scholaf8hiney were not confined to
Germany, since the history of National Socialism is not Germany’s alongebigicus
of this study will be on German perspectives. All three were public debateke &y
affected German memory, both its collective memory and the personal regmiori
individuals. Lastly, each of these ‘waves’ that triggered intensmomngcontests’ were
as much about the present—and even about the future—as about the past. They had as
much to do with current events in the life of the nation as with its recent past. hAs suc
each debate offers a window into German national identity, before anthafter
watershed events of 1989-1991. They also make clear that at issue are not only the past
events themselves, but just as much the manner in which politics, society, and the
historical profession research, discuss, remember, and instrumentalizeeutshfrom a
variety of perspectives and for a variety of purposes. Together, these debatélseabout
legacy of National Socialism shaped what has become known as the ‘historg’ afltur
the Federal Republic of Germany, with implications for the country’s pdldideure as
well 2

Even though the academic literature about German history contests and memory
culture is vast, few scholars have offered conceptual frameworks prpwidintal

roadmaps for negotiating the successive ‘waves’ of controversies. Bspofiiecal

#For more detail on the kinds of scholarship thegrmul up, see “Forum: Tlhistorikerstreit
Twenty Years On,German History24, no. 4 (2006): 586-607.

J6rn Risen, “Was ist Geschichtskultur? Uberlegurzgeeiner neuen Art, (iber Geschichte
nachzudenken,” iflistorische Faszination: Geschichtskultur Hewgds. Klaus Fiissmann, Heinrich
Grdtter, and Jorn Risen (KdIn: Bohlau Verlag, )994Rusen, Professor for General History at the
University of Bielefeld, defined history culture e “practically operative articulation of histoai
consciousness in the life of a society” [my tratistd, ibid. According to Rusen, artistic expressipublic
history, and monuments and commemorations areagllgb history culture. Academic history can and
does influence it, but has no exclusive hold orilite term seems to be roughly synonymous with
‘memory culture,’'used to describe the same phenomen
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philosopher Siobhan Kattago and German historian Norbert Frei are notablecgscept
According to Kattago, the process has moved through five stages: (1) Quoc@pat

shock, 1945-1949; (2) repression and reparations, 1949-1959; (3) therapeutic mourning,
1960s and 1970s; (4) preoccupation with antifascism and totalitarian theories, 1970s, and
(5) normalization and national identity, 1980s to present. In Kattago’s analytical
framework, these phases coincided with three models of national self-conss®us
According to her, West Germans moved from a “guilty pariah” model of identttyei

1950s to a therapeutic phase of mourning in the 1960s and 1970s, and in the 1980s
arrived at the normalization model of national consciousness that still p&tsist

According to this scheme, except for fischer Controversythe debates at issue here
would all fall into the last model of national self-consciousness.

Frei offered an alternative periodization, which, upon closer scrutiny, is not tha
different from Kattago’s. For him, reckoning with the past happened in four phases. T
phase opolitische Sauberungdpolitical purges] lasted from 1945-1949 and was
followed by the phase afergangenheitspolitijpolitics about the past] in the 1950s.
Vergangenheitsbewaltigurjgeckoning with the past] followed in the 1960s and 1970s.
The last phase was that\éérgangenheitsbewahrufigommemoration of the past],
which commenced in the 1980s and was still ongoing in 2005, the year of publication of
Frei’s periodization schem&. It remains to be seen which one, if any, of the attempts to
establish phases ¥ergangenheitsbewaltiguraprresponds with this work’s proposal of

a more thematic, rather than a chronological classification of the ‘wavéswibat over

%K attago,Ambiguous Memory: The Nazi Pa38-48.

2’Frei, 1945 und Wir41.
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Germany between what this study will call @pening Salv@Fischer Controvergyand

an End of an ErgWalser-Bubis-Debaje
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CHAPTER ONE
OPENING SALVO AND END OF AN ERA:

THE FISCHER CONTROVERSM\D THE WALSER-BUBIS-DEBATE

The reaction to his book surprised no one more than Fritz Fischer, its &uthor.
1964, three years after the publicatiorGeiff nach der Weltmacht: Die Kriegszielpolitik
des Kaiserlichen Deutschland 1914/1%& during the climax of the ensuing
controversy, a journalist asked Fischer whether he had expected his work to be a huge
success. “No, | had to offer it like sour beer,” responded Fischer, continuing ttat mo
publishers were not interested because he had to admit that the book did not deal with
Hitler.?

Nevertheless, the book must have “hit a nerve of German self understanding”
since otherwise the reaction to the book would have been inconcel¥sinee
publications followed and the controversy broadened. In retrospect, Australiarahistor
and Fischer expert John A. Moses claimed that the dispute over Fischer’'s workihad ha

the impact of a revolutioft. “Once in a decade or generation,” Moses declared,

#Born in 1908 in Bavaria, Germany, Fischer studisatdstant theology, philosophy, pedagogy,
constitutional history and national history at theiversities of Erlangen and Berlin, culminatingto
PhDs., one in theology and the other in historavidg served in the German Air Force in WWII angtaf
a period as prisoner of war in U.S. custody, Fiselssumed the chair of medieval and modern histbry
the University of Hamburg in 1947, where he stayetil his retirement in 1973. He remained active i
scholarly research and debate until the early 188dsdied in 1999.

#Bundesarchiv Koblengritz Fischer Papers, N 1422/5, quoted inf@r&racht,Die zankende
Zunft,47 [translation mine].

*bid., [translation mine]. The term, self-understing, does not ideally capture the German
Selbstverstéandnis.In this context the German also means naticglilconsciousness or national identity.

#13ohn A. Moses, The Politics of lllusion: The FiscBentroversy in German Historiography
(New York: Barnes & Noble Books, 1975), 1.
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the world of historians may be startled by the publication of some truly striking

piece of research which not only shatters accepted images by revealing

material but also raises new questions abut the total validity of earlier

methodologies. Such a piece of research is Professor Fritz Fiséhiérizach

der Weltmacht... %

What was this bombshell of a book all about and why did it strike such a nerve?
Is it justified to claim that it fired the opening salvo for a German-tetigrocess of
reckoning with the Nazi legacy, even though the book was not about Hitler? Or, to return
to Meier’'s image, was this the event that opened the floodgates to
Vergangenheitsbewaltigung process by which successive waves of controversy would
wash over the land, upsetting the status quo in their wake? A brief overview of the
sociopolitical climate in West Germany during the decade precedingdtessived event
is useful in order to appreciate the impact of the book at the time and to understand its
heuristic value for the argument of this paper.

The ‘long’ 1950s brought rapid economic growth and prosperity to West
Germany. The integration into the Western political and militaryraiéa and limited
rearmament went hand in hand with social conservafidihe decade also became

known as the ‘years of silence’ about the Nazi past, a stance Alexander ancelkéarga

Mitscherlich attributed to repressed mourning and glilthe formulation that

#2John A. MosesThe War Aims of Imperial Germany: Professor FritgdRer and his Critics(St.
Lucia [Brisbane]: University of Queensland Pre€68), 213.

#Konrad JarauschAfter Hitler: Recivilizing Germans, 1945-1998randon Hunziker, trans.,
translation oDie Umkehr: Deutsche Wandlungen 1945-198&w York: Oxford University Press,
2006), 120-124.

#Alexander and Margarete Mitscherlichhe Inability to Mourn: Principles of Collective
Behavior,Beverley Placzek, trans., (New York: Grove Piless 1975), translation ddie Unfahigkeit zu
trauern: Grundlagen kollektiven Verhaltefdinchen: R. Piper & Co Verlag, 1967). Otherséhargued
that Germans were not silent about the Third Reiahabout the war during the 1950s and early 1860s
all; rather, they conceptualized the era from ant@ers-as-victims-perspective within the private sphe
See Peter Fritzsche, “Volkstimliche Erinnerung dadtsche Identitat nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg,” in
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Chancellor Konrad Adenauer chose for his call for German restitution tqg Israel
“suffering was brought over the Jewish people in the name of the German people,” ma
have been symptomatic of the country’s general state of mind vis-a-vis ttes @irits
National Socialist past> While Germans were willing to acknowledge collective
responsibility for making financial amends, personal culpability was nat tgedic.

Granted, the publication in German of Anne Frank’s diary in 1950 had helped people
identify with an individual Jewish victim for the first time since the war, bwis to

take years before individual implication in Jewish suffering becameéeiecognized
component of German discourse about National Socidfisnstead, the Adenauer
administration and the public were more concerned with rebuilding the economy and
with the repatriation of POWs still in Soviet harfdsincidentatlly, the myth of the ‘clean
Wehrmacht which was to persist in the popular imagination until the controversy over
theWehrmachtsausstellungas to dismantle it in the 1990s, arose as part of the effort to

repatriate the German prisoners of WaiThe breakthrough to a new way of thinking

Verletztes Gedachtnis: Erinnerungskultur und Zsstdhichte im Konflikteds. Konrad Jarausch and Martin
Sabrow (Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 2002), 82-89.

*Moeller, “Deutsche Opfer, Opfer der Deutschen: el§sigefangene, Vertriebene, NS-Verfolgte:
Opferausgleich als Identitatspolitik,” Machkrieg in Deutschlanad. Klaus Naumann (Hamburg:
Hamburger Edition, 2001), 36; Moeller used a simijaote in “War Stories: The Search for a Usable
Past,” 1015-1016.

%*Anne-KathrinHerrmann, “Frithe Zeugnisse Uberlebender P'énikon der
‘Vergangenheitsbewaltigung in Deutschlaeds. Fischer and Lorenz, 41. As Robert Moellénted out
in “War Stories: The Search for a Usable Past,n@ers in the 1950s did not have ‘amnesia’ about the
war; rather, their selective memory cast themselatieer than the Jews into the role of victim (1:011
1013).

3736rg EchternkampNach dem Krieg: Alltagsnot, Neuorientierung une Hast der
Vergangenheit 1945-19490rich: Pendo Verlag, 2003), 126.

#Konrad Jarausch, “Critical Memory and Civil Socieffhe Impact of the 1960s on German
Debates about the Past,”@oping with the Nazi Past: West German DebateNawism and Generational
Conflict, 1955-1975eds.Philipp Gassert and Alan Steinweis (New York: Beign Books, 2006), 18.
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about the recent past and to new questions directed at that past did indeed not come until
Griff nach der WeltmacHiurst on the scene in 1961, and then only against considerable
resistancé?

Fischer’'s book was not about WWII. Instead, it posed a number of theses about
Imperial Germany’s policies before and during WWI that challenged contemngporar
German historiography. For example, Fischer claimed to have uncovergd newl
available documentary evidence for Imperial Germany’s willingnessrsu@luEuropean
hegemony, even by means of W&More provocatively yet, Fischer alleged that large
parts of the German elites, including members of the worlds of commerce, industry
banking, and the Lutheran Church, had actively supported Imperial Germanyts &ffo
establish itself as a world power. According to Fischer, German unification in 1871 ha
opened the door to a new nationalism that was conservative-dynastic as witaas m
andvoélkisch[ethnic]. Economic growth and anti-Semitism fueled this nationalism during
the pre-war years. Eventually, it culminated in the dangerous mix of chauangsm
self-aggrandizement that led Germany to risk, even actively pursue, war lincofolee
its way into a “place in the sun” among the world poweérs.

These well-documented findings struck like a historiographic thunderbolt at a
time when a number of conservative German historians were doing their best to help

Germans regain a semblance of ‘normal’ national identity following the ¢adyend

%Christine Nugent, “The Fischer Controversy: Higigraphic Revolution or Just Another
Historians’ Quarrel?"The Journal of the North Carolina Association oftdrians16 (2008): 77-114.

“OFor his research, Fischer utilized archives thdttecome available to German historians for the
first time since the Allies had confiscated thete@fVWII. The Soviets had returned them to East
Germany in 1956 and Fischer had been granted acBess to the documents’ release, German higteria
had had to rely on memoirs and personal papers.

“IFischer Griff nach der Weltmachi.7.
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moral collapse of the country after WWH. This role vis-a-vis the state had deep roots
within German historiography, reaching back to Leopold von Ranke who had been
instrumental in founding the profession in the late nineteenth century. As chahtsr
holding highly respected and powerful positions at German universities, German
historians had played the leading role not only in defining German nationalydentit
following the founding of Imperial Germany in 1871, but also in disputing Gerrsany’
alleged principal war guilt, as expressed in Article 231 of the Versailestylf By
WWII, the question of Germany’s leading role in unleashing WWI had become a
historiographic taboo. Indeed, the “myth of German innocence” prevailed well into the
1960s, meaning that it was firmly in place when Fischer introduced his evidence to the
contrary** Gerhard Ritter was the most prominent German historian upholding the Neo-
Rankean or ‘historist’ tradition in German historiography following WWII. Not
surprisingly, he became Fischer’s most vehement antadonist.

Fischer’s research upset a long-held historiographic consensus betweendthe guil
and the state, putting the reputations if not life-long achievements of prominenahist

at stake in the process. It should therefore not be surprising that some of his astagonist

“?Berger,The Search for NormalityChapter 2 provides a useful overview of the oilthe
profession in Germany until 1960.

“*Moses,The Politics of IllusionChapter 1; Wolfgang J. Mommsen, “Zur Kriegssdfalge
1914,"Historische Zeitschrif12, no.3 (1971): 608 - 609.

“Frederick Hale, “Fritz Fischer and the Historiogmgmf World War One, The History Teacher
9, no. 2 (February 1976): 262, http://lwww.jstor/stghle/492292 (accessed March 27, 2010).

“**The fact that Ritter had a leading role on theceidit boards of German school textbooks well
into the 1960s is just one indicator of his influeron national historical conscious formation istpear
Germany. Ritter’s historiographic perspectivesenieent throughout a textbook for High Schoolsriro
1963. Gerhard E. Bonwetsch, E. Dittrich-GallmeisfeDittrich, H. Gundel, H. Herzfeld, K. Leonhar@.
Ritter, F. Schnabel, and E. WilmannSyundriss der Geschichtédrfdie Oberstufe der bheren Schulen,
Ausgabe B, Band 3 ( Stuttgart: Ernst Klett Verlag63).
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did not shy away from labeling him Alestbeschmutzéone who fouls one’s own nest],

as Fischer recalled with some bitterness in a retrospective defense ofthf§ Wagainst

that invective, he shot back that the insights he had offered had
contributed to a painful process of disillusionment about the character of the
Wilhelminian Empire and even of the Weimar Republic, a process of distancing
oneself from one’s own immediate past, which has contributed to self-criticism i
the Federal Republic of Germany. This change of thinking has helped move the
Germans to achieve a normal and relaxed relationship with their neighbors to the
west and to the east (in the latter case against strong traditional Hp&fility
Notably, Fischer did not explicitly claim that he had changed the way Germans

dealt with their National Socialist past. From the above passage it seeims diinot

fully realize in 1988 to what extent his work had served as catalyst for subsequent

‘memory contests’ over the Nazi legadyischer had done nothing less than change the

way German historians looked at historical continuities. He had demonstrated that a

critical perspective of one’s national past was possible and had argued tst it w

preferable to the apologetic stance that professional historians had tragitassalined.

His work ultimately called into question the whole notion of the grand national narrative

constructed around historical progress and advanced by the nation-state. Byehisiall

“Fritz Fischer, “Twenty-Five Years Later: Lookingék at the ‘Fischer Controversy’ and its
ConsequencesCentral European Historgl, no. 3 (1988): 209, http://www.jstor.org/stdb®16121
(accessed March 27, 2010). Gerhard Ritter’s folfmapublications attested to his side of the corrsy
and gave a glimpse into the deep rift betweenwleehistorians. Gerhard Ritter, “Eine neue
Kriegsschuldthese? Zu Fritz Fischers Buch ‘Gri€h der Weltmacht'."Historische Zeitschrift194, no.

3 (1962): 646-668; Ritter, “Zur Fischer-Kontrovers Historische Zeitschrif200, no. 3 (1965): 783-787.
Ritter’'s opus magnurprovided an appreciation for what was at stakeeskFischer’s research questioned
much of it: Ritter,;The Sword and the Scepter: the Problem of Miltarin Germanytranslated from the
second, revised edition in German by Heinz NordBranslation ofStaatskunst und Kriegshandwerk: Das
Problem des “Militarismus” in Deutschland,954-1967Coral Gables, FL.: University of Miami Press,
1969-1972).

*"Fischer, “Twenty-five Years Later,” 223. The lasntence alluded to the West integration of
the 1950s and 1960s and tBstpolitik of the 1970s and 1980s.
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new way of conceptualizing history opened the door for examining how the National
Socialist era fit into German histofS).

Although Fischer’s work was nabouthistorical method and the role of the
historian vis-a-vis the stafeer se his work raised these issues to the point where in
retrospect analysts called it a “historiographic break-through” otersteed event that
completely changed the landscape of post-WW!II German historical schpl&rshi
Fischer himself made sweeping claims about the revolutionary nature of les@ppr
beyond the content of his subject. For example, he asserted that his books and his
teaching “ha[d] not only helped to advance scholarly methodology and historical
research, but ha[d] altered the Germans’ view of their own pash’his own
perception, he was one of the first German historians to use a social-histppoadch,
meaning that he did not only look at the state and diplomacy, but also at all thersdbcial a
economic forces that pressed upon the political leadership prior and during WWI.
Fischer further claimed that his books “advanced historical methodology away from
[nineteenth-century] ‘historicism’ [historism] to a social-econommid atructuralist view

of history,” which in turn helped spawn an entirely new school of research [th#exb-ca

“*This argument is informed by Konrad Jarausch’oegtective of the Fischer Controversy in his
“Der Nationale Tabubruch. Wissenschaft, Offenttigih und Politik in der Fischer-Kontroverse,” in
Zeitgeschichte als Streitgeschichte: Grosse Koetisen nach 194%ds. Martin Sabrow, Ralph Jessen,
and Klaus Grfe Kracht, 20-4@Munchen: Verlag C.H.Beck, 2003), especially 33-36.

49Jarausch, “World Power or Tragic Fate: The Kriefaidfrage as Historical NeurosisCentral European Histor, no.
1(1972): 76. In hindsight, though, some histmwihave observed that Fischer’'s approach was siit traditional in his emphasis on
the state and on state documents. For example|di8ywottek argued this in “Die Fischer Kontrme Ein Beitrag zur
Entwicklung Historisch-Politischen Bewusstseingl@m Bundesrepublik,” irDeutschland in der Weltpolitik des 19. und 20.
Jahrhunderts: Fritz Fischer zum 65. Geburtsteds.Fritz Fischer, Imanuel Geiss, Bernd Jirgen Weant, Peter-Christian Witt
(Dusseldorf: Bertelsmann Universitatsverlag, 1938) Emanuel Geiss made a similar argumeBtinlien Gber Geschichte und
Geschichtswissensch@ftrankfurt am Main: SuhrkampVerlag, 1972), 170.

*Fischer, “Twenty-Five Years Later,” 221-223.



29

Fischer School’f Thus Fischer's work challenged a tradition of strong alliances
between leading professional historians and the state that had existed for over one
hundred years. It would eventually shatter the paradig@eschichtsbildhat the guild

had so carefully constructed, before WWI, between the wars, and once again after WW
This not only invited his colleagues’ wrath upon him, but also led to significant pblitic
controversy.

Fischer’s continuity thesis must have posed the greatest challenge to German
national self-consciousness. It questioned the quarantine that post-1945 historiography
with the blessing of the state, had imposed on National Socialism. If thereawere,
Fischer argued, continuities from Bismarck all the way to Hitler, then itdvoil
impossible to maintain that Hitler, the ‘demonic individual,” and his minions had
unleashed the catastrophe of WWII upon the German people who, in this scenario,
assumed the victim role in the procédsThe argument that some of Hitler's policies had
deep roots in Imperial Germany and had already played a role before and dwing W
was generally not acceptable in the Federal Republic of the 1950s and early 1960s. Af
all, from a political perspective, it was “a central task of historians [ifr¢ueral
Republic of Germany] ... to present an image of German history that would mesh as w
as possible with efforts to integrate the Federal Republic into a westenpeaar

community of nations® The order of the day was the rehabilitation of West Germany.

*lbid., 221-222. Some have translated the GerHiatorismusas ‘historism’ instead of
‘historicism’ to distinguish it from the Anglo-Amian concept of historicism, which is not at all y/h
history. See BergeThe Search for Normalify8.

*2For more detail on the political implications osEher’s theses, see Hale, “Fritz Fischer and the
Historiography of World War One.”

*Frederick Hale, “Fritz Fischer and the Historiodrgmf World War One,” 264.
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The newly constructed national narrative was to reach back to Bismarck or even

Frederick the Great, via Weimar, conveniently leaving Hitler out asratimn’ or

historical accident. Fischer’s claim that there was indeed a continuitgdret

Bismarck’s power politics, the war aims of Imperial Germany in W\Wd, &y

implication, the policies of Nazi Germany in WWII therefore struck a seesihord at a

time when West Germany strove to construct a new, less war-like inraiggefbthat

would make it a more attractive partner of the Western alliance. Praofalssolitical,

and public circles did not fully appreciate the explosiveness of this aspectlodiss

work until later, when he explicated and radicalized it in subsequent publictions.
Apparently, though, political circles understood it well enough by the summer of

1964 when the government tried to foil Fischer’s university lecture series unttesl

States by withdrawing previously granted travel funds. Eventuall@rierican

Council for Learned Societiésmanced the trip and Fischer was able to present his work

to American academic audiences despite official German resisfaheeuld be

difficult to find a clearer political rejection of Fischer's work than the Braaz Joseph

Stra, controversial political figure and chairman of the conservative ChriSoaral

Union (CSV), offered. “A people which has performed an economic miracle,” he argued,

**This happened primarily in Fischerrom Kaiserreich to Third ReichElements of Continuity
in German History 1871-1945rans. Roger Fletcher, translationBifndnis der Eliten: Zur Kontinuitat
der Machtstrukturen in Deutschland 1871-194979 (London: Allen & Unwin, 1986).

**Jarausch, “Der nationale Tabubruch,” 20 and 31k8anuel Geiss, “Zur Fischer Controverse—
40 Jahre danach,” ineitgeschichte als Streitgeschichte: Grosse Koettsan nach 194%ds. Martin
Sabrow, Ralph Jessen, and Klausfer&racht (Munchen: Verlag C.H.Beck, 2003), 46. Aicen
historians were much more receptive to Fischeesel than his German colleagues, as Fischer’swask
more in line with the international than with ther@an historiography of WWI. As an interestingesid
note, Jarausch, then a graduate student at theetditivof Wisconsin, Madison, experienced one of
Fischer’s lectures, which prompted him to write dhistoral dissertation on Imperial Chancellor Treddb
von Bethmann Hollweg, one of the pivotal Germaritjpidins connected with the outbreak of WWI (ibid.,
20).
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“has the right not to want to be bothered with Auschwitz anynSré&br Stra@, Fischer
was nothing but a “Communist fellow travelet.”

Political and cultural impacts of Fischer’s theses were closely linkadhdthe
‘silent decade’ of the 1950s, society had not confronted the moral issues of personal
responsibility. Yet it was not difficult to connect Fischer’s questions aboutléefr
elites on the eve of WWI with those of elites during the Third Reich and, by extension,
about the role that some of those same elites were playing in the Federalda&publ
Germany’® Indeed, there had never been a ‘Zero Hour’ or new beginning within the
professions, including the historical one; on the contrary, many intellectudlsling:
history professors, had been able to remain in their positions of pov@restioning the
authority of their parents, their professors, and the state, the emerging studement

found the alleged continuities between the Nazi power structure and the yourej Feder

*Franz Joseph StrApquoted in BergeiThe Search for Normalify83. Berger quoted Stru
from Matthias von HellfeldDie Nation erwacht. Zur Trendwende der deutschaitigchen Kultur(Kéln:
PapyRossa, 1993), 75.

bid.

*8f such connections occurred to anyone at the tthey; were not openly discussed, or at least |
have not been able to find evidence in the litemtuGiven the political and social climate at tinee,
however, the thought about possible connectiong haue added fuel to the attacks against Fischer.

*These historians, occupying powerful positionshie German university system, referred to
themselves aie Zunft” or the guild, which implied a monopoly on influerexed high barriers for
newcomers to join. See also MosEle Politics of lllusion111-114. As for the continuity within the
guild between the Third Reich and West Germany Asest Schildt, “Uberlegungen zur Historisierung der
Bundesrepublik,” iverletztes Gedéachtnis: Erinnerungskultur und Zsstghichte im Konflikeds. Konrad
Jarausch and Martin Sabrow (Frankfurt: Campusage2002), 266-268 and Bergéhe Search for
Normality, 40-41. This situation became the subject oktohiographic controversy in its own right in the
so-called ‘Historians in National Socialism Conteesy’ from 1998 onwards. See Torben Fischer,
“Historiker im Nationalsozialismus,” in Fischer ahdrenz, edsLexikon der Vergangenheitsbewatigung
299-303.
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Republic unbearabf®. Twenty years later, the German journalist Ralph Giordano,
himself a victim of Nazi persecution, labeled this particular continuithieagweite
Schuld[the second guilt/culpability], popularizing the notion with a large readefShip.

In the late 1960s, students were indeed the first group in German society willing
to look at the immediate past more critically than their parents had done thus far. The
began demanding a ‘reckoning with the past’ that did not shy away from questions of
personal guilf? This generational dynamic demonstrated for the first time what should
become apparent during subsequent ‘waves’ of controversies about the Nazi past,
namely, that intergenerational issues would inevitably play a role. Insagenal
tension was also at work within the historical guild itself, during this firstrovetsy as
well as subsequent ones, pitting those historians who had experienced Nationsnsocial
directly against those who had iot.

Although Fischer’s work had far-reaching political and cultural consequerges, it
most profound legacy might have been having questioned, for the first time, the
traditional role of the historian in society. No longer would the historian provide
legitimacy to state policies, at least not out of a nationalist loyalty tstéte, as had
been the tradition of German historism. Rather, the historian would not shy away from

uncovering unpalatable aspects of national history and thereby challengetyg aad its

®Fischer must have had a strong following amongesits] as he had attracted over one hundred
doctoral candidates during his tenure at the Usityenf Hamburg. Jarausch, “Der nationale Tabubsuc
28.

®'Ralph GiordanoDie zweite Schuld oder von der Last Deutscher iru(seamburg: Rasch und
Roéhring Verlag, 1987).

®2%For a similar argument along these lines, see dahau‘World Power or Tragic Fate?” 76.
%3As for theFischer ControversyGerhard Ritter and the other critics from witttie guild had

fought for Germany in WWI, while Fischer was toaupg to have done so. This difference might hate ye
been another reason why the older historiansidgilitified with Imperial Germany.
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various elites. Thus, the historian’s role would still be profoundly political, but he or she
would no longer be the handmaiden of the state. On the contrary, historiography could
have an emancipatory effect, as Imanuel Geiss, Fischer's most prostunstt,
claimed it should? This independence from the state would lead to less uniformity
within historiography and to greater plurality of interpretative fraor&s of the past.
Such plurality or fragmentation became evident once social history in &raions
came on the scen&. Although Fischer did not single-handedly replace historism with
critical history, the new vision of the role of history in society and of thesponding
responsibility of the historian was the most significant historiographic batitrn of
Fischer's worle®

Looking at theFischer Controversyrom a distance of almost fifty years, its
timing is not surprising, even against the backdrop of the 1950s and early 1960s. Its
emotional climax in 1964 played out at the BeHiistorikertag[historians’ meeting], a
conference that coincided with the fiftieth anniversary of the outbreak of WWI and the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the beginning of WWHI. These anniversaries would bring
with them a heightened sensitivity for questions of wars’ origins and way lgutilalso of

historical continuities, national identity, and victimhood. Yet it would take another

®Geiss,Studien iber Geschichte und Geschichtswissensdi®aft195. Geiss asserted this new
reality in his portrayal of thEischer Controversgs a generation conflict between the “orthodoxythe
guild and a new generation of historians who finathnted to assert their right to write their ovstory,
building on the bitter lessons of the past. Acaagdo him, the older generation had had its ttwith
results that we all know,” ibid., 195.

®Stefan Berger posited that the pluralization withistoriography that Fischer brought about has
remained intact ever since, despite repeated caatser attempts of revisionism during tHéstorikerstreit
and after reunification. BergeFhe Search for Normality220, 233.

®This argument is informed by Konrad Jarausch’osgtective of the Fischer Controversy in his
“Der Nationale Tabubruch.”

®"For a detailed account of that meeting, see G&lss,Fischer-Kontroverse—40 Jahre danach,”
46-49.
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twenty-two years for thelistorikerstreitto break outthe first major controversy about

the legacy of National Socialism proper. As we will see, this controversy andhére ot
that followed were quite unthinkable without the preceding debate about Gern@ay’s

in WWI. Even though FischerGriff nach der Weltmachhay not have been ‘about

Hitler,” his entire body of work and the debate it precipitated turned out to be very much
So.

Fast-forward from 1964 to October 11, 1998. The stage from where our second
bracket event emanated was none other than the Frankfurt Paulskirche, @ plaat
symbolism for German national history. It was here that the first publetyesl
political body in Germany convened in 1848/49, thirty-one years before the founding of
the first modern German nation-state. The Paulskirche has served as natioiogiam
rather than as church and has been used since its reconstruction after Wvéhtsroé
national political and cultural significance. The particular event at issaenas the
ceremony awarding German playwright Martin Walser the prestigiease™Prize of the
German Book Trade, an international prize that has been given in conjunction with the
Frankfurt Book Fair since 1958. Walser used this exposed platform, in the presence of
representatives from various German and international leadership,divaheske a
statement, couched as an acceptance speech, that would unleash the most m@cent maj

controversy about the role of the National Socialist legacy in German s6tiety.

®Americans have been among the international retigi€seorge F. Kennan, Yehudi Menuhin,
Paul Tillich, Thornton Wilder, Fritz Stern and Sos®ontag.

®Walser was born in 1927 in Wasserburg, Germany.omgrhis most controversial literary
productions in terms dfergangenheitsbewatigursge, the essay, “Unser Auschwitz,” (1965), the hove
Tod eines Kritiker§2002), and his autobiographical novgin springender Brunne(lL998), for which he
received the award at issue here.
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In his speech, titled “Erfahrungen beim Verfassen einer Sonntagsrede,” Walser
took issue with the alleged public use of Auschwitz as “moral cudgel” and with what he
coined the “instrumentalization of shame” over the Holocaust for contemporaiggioli
purpose<? Bemoaning the relentless and ritualized memory culture surrounding the
Holocaust in Germany and the politically correwta culpaassociated with it in
contemporary German discourse, Walser laced his speech with controvateraksits,
such as “I have had to learn to avert my eyes,” “| don’t have to be able to stand the
unbearable,” “I could not live in a world in which amends had to be made for
everything,” and “..., | realize that something in me rebels against theleske
representation of our shamé Instead of the ‘moral cudgel’ that the Holocaust
allegedly had become in the political and cultural life of the reunified nation aB8@s,
Walser demanded that reckoning with the Nazi past would once again become a private
affair between the individual and his or her consciéfAt€onscience cannot be
delegated,” he argu€d Also stressing that no reasonable person would deny the horror
of Auschwitz, Walser further stated that the constant affirmation of shame hiazhpol
motives, insinuating that such motives revolved around the leftist arguments against

German reunification. One could not afford to speak of Germany as a normal nation

“Martin Walser, “Erfahrungen beim Verfassen einenr8agsrede,” ilDie Walser-Bubis-
Debatte: Eine Dokumentatioadited by Frank Schirrmacher (Frankfurt am MaBuhrkamp, 1999), 13,
12. Loosely translated, the title of the speechis¢Experiences While Composing a Sunday [thought-
provoking]Address.

bid., 8 [first three quotes] and 12 [last quot&}anslations mine.

| orenz, “Walser-Bubis-Debatte,” in Fischer and Lroreeds. Lexikon der
‘Vergangenheitsbewaltigung@97.

Walser, “Erfahrungen beim Verfassen einer Sonnéeagst 9.
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without inviting suspiciori* With escalating sharpness, Walser further accused unnamed
GermanDichter und Denkeof acting as the official “defenders of national conscience”
and as “opinion soldiers,” brandishing “moral pistols” to demand political correctnes
from the poef?

His ‘Sunday speech’ earned Walser overwhelming public support, not only from
the roughly twelve-hundred people filling the Paulskirche on that Sunday morning, but
also from the broad public that subsequently weighél ifhe controversy that followed
lasted six months and was aired in public via the entire spectrum of the natiomainGer
news media. Already in 1999, Frank Schirrmacher, co-editor d¢irdnekfurter
Allgemeine Zeitungnd author of theaudatioon Walserpublished a 682-page
collection of documents that had appeared in the press between October 1998 and March
1999”7

The public support was not the decisive factor in turning the speech into a
veritable ‘wave’ of disputes about the legacy of the Nazi past; rather jtibereaction

by Ignatz Bubis, then chair of ti@entral Committee of Jews in Germd@gntralrat der

"bid., 9, 11, 12-13. Some leftist intellectualsitmgued in the 1980s that Auschwitz forbade
German dreams of eventual reunification with then@e Democratic Republic, forming once again a full
fledged German nation.

"Ibid., 14-15. WithDichter und Denkerliterally translated as poets and thinkers, Walsterred
to German intellectuals. Germany had traditionptiged itself on being a nation Bichter und Denker
referring to Goethe, Schiller, and even Marx, Bsb @ne in which modern intellectuals had much to
contribute to the public sphere. The slogan madargence after reunification, coinciding with the
growing self-confidence of the nation (or with @igempt to project a new, positive image of Germniduay
draws on a less encumbered past than the one a@sgbuiith the Third Reich). Here Walser probably
referred to the criticism he received for not hagvimcluded anything about the Holocaust in his
autobiographical noveEin springender BrunnéRoman(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1998).

8L orenz, “Walser-Bubis-Debate,” in Fischer and Laresds. Lexikon der
Vergangenheitsbewaltigung97.

"Frank Schirrmacher, edDje WalserBubis-Debatte: Eine Dokumentation (Frankfurt amiiva
Suhrkamp, 1999).
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Juden in Deutschlarjgkicked off what was to become one of the most acerbic and
polemic controversies about the legacy of National Socialism to date. Bubis anfihis w
attended the event in the Paulskirche. They were the only ones not joining in the
standing ovation Walser received; rather, they remained seated in protestttAlater,
on November 9, 1998, Bubis took the opportunity to offer a public rebuttal in his speech
commemorating the sixtieth anniversary of the night of Nazi pogroms againsiikk Je
community, also know as tlieichskristallnacht In his speech, again in front of an
audience of political and intellectual dignitaries and reprinted in full ifrthekfurter
Allgemeine Zeitund3ubis placed Walser in a long tradition of those who had tried “to
suppress history [and] extinguish memor.Carefully mentioning that only he was
responsible for what he would say and only Walser was responsible for his gsrkeh
(as opposed to ‘all Jews’ and ‘all Germans’), Bubis’s main points of crititisased on
Walser mentioning shame repeatedly, but never any of the crimes that bddaall
shame in the first place. In fact, considering public display of shame as
instrumentalization of Auschwitz for contemporary purposes amounted to “itwellec

9

arson.”” Bubis also leveled an accusation of anti-Semitism at Walser, parts of whose

speech were “unworthy” of a recipient of a peace prize, but perhaps symptofrati

"®|gnatz Bubis, “Rede des Prasidenten des Zentrald®eJuden in Deutschland am 9. November
1998 in der Synagoge Rykerdieain Berlin,” in Frank Schirrmacher, efdie Walser-Bubis-Debatte: Eine
Dokumentatior{Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1999), 108-109.

Ibid., 111. The original German geistige Brandstiftunga provocative label in a country that
prides itself on the role of intellectualism antkifectuals in society. The fire imagery has ugly
connotations with Auschwitz, but also with arsosaagts on asylum hostels that occurred aroundrte t
of the controversy. The political purposes for ethAuschwitz was allegedly being used that Walser h
alluded to may have been the hotly contested HuoistdMemorialthat was planned for the center of
Berlin. Bubis believed Walser had alluded to tieedlssions about financial restitution for forcalldrers
that was raging at the time, which Walser denigdatz Bubis, Salomon Korn, Frank Schirrmacher, and
Martin Walser, “Wir brauchen eine neue Sprachedfé@rErinnerung: Ein Gespréach,” in Schirrmacher, e
Die Walser-Bubis-Debatte438-439, 444,
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mood of “intellectual nationalism” that had lately arisen in Germany andiésated for
Germany finally to become a ‘normal natidfl. Bubis’s concluding statement was most
pointed, perhaps to serve as a moral cudgel in its own right, as, according to him, “some
would not be able to learn morals any other way.” “We owe it to the victims of the
Shoah not to forget about them!” he exclaimed, “He who forgets these victims, kills them
once more!” Bubis passed away less than a year later, in August 1999.

It would lead too far to reiterate here the controversy as it unfolded in all its
details, but it is nevertheless of interest that the majority of the lattérs editor that
Schirrmacher reprinted in his documentation sympathized with Walser, resgardle
which newspaper the letters had originally appeared. Many writers found tlssrWa
had been courageous to express what they themselves believed but were afrdil to say
fear of appearing politically incorrect. A few examples must sufficemeey a common
thread among these letters: “You speak my heart!” wrote Astrid Koch in @npétstter
to Walser on December 12, 1998. Two days later, Joachim Baron wrote to Walser, “You
are completely right: ‘Having to remember!” has once more to become an individual
[affair], an affair of the heart!” On January 23, 1999, Eva Kriger wrote inea tetthe
editor of theNeue Ziricher ZeitungThis is about us older generation, ..., finally
want[ing] protection from [someone] constantly digging in our wounds and demanding
from us to profess guilt publicly. There is no collective gdft.These few excerpts

represent some of the key concerns Walser’s supporters from the genecalpigblil.

80Bubis, “Rede des Prasidenten des Zentralratesuden)' in Schirrmacher, edje Walser-
Bubis-Debatte112.

8 bid., 112 and 113.

82Schirrmacher, edDie Walser-Bubis-Debatt@07, 465, and 589, respectively [translations
mine].
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A look at opinion polls from 1989 and 2002 allows the conjecture that they might not
have been entirely out of synch with the general pdblithese same issues also became
major themes of the controversy: A saturation point had allegedly been reached for
public and official commemorations that represented Germany as a nation of
perpetrators; mourning and remorse must once again become private affaildethe
generation had done enough to atone for National Socialism and had a right to have its
own victim status recognized.

Those who supported Walser, and there were many, expressed directly or
indirectly that it was time, almost ten years after the post-WWiIIlepad come to an
end, finally to put the elusiv@chlussstriclunder the National Socialist past. ‘Enough is
enough,” and ‘it's time to be a normal nation again,” many seemed to have heagd Wals
say in his speech—and they agreed. For our purposes it may not be as important what
Walser actuallyid say and what he may have meant with his numerous insinuations as
what his audienckeardhim say. He had purportedly spoken only for himself, but had
constructed his speech in such a way that it was open to multiple interpretatiog)sof Thi
course, also made it vulnerable to being misunderstood, as, according to Walser, Bubis

and some others obviously h¥dWalser had indeed touched a nerve, not unlike Fischer

8The pollsters asked whether the statement wasatah& Germans occupied themselves too
much with the past, especially with the Third Reiehile not looking towards the future enough.1889,
40% of the respondents agreed with this statembit¢ w2% did not. In 2000, by contrast, 47% agreed
and 43% did not. This might signal a growing @ate,” with reckoning with the past, being stroniger
2000 than eleven years earlier. Noelle-Neumanrkaither, eds.Allensbacher Jahrbuch der Demoskopie
1998-2002548.

#\Walser made additional statements throughout thelding controversy. On 28 November,
1998, for example, he stated that his criticism been directed towards theedianot towards
professional historians and their work. Furthemnde had never asked foBahlussstrichinstead, he had
argued that memory and remembrance were affaithéoindividual conscience. Martin Walser, “Wovon
zeugt die Schande, wenn nicht von Verbrechen. Gmagissen ist die innere Einsamkeit mit sich: Ein
Zwischenruf,” in Schirrmacher, edje Walser-Bubis-Debatj®52-260. In a conversation with Bubis
from 14 December 1998, Walser reiterated that lenleaer meant to demandahlussstrich He had
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before him, but in a very different way. As a result, the next wave of reckonindgheith t
Nazi past swept over the land, involving members of the general public, publicists and
politicians, and, to a small degree, professional historians in yet anothet debéte
about the past that still had not ‘passed away,’ to use Ernst Nolte’s formutatothie
Historikerstreit This debate proved so important that it eventually found its way into a
German history textbook, as was the case with the other four controversiesadiscuss
here®

If at the eve to the twenty-first century not even a reunified German natg®n wa
able to relegate the National Socialist past to the annals of history, canlargusti that
the Walser-Bubis-Debatearked the end of an era? Was this controversy indeed the
closing bracket, just like thHeischer Controvershiad been the opening bracket? More
‘waves’ were already on the horizon; M&lser-Bubis-Debateas not the last one. The
planned Jewish Museum in Berlin was hotly debated, for example, before it was opened
in 2001; Walser’s own novelDeath of a Criti¢ rekindled thé/Nalser-Bubis-Debatin
2002, and, most recently in 2009/10, the political quarrel over the appointment of Erika
Steinbach, controversial president of Fezleration of Expelled¥/erbund der

Vertriebenelh to the board of the government foundatiBhght, Expulsion,

never disputed that the entire nation was resplmsitde also maintained that the majority of lisenhad
understood his message correctly, implying thati@ahd a minority had not been able to do the same.
Bubis, Korn, Schirrmacher, Walser, “Wir brauchemeeneue Sprache,” in Schirrmacher, &ie, Walser-
Bubis-Debatte,438-464, especially 445-447

#Bender, Daniela, Michael Epkenhans, Karl-Heinz r&idiger Fleiter, Andreas GrieRinger,
Wolfram Lippert, Joachim Rohlfes, Reinhard Sturmg 8artin ThunichGeschichte und Geschehen:
Neuzeit. Sekundarstufe Il (Leipzig: Ernst Klett SchulbueHag, 2005), 246-247. The text presents the
students with excerpts from Walser's speech andsdgutesponse. The assignment asks for students to
discuss the two perspectives, based on their owar®nces (!) and reflections.
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Reconciliationmakes regular appearances in the national ff&dsere is indeed no
indication that such controversies will cease to develop any time soon. Even the recent
historicization of East Germany and the fledgling historicization oft\@esmany, both

of which are attracting much professional and general interest, have noecketiger
continuing reckoning with National Socialism superfludus.

Comparing théValser-Bubis-Debateith theFischer Controversynay help in
shedding light on their respective roles within the broader context of German
Vergangenheitsbewaltigungsuch comparison must include the political frameworks
within which the controversies played out and the repercussions on national
consciousness as well as the respective roles of the historical professioaditeamd
the public.

At the outbreak of th&ischer Controversythere was no German nation, at least
not in the conventional form of a nation-state. Germany as a territorial 1sédienhad
ceased to exist with capitulation in 1945. Two separate successor stateslheedr
Germany in 1949, their common border marking the geographic and ideological divide
between East and West that was to persist for forty years. Duringsth@eitiades
following the war, both states were engaged in forming new ‘national’ idestze

required historical legitimization via newly constructed grand ‘nationatatiges.

8For more information about the first two controvess see Sabine Offe, “Jiidisches Museum
Berlin, “ in Fischer and Lorenz, edkexikon der “Vergangenheitsbewaltiguncg06-308 and Matthias
Lorenz, “Martin WalserTod eines Kritiker$ in ibid., 310-313. Thé&teinbach Affaiis still ongoing and
can be followed in the online German national pfagp://www.welt.de, http://www.zeit.de or

http://faznet.de

8’See also Dietrich Miihlberg, “Vom langsamen WandelErinnerung an die DDR,” in
Verletztes Gedéachtnis: Erinnerungskultur und Zsstdhichte im Kondlikieds. Konrad Jarausch und
Martin Sabrow (Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 2002)7-261 and Axel Schildt, “Uberlegungen zur
Historisierung der Bundesrepublik,” in ibid., 2532



42

Although in West Germany the narrative was not uncontested, a broad consensus
nevertheless existed, including a view of the Third Reich as aberration fronttired pa
German history, the desirability of belonging to the West, and the search fabke'us
past. Many a historian from the older generation saw it as his responsibilitylitata
West Germany's search for such a fass a consequence, Fischer's challenge to
redefine the role of the historian vis-a-vis the state met with cool or outidgtite
reactions. Nevertheless, he had opened the door to a new way of looking at the state,
and, by extension, at the past, which would prove immensely fruitful to the
historiography of the following decades.

The Walser-Bubis-Debat®ok place in a completely different geo-political
environment. The German nation-state existed again since 1990, although occupying a
substantially smaller territory than the Bismarckian nation-state of \/ith. it came a
renewed need for some kind of national identity, however that might be defined. After
all, neither identity of the two post-war German successor states would dohendent
circumstances. By 1998/99, Germany had developed a degree of self-confidence vis-a
vis the great powers that would have been entirely unthinkable before reunification, not
to mention in the 1950%. A new coalition government of the leftist Social Democrats

and the Greens had just taken the helm, bringing a generation of politicians without

8stefan Berger provided an excellent overview of ¥@arman historiography between 1945 and
1961 in Chapter 3 of his bookhe Search for Normality.

8According to conservative historian, Gregor Scheitigthis confidence had been painfully slow
in coming initially, partially due to Germany'’s ative lack of experience with having a nation-state
Notably, Schollgen insinuated in his bodigst vor der Macht: Die Deutschen und ihre Aupsétik
(Frankfurt/Main: Ullstein, 1993), especially ChapOne, that Allied post-war policies vis-a-vis Gany
were partially responsible for Germans having ftleyohow to pursue the foreign policy of a fullediged
nation-state. Stefan Berger, by contrast, arghatre-nationalization was apparent right after re-
unification, not only in politics, but also in histography (BergerThe Search for Normality
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personal experience of National Socialism to power. Under Gerhard Schroder’s
chancellorship, theaison d’étatwas different from what had driven Chancellor
Adenauer: West integration had become a long-established status quo, while the
economic reconstruction of the former East Germany now took priority. Economic
considerations but perhaps also a more distanced moral perspective on thgddgzi le
may have been among the reasons why Schrdder clearly sided with industry in the
wrangle about reparation payments to surviving forced laborers of the Téial. RHe

did not weigh in on th&Valser-Bubis-Debatexcept for the comment that playwrights
should be permitted to talk about Auschwitz as moral cudgel while the Federal
Chancellor should not. As Gerd Wiegel pointed out, Schréder’s statement left unclear
whether he regretted this or ndtAnother comment, on occasion of an interview with
the national newspapdbje Zeit from June, 1999 conveys Schroder’s position quite
clearly. “People who do not have their own memories—that pertains to my gemerati
and to those that follow— should be able to run around without guilt comp&xEise
Federal President, Roman Herzog, by contrast, did address the controversy. @n occas
of the day of remembrance of the liberation of Auschwitz, January 28, 1999, Herzog
delivered an address that seemed to attempt finding a middle-ground betweenswWalser’

complaints about German ‘memory culture’ and Bubis’s accusations of anissemit

“Gerhard Schroder, cited in Gerd Wiegel, “Eine Reude ihre Folgen: Die Debatte zur Walser-
Rede,” inGeistige Brandstiftung: Die Walser-Bubis Debattds. Gerd Wiegel and Johannes Klotz (Kéin:
Papy/Rossa Verlag, 1999), 51. Also telling of Gladilor Schroder’s rather unencumbered attitude tdsva
the German past was his call for a Holocaust mexhtin which one would enjoy going” (ibid.). Wielge
cited the Chancellor not directly, but from anaeiby Werner A. Perger in the national newspapéar,
Zeit, from 11 December, 1998.

%Gerhard Schréder, “Eine offene Republik. Ein Iview mit Gerhard Schréder,Die Zeit(June
1999), quoted in Amir Eshel, “Vom Eigenen Gewiss@®&ie Walser-Bubis-Debatte und der Ort des
Nationalsozialismus im Selbstbild der BundesreibDeutsche Vierteljahrsschrift fur
Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichite no. 2 (2000), 358 [translation mine].
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Bemoaning the conspicuous absence of the young generation from the public discussion,
Herzog concentrated his remarks on “the future of remembetige will encounter

the theme underlying this remark, namely the historicization of the Holodangstghout

the remainder of this study.

This cursory comparison has demonstrated that the geo-political situation in
which a community undertak&&rgangenheitsbewaltigungfluences how the process
plays out. The political motivation is always central to the process. In theaFede
Republic of Germany, both the old as well as the new, such motivation has ranged from
striving to earn back the moral respect of desired alliance partners (1950s anpdd. 960s
demonstrating that the new nation was well on its way to becoming ‘normal’ once more
and assuming a more self-assured role on the world stage (1990s onward). A full
assessment of Kattago’s and Frei’s periodization schemes in light of admolvngs
will have to wait until the end of this study, but one certainly can find aspects of
Kattago’s ‘guilty pariah’ stage and Frei’'s ‘politics with the phasthe Fischer
Controversyas well as the normalization theme in Welser-Bubis-Debaté®

As for the role of the historical profession, the media, and the public, our two
controversies could not be farther apart as well. Hiseher Controversyas we have
seen, was all about historiography and the role of the historian vis-a-vistthe/Asa
such, it was indeed highly political. This should not be surprising because the members

of the guild, with few exceptions, had seen the legitimization of the nationastéteir

9Roman Herzog, “Sich der Geschichte nicht in Schasdedern in Wiirde stellen: Rede zum
Gedenktag der Befreiung des Konzentrations-und igletungslagers Auschwitz,” in Schirrmacher, ed.,
Die Walser-Bubis-Debatt&00.

%Kattago, Ambiguous Memory: The Nazi Past, 38-4&j,A945 und Wir41.
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primary reason for being ever since Leopold von Ranke and the historism of therPrussia
School had founded the profession in the late nineteenth century. Questioning that
political role, as Fischer did, was political. A historian’s scholarly waak the impetus
for this controversy which subsequently played out primarily among professional
historians, even though the national press gave it some publicity. The controversy
profoundly altered the framework within which historians would work for decades to
come, although some have argued that historism never died out completely, but rather
raised its head occasionally, only to gain new ascendancy after reunifiati@hser
never referenced a particular historiographic school in his speech, but hiks@haae
him well into the neo-conservative branchZeftgeschichtéhat had become more
prominent since reunification. We will see later how the tension between the two broad
historiographic paradigms surfaced again and again, perhaps even causing theestibse
controversies. ThEischer Controversyas, in essence, a historiographic controversy,
albeit one that kicked off an entirely new way of reckoning with the Nazi pastietysoc
at large. ThéValser-Bubis-Debateas not, but it is nevertheless unthinkable without the
historiographic controversies that bridged the gap between our bracket events

By comparison, historians remained very much in the background during the
Walser-Bubis-DebateGerman historian Christian Meier and Israeli historian Saul
Friedlander—whom we will encounter again in connection witlHiseorikerstreit—

were the only ones featured in Schirrmacher’s initial documefitdiryhey took sides at

%Berger,The Search for NormalinChapter 4, especially 78-79.

%Christian Meier, “Vielleicht gar ein Beitrag zuriBnerung. Jedes Gedenken an Auschwitz ist
unzuldnglich: Walser und Bubis leisten Arbeit &n Yergangenheit,” in Schirrmacher, edie Walser-
Bubis-Debatte203-206; Saul Friedlander, “Die Metapher des Bodéber Martin Walser’s Friedenspreis-
Rede und die Aufgabe der Erinnerung,” in ibid., 23®.
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all, which is not easy to determine, it was in an even-handed manner, introducing the
historian’s scholarly and perhaps rather disengaged perspective into a highibnam
debate. After all, Walser had not criticized the guild as much as he had leveled
accusations at ‘politics,’ the media, and at alleged ‘Jewish interesgssniuéh as the
Fischer Controversyas a controversy over the role of the historian, this was about
society in general, about the present, and about the ‘future of dealing withttheopas
take up Herzog's theme once more. One could argue that this most recent ‘wave’
demonstrated what Martin Sabrow has coined the “creeping disempowerment of the
German historical guild” since the days of thistorikerstreit despite, or perhaps
because of the cultural “historicization jol#istorisierungsschufathat happened during
the same time spaf. Publicists, by contrast, seemed to have taken the helm during this
debate, influencing significantly its course in the process, a developmeattédsé¢d to

the towering function of the media in societyMembers of the general public were also
not afraid to chime in in large numbers. Since Walser had talked about himself,
individuals seemed to have felt invited to share their own perspectives and rogeds
well. Although this controversy was very much about politics, not unlikEigduoiler
Controversyhad been, it was also about individual Germans. As we will see, it had
become clear during the various bridging controversies that reckoningheigast
pertained to individuals not just to politicians and historians and that the debate would

happen in the public sphere and not exclusively within political and academic circles.

%sabrow, Martin, “Der Historiker als Zeitzeuge. @hiographische Umbruchsreflexionen
deutscher Fachgelehrter nach 1945 und 1989/¢ietztes Gedéchtnisds. Jarausch and Sabrow, 126.

*For example, former politician Klaus von DohnarSpiegeleditor in chief, Rudolf Augstein,
and Frank Schirrmacher from tReankfurter Allgemeine Zeitunglayed pivotal roles.
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Finally, our comparison of the two controversies compels us to look at the
respective topics that were at stake. WhileRiseher Controversyas about political
history, political structures, the agency of political leaders, and the reteiai elites in
foreign policy, at issue in th&alser-Bubis-Debate/as a very different kind of history.
The focus here was on the individual and his or her relationship with the past. It was
about memory, both personal and collective. It was about individual conscience, guilt
and shame. Just as tRischer Controversyas not really about WWI but rather about a
critical stance towards the past in general Wadser-Bubis-Debateas about how, if at
all, the past should play a role in forging national identity at a time when tloeitd no
longer be those who had witnessed National Socialism first-hand to weigh in. e the
of historicization, first raised during théistorikerstreit had reappeared in full force, but
now under very different geo-political and social conditions. One could say that the
Walser-Bubis-Debateas the last hurrah of a generatiorZeftzeugertrying to define
the terms under which following generations would view the $abt.this sense one can
clearly argue that the era thescher Controversyad inaugurated what was now coming
to an end. Any attempt to deal with the National Socialist legacy after 1998 ta&eal
place within completely new parameters.

It would not be fruitful, and it certainly is not within the purview of the historian,
to speculate what types of controversies might come next or how Germany naight de
with them, given the soon-to-arrive complete absence of a genera#ertzgugen
Rather, in order to understand the significant differences between our two ingcket

events more clearly, we will take a closer look at those major controvératidsitiged

%7 eitzeugenliterally ‘witnesses of the times,’ are those wiave lived during the Third Reich,
either as witnesses, bystanders, perpetratoramgicor fellow-travelers. There are several getiena of
Zeitzeugerand it has made a difference in the controvetsieghich of them the contenders belonged.
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the two. We will see that the changes happened gradually rather than overtighghal
reunification was a watershed event with profound impact on
Vergangenheitsbewaltigundzach bridging event or ‘wave’ lends itself to demonstrating
a different aspect of the themes already mentioned.Hidterikerstreitcontinued the
historiographic debate begun in thischer Controversy One cannot fully grasp its
significance without taking into account the fault lines running through the hatoric
profession that had developed much earlier and had manifested themselves during the
Fischer ControversyTheGoldhagen Affaidemonstrated better than any other the
impact of the media, as well as the generational aspect of such controwvengethe
controversy over th&/ehrmachtsausstellurggalt most directly with public vs. private
memory. Together, these five debates shed a light not only on how Germany’srrgckoni
with the Nazi legacy has unfolded so far, but also on the corresponding evolution of
historical and national consciousness in the Federal Republic of Germany.rriarthe
they reflect quite well the vagaries of modern German historiographyleeast

century. Lastly, the controversies should be of broader interest as they dealibygcts

of concern for modern history in general. The role of the historian in society is one of
those, as is the interplay between historical scholarship and the popular mediang shapi
historical, if not national consciousness in the late twentieth and early térsnty-

centuries.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE HISTORIKERSTREITA PERFECT STORM

At the time, theHistorikerstreitmay have seemed like a mudslinging contest
among cantankerous old men that got out of hand. Before anyone knew what had
happened, the controversy had escalated to international proportions. Bruised egos,
poisoned collegial relationships, and a burgeoning literature, impenetrablehedts s
quantity and complexity, was all that was left in its wake, or so it seémad:loser
look, and the benefit of twenty-four years of hindsight, reveal that the disputeghat ha
become known as, somewhat misleadingly, the controversy among historians
[Historikerstreil, may arguably have been the ‘perfect storm’ among controversies about
the place of the National Socialist past in contemporary German st€iety.

Such a claim requires explanation, since this controversy neither produced

seminal works on the level of Fische@siff nach der Weltmachhor launched new,

%For example, Ernst Nolte, who had been an intesnatiy reputable historian of fascism before
the Historikerstreit apparently became increasingly isolated durieggtffiair and seemed to have lost most
of his colleagues’ respect by the end of it. Aldaring the Historians’ Meeting in October 1986, a
discussion of the issues between the main contestas impossible because Michael Stirmer and Hans-
Ulrich Wehler would not be in the same room togeth@rdgie Kracht,Die zankende Zunfil1, 109.

1%This debate has been the most thoroughly histedceontroversy about Germany’s reckoning
with the Nazi past. Several retrospectives exstelection includes Dan Diner, ddt der
Nationalsozialismus Geschichte?: Zu Historisierai®s HistorikerstreifFrankfurt am Main: Fischer
Taschenbuch Verlag, 1987); Jurgen Elvert, “Natiso#alismus, Nationalbewusstsein und Deutsche
Identitét: Eine Erinnerung an den Historikerstueih 1986,” Zeitschrift fir Geschichtswissenschéf,
no. 1 (1997): 47-62; Richard Evams Hitler's Shadow: West German Historians and #iteempt to
Escape from the Nazi PagNew York: Pantheon Books, 1989); “Forum: THistorikerstreitTwenty
Years on,” German History24 no. 4 (2006): 586-607; Eckhard Jesse, “IstHistorikerstreit’ ein
‘Historischer Streit'? Zugleich eine Auseinandézsag mit der Literatur,”Zeitschrift fur Politik35 no. 2
(1988): 163-197; Dominick LaCapra, “RevisitingtHistorians’ Debate: Mourning and Genocide,”
History and Memon®, no. 1/2 (Fall, 1997): 80-112, http://0-www.puagt.com.library.acaweb.org/;
Document ID: 593640281 (accessed March 27, 201tgrI€s MaierThe Unmasterable Past: History,
Holocaust, and German National Ident{tpgambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 199J3%rn Risen,
“The Logic of Historicization: Metahistorical Refitions on the Debate between Friedlander and Btdsz
History and Memon®, no. 1/2 (Fall 1997): 110 ending page number provided].
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innovative approaches Keitgeschichtelt did not even produce new insights about
National Socialism, although analyses of the controversy itself exist in aimaldh Yet
this controversy was about nothing less than how to talk and write about the National
Socialist past forty years after the war’s end. It was about discadssemantics just as
much as it was about the role of history and of the historian in society. Also at sssue w
the interplay between history and politics. It was arguably more about Senptiean
about the past. In contrast to fiischer Controversythis was not a professionally
conducted debate among subject specialists about competing interprethtiensecent
German past; rather, the rancor of its discourse maddistarikerstreitappear more
like a ‘Hysterikerstreifffight among hysterics],” to use Imanuel Geiss’s clever play on
words.*®? Having been minimally involved in tHéscher Controversythe media in
1986/87 was quick to capitalize on public interest in the controversial and emotional
issues at stake. In subsequent controversies, the media would assume an even more
prominent role, but this was the first large-scale controversy that playedrmstal
exclusively in the public arena.

It is indeed appropriate to claim that tHistorikerstreitwas more than a ‘wave.’
For it to break out when it did, upheavals in political culture had to converge with
lingering tensions within the historiographic landscape; tensions thaisttieer
Controversyhad brought to the fore and that had not resolved themselves since.
Complex international relations embedded in cold war politics and perfect tmitimg

war-related anniversaries further contributed to perfect conditions foroa olagh.

10l |vert, “Nationalsozialismus, Nationalbeptsein und deutsche Identitét,” 56. For Elverts thi
controversy was a continuation of tBenderweglebate that, in his assessment, had dominated West
German historiography since the end of WWIL.

% manuel GeissDer Hysterikerstreit: Ein unpolemischer Esg®onn: Bouvoir, 1992).
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Before examining each of these factors more closely, a brief introductiba ofain
points of contention is in order.

In a nutshell, the debate concerned the singularity of Auschwitz and the proper
role of history in society. A side debate concerned the appropriateness ofihiatpric
the Holocaust. The first two issues were mainly associated with neo-cdiveerva
historians Ernst Nolte, Michael Stiirmer, Andreas Hillgruber, and Klaaebfihind on
one side and on the other the political philosopher from the leftist Frankfurt School,
Jurgen Habermas, accompanied by similarly-minded historians. The protagbthsts
historicizationdebate were German historian Martin Broszat and Isrsielfian Saul
Friedlander. The revisionist argument of the controversy proper, in very brolaelsst
went along these lines: if the war of annihilation against the Soviet Union and the murde
of the Jews were preemptive actions against a Bolshevist threat andnsgutese
‘reenactment’ of Soviet atrocities against the Kulaks, and if the Holocalystliffered
from earlier genocides in the techniques employed, but was neither new nor unique in
recent history, then the Third Reich did not warrant wholesale vilification. Ladegwi
Germans did not deserve much of the blame heaped upon them. If Germans were not to
blame, there was no reason to shun national pride in the Federal Republic. Rather, it was

high time to reestablish a healthy national self-consciousfess.

193F0r a more nuanced overview consult @rdiracht,Die zankende Zunf®1-115; Ulrich
Herbert, “Der Historikerstreit. Politische, wissehaftliche, biographische Aspekte,”dritgeschichte als
Streitgeschichte: Grosse Kontroversen nach 1@d5. Martin Sabrow, Ralph Jessen, and Klaugé&sro
Kracht, 94-113 (MiUnchen: Verlag C.H.Beck, 2003) &mtje Langer, “Historikerstreit,” ihexikon der
Vergangenheitshewaltigungds. Fischer and Lorenz, 238-240. Several catimils of original
contributions to the debate provide insight inte Warious players, as well as into the chronoldghe
controversy: Rudolf Augsteirtlistorikerstreit: Die Dokumentation der Kontroveram die
Einzigartigkeit der Nationalsozialistischen Judemiehtung(Mulnchen: R. Piper, 1987F-orever in the
Shadow of Hitler?: Original Documents of the Histerstreit, the Controversy Concerning the
Singularity of the Holocaustrans James Knowlton and Truett Cates (Atlantic High&riNJ:
Humanities Press, 1993); Reinhard Kul8treit ums Geschichtshild: Die Historiker-Debatte:
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At issue in the historicization debate was Broszat's carefully arcaietbr
subjecting the Holocaust to historical study in order to gain more knowledge about the
associated events. Friedlander warned that such an approach was in danger of being
appropriated for revisionist purposes, culminating in relativizing the Holocadst a
exonerating the perpetrators. Looking at both sub-controversies together, oreanotice
commonality despite the considerable differences of civility and acadepigstication
with which the antagonists conducted them. Both dealt with periodization and
contextualization of the Nazi era and of the Holocaust. The perspective fraim avia
examined the period and its central event would have profound implications on the kinds
of questions one would ask and on how one would write and talk about the period.
Whether one looked at the Holocaust as embedded in a larger historical consext or a
unique event made a huge difference. Likewise, examining the Holocaust from the
perspective of the present or from within its own time would lead to different
assessments. Before returning to this crucial point, a brief examinatiog \adrious
tensions that created the conditions in which this ‘perfect storm’ developéd e
helpful.

Politically, the early-to-mid 1980s saw a conservative turn, precipitatdteby
change from the Social Democratic Schmidt government to the Christian eimocr
Kohl era, an era that was to last well beyond German reunificafiohwo events

characterized the political culture of Kohl's early years in office b#ten any other and

Darstellung, Dokumentation, Kritikdln: Pahl-Rugenstein, 1987). The correspondé&mtereen Martin
Broszat and Saul Friedl&ander about historicizatias been published in theew German CritiqueMartin
Broszat and Saul Friedlander, “A Controversy altbetHistoricization of National SocialismNew
German Critiqued4, Special issue on the Historikerstreit (Spi$wgnmer 1988): 85-126,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/488148 (accessed M&th2010).

1%4chancellor Helmut Kohl headed the German governrtent 1982 to 1998.
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helped prepare the conditions in which Hhistorikerstreitbroke out. One has entered
the annals of history as the ‘Bitburg fiasco’ and the other revolved around the planning of
two German history museums.

‘Bitburg’ has become shorthand for political clumsiness or for a gravekaista
judgment on the parts of Chancellor Kohl and U.S. President Ronald Reagan, depending
on one’s position on the political spectrum. The statesmen had chosen May 5, 1989, a
few days before the fortieth anniversary of the capitulation of the Third Reidchg® &
grand gesture of reconciliation between the enemies-turned alliancerpabermany
and the United States of America. The military cemetery in the Geowendf Bitburg
was to be the place for the occasion. Unfortunately, members of the noldaffes SS
were buried there alongside German and American soldiers. Despite veheotesis pr
from both sides of the Atlantic, the two heads of state went ahead with the cegemonie
adding, as a gesture of compromise, a short visit to the nearby Bergen Bels
concentration camp. Reagan’s address at Bitburg included the remark, “You know, |
don’t think we ought to focus on the past. | want to focus on the future, | want to put that
history behind us*°> Meant as a conciliatory gesture, perhaps with a subtext of anti-
Soviet Western solidarity, the remark nevertheless seemed naive analpottiansy.

It certainly betrayed obliviousness towards its effect on (American)sesadiences,
who had tried in vain to prevent the occasion altogéeffieHonoring the dead from both

sides together and making no distinctions between members®&dmel other soldiers,

1%Ronald Reagan, quoted in Boswoiftxplaining Auschwitz and Hiroshim@sé.

1% Jie Wiesel, himself a Holocaust survivor and getigrconsidered a moral authority, had been
the spokesperson for the American-Jewish oppositgainst the visit and the location. Herbert, “Der
Historikerstreit,” in eds. Sabrow, Jessen, andpérg¢racht,Zeiteschichte als Streitgeschich®d .
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appeared to bestow equal victim status upon all. To make matters worse, the sharp
criticism ‘Bitburg * provoked from within and outside of Germany in turn led to a
backlash from within conservative German circles demanding an end to an@gterm
feelings!” In the eyes of his critics, Chancellor Kohl added insult to injury by
addressing the Silesian Expellees at their annual meeting just five afessk8itburg,’
emphasizing that the Polish border issue (with East Germany) was still an opgonque
These actions, as well as the Kohl administration’s push for two new German history
museums, fit perfectly well with the government’s attempt to effect tloaled
Tendenzwend&®

On the surface, this ‘turn-about of political culture’ was to lead Germans to a
more positive national identity, but at the same time it might have been intended to
counteract the growing peace movement’s staunch opposition against the current U.S
nuclear policy in Western Europ®. Under the Kohl government, the elusive

Schlussstrichihad entered national discourse once again, as were calls for finally

Heinrich August WinklerDer lange Weg nach Westen: Zweiter Band, DeutSasehichte
vom ‘Dritten Reich’ bis zur Wiedervereinigufiginchen: Verlag C.H. Beck, 2002), 432- 443; Geoff
Eley, “Nazism, Politics and the Image of the Past: Thas@n the West German Historikerstreit 1986-
1987,” Past and Presertt21 (November 1988): 175-176, 186-192, http://wjster.org/stable/650915
(accessed March 27, 2010).

1%These were the years following the controversitiating of new American nuclear arms on
German soil Pershing IImissiles) in response to Soviet nuclear missiE3-2( stationed in East
Germany. The Kohl government faced fierce oppmsitigainst the weapons from a growing peace
movement within the Federal Republic.

1%For a brief overview of the conflict between antictear protesters and the government, see
Hagen SchulzeGermany: A New Historyranslated by Deborah Schneider (Cambridge, MArvaial
University Press, 1998), 326-328effrey Herf provided a book-length treatment dltbeaTendenzwende,
the political controversies over the Two-Track Bem to station new nuclear missiles in Germang, an
the peace movement in the early 1980s. Jeffref, Mé&r by Other Means: Soviet Power, West German
Resistance, and the Battle of the Euromiss{ldew York: The Free Press, 1991), especially 98-11
Michael Geyer provided additional historical baakgnd for understanding the various positions. Méeth
Geyer, “Der Kalte Krieg, die Deutschen und die And3ie westdeutsche Opposition gegen
Wiederbewaffnung und Kernwaffen,” Machkrieg in Deutschlaned. Klaus Naumann (Hamburg:
Hamburger Edition, 2001), 267-318.
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becoming a ‘normal nation.” West Germans were to develop a nationalism that went
beyond the constitutional patriotism\erfassungspatriotismder which the liberal left
advocated:'® The new museums, one planned for Bonn and the other for West Berlin,
were to help them find positive continuities with their national past and turn away from
the shame and guilt that had dominated the official historical consciousness of the post
WWII West Germany staté Martin Walser did not refer to tfieendenzwenda his
speech in 1998, but what he demanded seems right out of the mindset Kohl wanted to
allow West Germans to develop in the mid-1980s. Echoes of ‘Bitburg’ were still@udibl
in the Paulskirche thirteen years later and across the watershed ewemtifofation. It
was within the sociopolitical climate of tiendenzwendevhich Charles Maier aptly
characterized as “Bitburg history,” that tHestorikerstreiterupted*?

Within the guild of professional historians, the ideological and methodological
fault lines that became apparent in the wake ofteeher Controversyad not
disappeared during the 1970s, even though critical history had gained hegemowmigvis-a-

neo-historism during that time.

10according to Jeffrey Olick, Kohl aimed at portragikivest Germany “as a ‘Normal Nation,’
with the same problems as other Western states &iglory that included ‘highs as well as lows.TidR,
“What Does it Mean to Normalize the Past?” 552-5B®rmal’ in this context means that the Holocaust,
while acknowledged and commemorated, would notshastow every aspect of the present. Germany, in
other words, would no longer be associated exadlygiwith its National Socialist past, whose ceneatnt
would not necessarily be the Holocaust. Kohl ditluse this particular comparison (neither did K)lic
but Germany would be more like the United Statekkwis not generally associated exclusively with
slavery or with the first use of the atomic bombamnenemy nation.

M The planned museums were the German Historical Museo be completed in time for the
750-year anniversary of Berlin in 1987, and the $toaf History planned for Bonn, which was still the
capital of West Germany at the tinkohl appointed Michael Stirmer, who was also onkisfolitical
advisers, to the planning committee for the museumpve that earned him criticism from the lefbeT
House of Historywvas to portray the history of West Germany as asgstory of democracy. Rita Martens
and Matthias Lorenz, “Museumsdebatte,Lexikon der Vergangenheitsbewdltigyegls. Fischer and
Lorenz, 263.

"2\aier, The Unmasterable Pasf-16.
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As mentioned earlier, for Jirgen Elvert, thistorikerstreitwas just “another
variant of theSonderwegliscussion” that had dominated German historiography since
WWIL.**® TheSonderwegaradigm was not new in German historiography. Heinrich
von Treitschke, Friedrich Meinecke, and other historists had originally usedeanbte
Prussia’s special role for Germany and the world. A different variahtopositive
interpretation has reappeared among neo-conservative historiansafiiécation;
however, during the 1970s and into the 1980s, the theory had received a negative
connotation and was associated with critical histtfy The general consensus had been
that the special path on which Germany had embarked prior to forming its ficst-nati
state had set it off from the rest of western European ‘normal’ national deveibpm
Germany had instead pursued a unique and troubled path towards nationhood and
modernity, a path that inevitably and tragically led to National Socialism.hér atords,
Germany’s alleged uniqueness had been a negative one. According to this notion, the
country had never achieved a ‘healthy’ nation-state as England and Franoel had a
should therefore shy away from pursuing reunificaliGninstead, Habermas and some
leftist social historians had argued, the best path for Germany to pursuzallasvta

new type of nationalism that was not based on the nation-state but rather onthe Wes

"3 |vert, “Nationalsozialismus, Nationalbeptsein und deutsche Identitat,” 56; the same idea
appeared in Stephen Brockmann, “The Politics ohtaer History, History and Theor®9 no. 2 (May
1990): 184, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2505324cessed March 27, 2010).

Berger, The Search for NormalifyChapter 5. See also Hagen Schulze, “Die ‘Deetsch
Katastrophe' erklaren: Yom Nutzen und Nachteitdrischer Erklarungsmodelle,” ist der
Nationalsozialismus Geschichte? Zu Historisierungd Historikerstreited. Dan Diner (Frankfurt am
Main: Fischer Taschenbuch Verlag, 198%)-93.

"% or a thorough discussion of the history of #mnderweglebate, see Brockmann, “The Politics
of German History”; Richard Evans, “The New Natitigra and the Old History: Perspectives on the West
German Historikerstreit,The Journal of Modern History9 no. 4 (December 1987): 762-764; Hagen
Schulze, “Die ‘Deutsche Katastrophe’ erklaren,1shder Nationalsozialismus Geschichted, Dan
Diner, 90-93.
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German constitution and that was coupled with ‘constitutional patriotism.” Such a pat
would also assuage European fears of a resurrected Germanétitirshould not

come as a great surprise that neo-conservative historians disdgréed.many of them,
the world wars and Germany’s post-war division resulted primarily fromdtien’s
‘unfortunate’ geographical position, wedged between east and west andléshdiyc
enemy nation$™® Yet, most historians (and many politicians), regardless of ideological
persuasion, did not consider a peaceful reunification of the two German statesla feas
solution to the Cold War during the 1980s and certainly did not foresee this very
development a decade lat&f’

Another point of near-consensus among historians was the notion that the
extermination of the European Jews had been unique, even though, as Ulrich Herbert
pointed out, German historiography had not yet subjected it to a thorough analysis, as
some foreign historians hatf. Nevertheless, there was a broad consensus that this event
was without precedent in modern history. Consequently, comparing it to otherdgsnoci

in the twentieth century, as Ernst Nolte proposed, was breaking a historiograplbic ta

83iirgen Habermas, “A Kind of Settlement of DamagisiZorever in the Shadow of Hitler?:
Original Documents of the Historikerstreit, the @mversy Concerning the Singularity of the Holodaus
trans James Knowlton and Truett Cates (Atlantic HigdgrNJ: Humanities Press, 1993), 43-44.

stefan Berger, in Chapter 4 of his bodke Search for Normalityitled “Decades of Post-
Nationalism: German Historiography from the 196Dthe 1980s,” provided an excellent overview and
analysis of the fault lines among West German hestg during this time. Ibid., 77-108.

H18The geo-deterministic line of argumentation that lang characterized neo-conservative
German historiography, made a reappearance attpifiation. Arnulf Bahring’s conversation about
Germany'’s future with Dirk Rumberg and Wolf Jobstder is just one example. Arnulf Baring,
Deutschland, was nun? Ein Gesprach mit Dirk Rumherd Wolf Jobst Siedl¢Berlin: Siedler Verlag,
1991).

19Grope Kracht,Die zankende Zunft,15-116.

12 erbert, “Der Historikerstreit,” iZeitgeschichte als Streitgeschicheels. Sabrow, Jessen, and
Grope Kracht, 99, 105.
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even though comparative analysis of historical events is a widely used histogitod.
Concerning the Holocaust, however, most German historians considered this approach
inappropriate because it might lead to a relativization of the crime, agsbwigh the
exoneration of the perpetrators. Critical historians as well as Jurderhias and other
leftist participants in the debate suspected that exactly this politicall@oldgical

motivation was behind Nolte’s call for embedding the Holocaust in a new historical
context that would allow comparabilit§* No doubt, such a motivation also appeared to
provide the ideological foundation of Helmut KohI'endenzwende

After having argued that a particular alignment along political/idecdgicd
historiographic fault lines made thistorikerstreitpossible and helped explain its
ferocity, it is now time to take a closer look at the documents at the centes ‘piettiect
storm.’

Two passages in Nolte’s essay, originally published in the conservative national
newspaperrankfurter Allgemeine Zeitungn June 6, 1986, precipitated the
controversy, although Nolte had advanced similar arguments before. It took Kohl’
Tendenzwend®olte’s provocative style, and the public forum of a national newspaper
to make his future critics take note. According to Nolte,

Is it a notable shortcoming that the literature about National Socialism doesowot

or does not want to admit to what degree all the deeds—with the sole exception of the
technical process of gassing—that the National Socialists later catdrmét already

been described in the voluminous literature of the 1920s: mass deportations and

executions, torture, death camps... and public demands for the annihilation of
millions of guiltless people who were thought to be “enemies.”

121 st NolteThe Past That Will Not Pass: A Speech That C@&gdwritten But Not
Delivered,” inForever in the Shadow of HitletPans. Knowlton and Cates, 18-23.
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He also posed a number of rhetorical questions that raised the ire of his critics,
asking,

Did the National Socialists or Hitler perhaps commit an “Asiatic” deegtiyne
because they and their ilk considered themselves to be potential victims of an
“Asiatic” deed? Was the Gulag Archipelago not primary to Auschwitz? tWéas
Bolshevik murder of an entire class not the logical and factual prius of thd “racia
murder” of National Socialism? ... No one murder, and especially not a mass
murder, can ‘justify’ another, and we will be led astray by an attitude that points
only to theonemurder and to thenemass murder and ignores the other, even
though a causal nexus is probabfé®
In the first excerpt, Nolte referred to the deportation of the Armenians keyur
and the Kulaks (small landowners deemed class enemies) in Bolshevik Russiagnf
that Hitler’s final solution may have been an imitation of those historicakgesnts
rather than a unique and unprecedented event. The second excerpt was no less
controversial because Nolte alleged the existence of a causal relaticgtsiege o
Auschwitz and other genocides of the twentieth century. Nolte suggested that the
Holocaust might have been a preemptive strike against the Jews in order to prevent them
from forcing communist revolution upon Germany and using ‘Asiatic’ tortur@aastin
the process. If this were the case then Germans could absolve themselbg from
collective responsibility and guilt that had prevented the development of a positive
national identity in post-war West Germany. The burdens of the past would then no

longer obscure the path to a new national self-consciousness and to the more self-assur

stance among the nations of the world that Kohl so desired.

23pid., 21-22. ‘Asiatic deed’ referred to a torture methbak allegedly originated in China.
Revolutionary Russia had also supposedly applisdhtiethod and it was said that Hitler was terrifiéd
Russia using it against Germans in the attack diefewas imminent.



60

Habermas'’s rebuttal came quickly, on July 11, but in the leftist-leaning national
newspapemie Zeit Perhaps he wanted to nip the suspected alliance between
historiographic and political revisionism in the bud. In his essay, titled “A Kind of
Settlement of Damages: The Apologetic Tendencies in German HistarmggNr
Habermas targeted not only Nolte, but also the other historians mentioned earlier
Andreas Hillgruber, Klaus Hildebrand, and Michael Stirmer. Habermas ddtese of
neo-conservative, apologetic, and ultimately dangerous revisionism. He teastiga
Hillgruber primarily for his publicationZweierlei UntergangTwofold Fall], a booklet
that dealt with the destruction of Imperial Germany and the demise ofaBelewry*??
The mere fact of having published these two originally freestandingdsdigether
insinuated a comparison between two very different catastrophes and neglected t
distinguish between victims and perpetrators. Hillgruber’s subtitle furthamed
criticism. “The Forceful Destruction of Imperial Germany and the Er@esman
Jewry” cast the Allies into the role of aggressor, while the Jews seemed to have
disappeared on their own. What Habermas deemed especially objectionable was
Hillgruber’s call for the historian to identify with the German soldiers attld tive
German population in the East in order to tell their stories accurately. Furteerm
according to Habermas, Hillgruber had presented the destruction of the Jewsaslaros
afterthought. Also, Hildebrand attracted Habermas'’s critique for having seg@por
Nolte’s attempt to compare the Holocaust to other twentieth century genocides
Habermas also found Hildebrand’s defense of revisionism objectionable. Hildebrand

justified this stance with the argument that historians primarily from ttterious

12Anreas HillgruberZweierlei Untergang: Die Zerschlagung des DeutscReiches und das
Ende des Deutschen Judenturifigerlin: W.J. Siedler, 1986).
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nations had so far written the history of the Third Reich and had in the process
constructed a “negative myth” of German histt#y Finally, Habermas criticized
Sturmer for admonishing historians to write ‘usable history’ in order to support
patriotism. According to Stirmer, he objected, history should provide a higher meaning
to life, not unlike religion had done in earlier times. Stirmer had justified dnsestvith
his by now famous adage that “In a land without history, the future is controlled by those
who determine the content of memory, who coin concepts and interpret the past.” Thus,
historians should once again dare to play this ¥dleSumming up his criticism of the
conservative historians, Habermas concluded,
No one desires to oppose seriously meant attempts to strengthen the historical
consciousness of the population of the Federal Republic. ... But this kind of
historicization would not be guided by impulses such as the ones that provided
impulses to the revision recommended by Hildebrand and Stirmer and conducted
by Hillgruber or Nolte, who set out to shake off the mortgages of the past now
happily made morally neutral. ... the one side assumes that working on a more
objectified understanding releases energy for self-reflective rememlaad thus
expands the space available for autonomously dealing with ambivalent traditions.
The other side would like to place revisionist history in the service of a nattonalis
renovation of conventional identitg®
In this passage, Habermas advocated historicization of the Holocaust, but not the
kind that Kohl and the neo-conservative historians were calling for. Insteadgrhedse

to have sided on this issue with Martin Broszat. This leads us to a discussion that was

somewhat overshadowed by tHestorikerstreitproper, but nevertheless proved to be

2%abermas, “A Kind of Settlement of Damages,Forever in the Shadow of Hitler3g-39.
2Michael Stiirmer, quoted in Habermas, ibid., 34.

129bid., 41-42.
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more significant, not only for the future of Germ&gitgeschichtehut also for the
argument of this stud?’

Broszat first advanced his call for the historicization of National Sociahsan
essay, originally published in the prestigious jouiatkurin 1985'%® His article did
not attract any attention from non-historians until other arguments, allegadbyr $n
intent, became points of contention in thistorikerstreit Broszat and the Israeli
historian, Saul Friedlander, who had criticized Broszat's standpoint, discussed the
concept of historicization once again in 1988, via an exchange of six open letters to one
another, summarizing their main arguments from previous publications on the topic. This
dialogue is especially poignant because both discussants belongedédzbagen
generation of Nazi Germany. While Broszat had served in the mandatomy¥itigh,
Friedlander had survived the Holocaust hidden under false identity in a FrehchcCat
school!®® The exchange would prove to have an enormous impact on the historiographic

discussions far beyond thstorikerstreit.'** The exchange is of interest here since it

2’Andrei S. Markovits, “Introduction to the Bros#atiedlander ExchangeNew German
Critique 44, Special issue on the Historikerstreit (Spiwgnmer 1988): 81,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/488147 (accessed M&th2010).

128\ 1artin Broszat, “Pladoyer fiir eine HistorisierungsdNationalsozialismus,” reprintediach
Hitler. Der schwierige Umgang mit unserer GesclechBeitrdge von Martin Broszat59-172 eds.
Hermann Graml and Klaus-Dietmar Her(kdlinchen: Oldenburg Verlag, 1986).

12\ artin Broszat, 1926 - 1989, was in 1988 the direof thelnstitut fiir Zeitgeschicht@nstitute
for Contemporary History) in Munich and an honorprgfessor at the University of Munich. Saul
Friedlander, born 1932 in Czechoslovakia, taught988 in Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, Israel and hedd th
endowed Holocaust Studies Chair at the Univerdi@alifornia at Los Angeles. His parents were
murdered in Auschwitz.

13%0r example, Nicolas Berg, looking back from 208drmised that the document might be
regarded in the future as the “secret key documftiite scholarly historical discussion of the 1990s
[translation mine]. Nicolaus Berg, “Der Holocauster Geschichtswissenschaft: Kontroversen und
Fragestellungen seit dem ‘Historikerstreit’,”"Beschweigen und Bekennen: Die deutsche
Nachkriegsgesellschatfind der Holocausieds. Norbert Frei and Sybille SteinbachBachauer

Symposium zur Zeitgeschichte, Bd. 1 (Géttingen:|I8tin Verlag, 2001), 117
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addresses various issues of historicization that were present, expli@s undercurrent,
in every one of our historiographic controversies.

In their letters, both scholars invoked the difficulty of having a fruitful, non-
polemic dialogue but also repeatedly welcomed the opportunity for enhanced mutual
understanding. Yet their tone occasionally betrayed that this was much more than an
academic debate between two historians; rather, the participants deadswes cutting
to the core of their respective identities. The exchange was as much aboonguasti
historical approach as about personal guilt and loss. Given this reality, onelcan fee
nothing but respect for the level of civility and collegiality that both men weesta
maintain; in this alone, their exchange differed markedly from those betheen t
antagonists of thelistorikerstreitproper.

Broszat conceded that the term, historicization, was ambiguous. For him,dt reste
on two premises, namely, that one should not exclude the Nazi period from historical
understanding and that critical historical understandfiegstehen“should be clearly
distinguished from the concept aférstehenin the frame of German historicism
[historism] of the 18 century, with its Romantic-idealistic basis and the one-sided
pattern of identification bound up with this notioh®* Rather, the historical
understanding that resulted from proper historicization included “ ‘insigimS[ch{” as
well as “empathetic relivingNachvollzug of past achievements” and was “charged with
the task of preventing historical consciousness from degenerating once more into a

deification and idealization of brute facts of power, as exemplified by theidruss

1318roszat and Friedlander. “A Controversy abouttigtoricization of National Socialism,” 87.
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German historical thought of a Heinrich von Treitschk&~Such historicization would
not relativize the Holocaust but would rather provide the necessary balance bigheeen
desire to understand” and “critical distancing.” Still, the “mythical imefhfor the

victims of Nazi crimes must “be granted a placé® In response, Friedlander expressed
doubt about the existence of the blockade around National Socialism that Broszat now
tried to lift. He also took issue with Broszat’s “mythical memory” of themist
insinuating that his opponent implied that the victims or their descendants stilkalang
non-scholarly, black-and-white, “mythical memory” after all this tirkdedlander

further wondered whether Broszat negatively compared Jewish historians wéweaes
the “mythical memory” of the victims with their German colleagues whorazbtha
rational discourse about the Holocaust in their woik.

Next, the correspondents proceeded to further analyze historicization &soa me
of historical inquiry. According to Broszat, it should not be a revision of historical
insight that questioned the criminal aspects of the Nazi regime, but ratbetirguation
of research on a new level that overcame the past moral-didactic chafdastorical
inquiry into National Socialism. This also meant lifting the quarantine aroundrbe ti
period from 1933 to 1945. Social history akltagsgeschichteffered promising
methods for doing so. The “mythical memory” with which Friedlander took offence was
“precisely a form of remembrance located outside the framework of (BexntaJewish)

historical science.*** Responding to this, Friedlander took up the theme of social

132bid.
133pid., 90.
134bid., 94-95.

39bid., 101.
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history andAlltagsgeschichtensisting that he did not have anything against those
methodgper sebut that they did present a shift of focus on both everyday life and on
long-range social trends. This carried the danger of relativizing teetslgjf such
historical study. Therefore, the traditional periodization of 1933 to 1945 as a distinct
historical entity remained essenttay.

The third and last exchange brought out more clearly the opponents’ personal
experiences and their impact on the scholars’ work as historians. Broszatallibwe
myself had not been a member of the generation of Hitler Youth ... then | probably
would not have felt such a need after 1945 to confront the Nazi past so critically....
Affected, yet hardly burdened, the generation of Hitler Youth was both freeithose
who were older, and more motivated than those who were younger, to devote itself totally
to the learning process of these yeal¥.”Friedlander retorted that there was a
significant counterpart among the victims to Broszat’s German age groupdiegrhis
counterpart and the audience that the Holocaust did not belong to Germany alone. Both
cohorts were the last groups still publicly active in their respective cesnthose
members possessed a personal memory of the Nazi period. Furthermore, he noted, “the
dissonance between personal memory and socially constructed memories...is..hene of t
reasons which give the present debates their peculiar intensity....This alsdrbel
when it comes to theistorikerstreit as the great majority of those involved are part of

the age group just mentioned®® One can hear echoes of this argument in the

139bid., 104-105.
¥bid., 112.

38hid., 120.
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controversy over th&/ehrmachtsausstellunthat exemplified most clearly this very
dissonance. Both historians were well aware of the fact that futureagensrwould
construct history and memory of National Socialism in new and different wapsop&r
understanding of what historicization meant was therefore of critigadntance to
Broszat. As we have seen, such proper understanding was still elusive dukvejsbe
Bubis-Debate.

Whether theHistorikerstreitwas indeed the perfect storm, as this chapter has
argued, or whether it served primarily as a war of proxy between the poéficahd
right, or whether Geiss'dHysterikerstreitbest captured its essence, it did serve a
bridging function between tHeischer Controversgnd theWalser-Bubis-Debaté® It
was the first grand dispute about the National Socialist past entirelymedan the
public sphere; from then on, these types of controversies were never withinipnafless
historians’ purview alone. Instead, they became media events. One could sdy that, a
least in this respect, thdistorikerstreitwas the dress rehearsal for Geldhagen Affair.

It also was a dress rehearsal for the struggles over national identity-in post
reunification Germany, even though no one realized this at the time. Sooner rather tha
later, historians had to figure out what public role they were willing to play.FiEther
Controversyhad upset the long-standing consensus among the German guild about this
guestion; in the mid-to-late 1980s, it had raised its head again. Meistioeikerstreit
was not to bring lasting resolution, even though the left ‘won.” Reunification was to
show how fragile that victory was. As to their role in society, it seems tisadifpute

helped historians involved iBeitgeschichteealize that their craft was not politically

139UlIrich Herbert argued that it served as war of progtween the political left and right in “Der
Historikerstreit,” inZeitgeschichte als Streitgeschicheels. Sabrow, Jessen, and [i&ré&racht, 105.
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neutral. On the contrargeitgeschichtearguably more than any other historical
specialty, is enmeshed in the mentalities of the times in which it is produceds |
therefore almost inevitable that historians either associated themaglvese side or
the other. If they did not, then others would do this for tfi€m.

The concept of historicization of the Holocaust was also discussed for the first
time during theHistorikerstreit albeit on the sidelines. As we have seen, it struck a
sensitive nerve forty years after the end of the war, even though histiitiaa
contextualization is what historians do. The issue was in the open from then on and
would remain an undercurrent of every subsequent controversy. Whether one studied
National Socialism from the perspective of its final demise or from withinrtreegeriod
itself made an enormous difference. Likewise, how one embedded the period into
broader periodization schemes would affect the questions one asked, the sources one
selected, and the results of one’s inquiry. In this respect, National Sucaalia time
period is no different from any other epoch.

The issue of private vs. public memory that would dominate the controversy over
theWehrmachtsausstellurajnd would come to a head in WWaalser-Bubis-Debate
remained on the sidelines during tHistorikerstreit but it was nevertheless there.
Broszat and Friedlander touched on the theme by acknowledging the impact of their
respective biographies on their work as historians. The participantshiistioeikerstreit
proper, mostly older men, also must have found themselves in the crucible between their

personal memory and their craft. In this they were no different from thesgians

149t was Habermas who put Hillgruber, Stiirmer, andiébirand in the same camp with Nolte,
even though the perspectives of these historians wdte diverse. A look at the table of conteritthe
collection of original documents of théistorikerstreit Forever in the Shadow of Hitleindicates that a
large number of German (male) historians weigheahithtook a stand.
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involved in theFischer Controversy TheWalser-Bubis-Debateas most likely the last
German controversy over the Nazi past in which first-hand personal memory wauld pla
a major role.

In conclusion, thédistorikerstreitdemonstrated that West Germany had not at all
‘come to terms’ with the National Socialist past. The fault lines that cimgpe
interpretations caused ran deeply throughout society.Hidterikerstreitbrought them
out and did nothing to smooth them; on the contrary. This is how Germany approached
reunification. That unexpected event would not make it easier to deal with the rece
past, as the big controversies of the 1990sGihlehagen Affaiand the controversy over

the Wehrmachtsausstellurngere soon to demonstrate.
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CHAPTER THREE

LIGHTS, CAMERA, ACTION! THEGOLDHAGEN AFFAIR

That what is correct about the theses of the book, is not new, and what is new is
not correct*

Before people judge, they should read the book: “Then the public will be able to
form its own ideas about the quality of the research and the arguments of the
critics.” 142
Less than ten years after tHestorikerstreitand thirty-five years after tHéischer
Controversya book once again was at the center of a national debate about the legacy of
the Third Reich. Both authors were academicians. Whereas Fritz Aischbeen a
German historian, Daniel Goldhagen was an American political scientisheFswork
had only been indirectly about National Socialism; Goldhagen’s dealt with the Hsloca
as the defining event within National Sociali§th. Both authors had expected their
theses to upset the status-quo of historical scholarship. Fischer had had a sersse that hi
book might raise some eyebrows; Goldhagen, by contrast, was convinced that he had

accomplished nothing less than set the record straight on virtually all previcusatist

141Reinhard Rirup, “Viel Larm um nichts? D.J. Goldéag ‘radikale Revision’ der Holocaust-
Forschung,” quoted in Gpe Kracht,Zeitgeschichte als Streitgeschicht&] [translation mine].

?Daniel Goldhagen, “The Failure of the Critics,”Umwilling Germans: The Goldhagen Debate
ed. Robert Shandley, trans. Jeremiah Riemer (Mpwlea University of Minnesota Press, 1998), 150
[originally published irDie Zeit 2 August, 1996].

“Ipaniel GoldhagerHiitler's Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans @the HolocausfNew
York: Knopf, 1996). The Siedler Verlag publisitbeé German translation under the titiitlers Willige
Vollstrecker: Ganz gewdhnliche Deutsche und ddoeust Incidentally, Siedler also published
Andreas Hillgruber'sZweierlei Untergangone of the contested publications in thistorikerstreit.
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research. In fact, he claimed to have been the first to ‘explain’ the Holot4®sith
authors had initially had some difficulties finding publishers for their maipiscboth
found themselves at odds with the historical establishment, and Fischer as well a
Goldhagen attracted a strong following among the young generation. Thiséstivne
commonalities end. As we will see, factors other than the different gegdobbcial,
and historiographic environments in which the authors wrote their tomes explain the
differences. In the final analysis, Fischer accomplished nothinghi@ssatparadigm
shift within German historiography and thus opened the door for a flood of historical
research on National Socialism. In the wake of his work, historians and then the public
began to ask new questions of the German past as well as ask old questions differently.
Even though Goldhagen raised lingering questions in a new way, he did not effect
anything comparable within historiography. His methods and conclusions did not hold
up to professional scrutiny and his subsequent publications proved disapptting.

Why then, did his first book precipitate a controversy that gripped Germany at
time when historical questions about the second German dictatorship should have been of

more immediate interest? What made th&oldhagen Affaithe ‘phenomenon’ or

144GoldhagenHitler’s Willing Executioners.In the introduction, Goldhagen maintained that in
order to explain the Holocaust fully, one had tokat it in an entirely new way. He was going tojdst
that, even though no single previous book had @édito be able to explain the Holocaust adequately.

*Daniel Goldhagem Moral Reckoning: The Role of the Catholic Chuircthe Holocaust and
its Unfilled Duty of RepaiNew York: Alfred Knopf, 2002); Goldhageworse than War: Genocide,
Eliminationism, and the Ongoing Assault on Humagiitgw York: Public Affairs, 2009). Reviewers of
these works took Goldhagen to task for assumingdlgeof moral judge rather than historian. Thispa
criticized him for not adding anything new to histal research, just as had been the case witfiriis
publication,Hitler's Willing Executioners.

14%second dictatorship refers to one-party rule astjmed in East Germany before reunification.
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‘effect’ that some observers claimed it wA&§?What made his theses important enough
to warrant inclusion in a German history text for high school students, alongsidbehe ot
controversies at issue het&?

When Goldhagen’s book came on the scene in 1996, in early spring in the United

149 while

States and in late summer in Germany, some expected ahadtwrtkerstreit,
others argued that this was just another controversy of which the Federal Repdblic
seen so many already. For Atina Grossmann, it was just one more ‘Holocaust moment
“As soon as ‘Goldhagen’ fades,” she surmised, “another debate, another controversy,
another scandal, moves in to occupy the political economy of Holocaust membdry.”
We now know that it was indeed not anotHestorikerstreit yet the controversy was
important because it contributed in significant ways to the public discourse about the
National Socialist past in post-reunification Germatly.

The momentous geo-political changes that had catapulted Germany into full-

fledged nationhood in 1989/90 did not seem to have played as important a role in the

Goldhagen Affaias they did in the controversy over tehrmachtsausstellurvghich

14’Geoff Eley titled the book he editethe “Goldhagen Effect’History, Memory, Nazism—
Facing the German PasKlaus Gr@e Kracht used the term ‘Goldhagen Phdnomen’ torilesthe
controversy. Grpe KrachtDie zankende Zunfi45.

18The text for high schools, published in 2005, jpxised an excerpt from Goldhagen’s book
with one from Hans-Ulrich Wehler and asked studermvaluate critically the authors’ theses abotit an
Semitism. Geschichte und Geschehen—Neuyeeis. Bender et al., 197.

1%ans-Ulrich Webhler, “Like a Thorn in the Flesh,”imwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 104
Volker Ullrich, “A Provocation to a newmistorikerstreit” in ibid., 31.

1%0atina Grossmann, “The ‘Goldhagen Effect: MemoRepetition, and Responsibility in the
New Germany,” in Eley, 89.

*1Before theGoldhagen Affaiever came to Germany, it had already raged in thieetd States
for several months. Goldhagen’s book also madeewavEngland, while its publication in France and
Israel did not cause much of a controversy. Faoraparative analysis of the book’s reception irs¢he
countries, see Omer Bartov, “Reception and Peim@ptGoldhagen’s Holocaust and the World,Tine
“Goldhagen Effect,”ed. Geoff Eley, 33-87The Holocaust had truly been internationalizedHhsy1990s.
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was gaining momentum as t@®ldhagen Affaireached its climax. Quickly it had

become clear that this most profound caesura in post-war German history had nat broug
with it the elusiveSchlussstriclior the process of reckoning with the National Socialist
past. On the contrary, it seems that the legacy of National Socialism had @me

more contested after reunification. Germans faced the dual challehfyggging a new
national community from quite disparate societies, while at the same toreciieng

two sets of divergent national memories and reckoning not with one, but with two recent
dictatorships. Despite being occupied with the challenges of reunification, zhpdsa

must have loomed quite large on Germans’ minds in the 1990s, considering that the year
1995 concluded a twelve-year commemorative cycle culminating in thetfiftiet
anniversary of the end of WWAt?

Yet theGoldhagen Affaiwvas an almost entirely west German controversy. Since
the former East Germany had never accepted responsibility for the HaJdbaussues
Goldhagen raised may not have been of deep concern to east Germans at a time when
they were fully absorbed in the momentous life changes that reunification cegAine
opinion survey from 1996 shows a striking difference in historical consciousnesgmetwe
east and west Germans. Of those who had indicated that Germany’s histoegl diffe
from that of other countries, for forty-four percent of west Germans itlveaghird
Reich/National Socialism/Hitler that made it different, while only &eint percent of east

Germans thought so. Twenty percent of west Germans vs. four percent of eamtsserm

132\ combined eighty percent of respondents had readtehe commemoration of May 8, 1945
or had watched it on television. An additionakhipercent had participated in person. The ceriemon
“deeply touched” fifty-four percent and forty-siefeent found them “impressive Allensbacher Jahrbuch
der Demoskopie 1993-199528.
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believed the Holocaust was special about German hiStorjhe apparently different
perception of the role of National Socialism and the Holocaust in Germanysyhist
east and west may explain the lower interest in the controversy in the destotintry.
It probably did not help that Goldhagen’s lecture tour bypassed east German cities
altogether> The general absence of former East German historians from the debate,
with the notable exception of the well-respected scholar of National Socialigsin, K
Patzold, was probably the result of the former East German guild havinglestrer
absorbed into west German historiography, or, more likely, of former East@erm
historians having lost their academic posts in the wake of reunification.

Goldhagen’s book, although based on his dissertation for Harvard University,
differed from standard scholarly fare about the Holocaust in several impoegst
First, it concentrated on the perpetrators of the Holocaust instead of on the.vilttim
gave faces to the thousands of ‘ordinary’ Germans who, according to Goldhagen, had
willingly and enthusiastically carried out the killings of Jewish men, wonreh, a
children. Goldhagen claimed to have found an explanation for their actions in their
mentality, ideological conviction, and motivation while eschewing other expiana
approaches. In his work, mentality and will replaced structural circumstande
pressures. With this, he positioned himself in the intentionalist camp, opposing

structuralist perspectives that had been dominant within social history tatedecThis

B3bid., 504.

5% am referring to ‘east German’ cities in connegtigith post-reunification Germany, i.e. cities
located in the new federal states, while ‘Easin@ers’ refers to those who lived in the German
Democratic Republic.

15 urt Patzold taught at the University in Leipzigli96. As one of the few voices from the
former East Germany and as a subject specialisthbeld have been invited to some of the publiatse
associated with Goldhagen’s book tour through Geraiiges, but was not.
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might explain, at least in part, why Goldhagen attracted the ire of almost i@ enti
generation of German structuralist historians; the same ones whose metluadlologi
approaches had emerged from fiecher Controversand who had ‘won’ the battles
with neo-conservative, intentionalist historians duringHfstorikerstreit.**°

Hitler’s Willing Executionerslso differed sharply from standard scholarly works
in imagery and language that did not shy away from graphic detail. The Sfemtklas
produced had become acceptable in the movie genre and perhaps in fiction, but it had not
been part of scholarly discourse about the Holocaust. “No German historian speaks and
writes as graphically as Goldhagen!,” exclaimed Wolfgang Wipperman article
generally sympathetic to Goldhagen’s book, “...the problem is that when Goldhagen
delivers his thick and empathetic account of the horrible acts of murder, he does not
recoil from describing fictitious scenes in addition to real ones in order to ahause t
desired emotional effect in the readér” Wippermann referred to sentences such as one
describing shootings in the woods, “At such close range, the Germans often became
spattered with human gore.” While this description was based on an eyewitrms®,acc
the account of the murder of patients in a hospital was not. “In all probability, ra kille

either shot a baby in its mother’s arms, and perhaps the mother for good measure, or, as

was sometimes the habit during these years, held it at arm’s length by, thledeting it

1%5\otably, Nolte, Stiirmer, Schulze, Hildebrand, aritgkuber, who had shared the neo-
conservative camp during th#storikerstreit did not weigh in on th&oldhagen Affair Wolfgang
WippermannWessen Schuld? Vom Historikerstreit zur Goldhagentt¢verse (Berlin: Elefanten Press,
1997), 104.

*Anolfgang Wippermann, “The Jewish Hanging Judge2diGmen and the ‘Self-Confident
Nation’,” in Unwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 229.
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with a pistol. Perhaps the mother looked on in horf8t.This approach shifted the
emphasis of the book from the scholarly arguments to the discourse itself.

How one might talk about the Holocaust had been at issue during the
Historikerstreit,but Goldhagen’s choice of representation apparently stretched the
comfort zone of most German historians beyond the limit. Goldhagen’s style did not
seem to bother the general public, on the other hand, a public that had flocked to
Schindler’s Lisfust two years earlier. On the contrary, those who read his book or
packed the halls during his book promotion tour, reacted with the greatest interest and
overwhelming support, while the guild, virtually unanimously, rejected the me#imatls
conclusions of their young colleague from the United States.

Academic historians had indeed not been this united sindadtieer
Controversy.A consensus had emerged sinceHlrstorikerstreitthat made historical
comparisons acceptable even for the Holocaust. Also, as Wippermann pointed out in his
survey of revisionist historiographic trends in the 1990s, putting National Sociatism i
the broader context of totalitarianism was generally no longer taBc&till,

Goldhagen’s book seemed to unite the guild more than post-reunification revisionism
had. This time, the fault lines ran along different paths than duringisherikerstreit
Now the guild was in the defensive, wedged between a young, eloquent newcomer from

abroad and a public that flocked to him in droves.

1%8GoldhagenHitler's Willing Executioners218, 216, quoted in Wippermann, “The Jewish
Hanging Judge?,” inwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 229, 243.

39T he first printing of the German edition of Goldleags book sold out in five days. Allin all,
the edition sold 360,000 copies. All venues hagstire author’s book tour were filled to capaciGrope
Kracht,Die zankende Zunfil71.

%9vippermanWessen Schuld?0, 21, 27 n. 3.
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The media were quick to capitalize on the situation, providing Goldhagen with
ample opportunities to disseminate his message. Goldhagen’s book promotion tour not
only attracted record crowds, but also demonstrated that members of the guildano long
had hegemony over the interpretation of the past. In some historians’ eyes, this
‘emasculation of an entire profession’ rather than Goldhagen’s book itselftotetsthe
scandalorthat became known as the ‘Goldhagen phenomeffnissues that
professionals had formerly discussed primarily among peers, in thderamajournals
or at their conferences, had moved directly on to the pages of the news media and, more
significantly, into public meeting halls. In order to be part of the conversations,
historians had to enter the public sphere, via essays or letters to the editor inghe new
media or in front of television cameras. The academic ivory tower that had been
crumbling since the student revolts of the late 1960s had become a thing of the past by
the mid-1990s, at least for those involved in the contested fiditgfeschichte
Whereas historians had seen themselves obliged to take a stanHiistdhni&erstreitin
order to avoid professional marginalization, now they needed to step into thghinoél
television cameras and compete with Goldhagen, who was apparently much more adept
at drawing the audience to his side than were his academic opptA&uidhagen had
irrevocably introduced the show element into public discourse about Germany’sdrouble

past. Taken to its extreme, the ‘Goldhagen phenomenon’ advanced a development that

181Ruth Bettina Birn and Volker Rie “Das Goldhagen-Phanomen oder: fiinfzig Jahreaghi
Geschichte in Wissenschaft und UnterriéBt(1998): 81, quoted in Ge Kracht,Die zankende Zunfi,70
[paraphrase loosely translated by me].

%3/0lker Ullrich described the humiliating encountetween high-caliber German historians and
Goldhagen in several venues during his book totiriasnphal procession’ for Goldhagen. Volker
Ullrich, “A Triumphal Procession: Goldhagen and thermans,” iidnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley,
197-201. The climax of the confrontation with HWemmsen, “the doyen of German Holocaust
research” that left the historian “beet-red in fhee,” is especially poignant (ibid., 198, 199).
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would eventually lead to clever marketing strategies that lured audiences i
‘histotainment.”®® Applied to the Holocaust, such approach is in danger of appearing
tasteless and lacking the reverence due to the victims and their descétidents.
Choreographed approaches can indeed give the appearance of “instrumamtabzati
the past for “present [political/economic] purposes,” as Walser would soon corfiplai
‘Bitburg’ did some of that before theistorikerstreit but with Goldhagen, ‘history in the
limelight’ seemed to have reached new heights. The backlash came qukekilyith the
Walser-Bubis-Debate?®

Although the emphasis so far has been on the novel elements tGatidhagen
Affair introduced to the broader processd/efgangenheitsbewétigung closer look at
Goldhagen’s arguments, his critics’ objections, and his supporters’ praise deirar
understand why his book invited professional historians’ ire while earning thegublic
praise.

Hitler’'s Willing Executioner®pened with a historical overview of anti-Semitism
in Germany and then focused thmee case studies: the HambRe&gerve Police

Battalion 101 two forced-labor death camps, and a death march. At issue was the reason

%3The author saw this term used in advertising dabhiisal venues and events during a recent visit
in Germany.

%Norman Finkelstein, outspoken Jewish-Americanctfiwhat he calls the Holocaust industry,
portrayed the Simon Wiesenthal Center as usingchBa-meets-Disneyland” museum exhibits.
According to Finkelstein, Goldhagen was both a pobénd a proponent of the Jewish American
dominated Holocaust industry. Norman Finkelstélme Holocaust Industry: Reflections on the
Exploitation of Jewish Sufferinglew York: Verso, 2000), 92.

®walser, “Erfahrungen beim Verfassen einer Sonneafgst inDie Walser-Bubis-Debatted.
Schirrmacher, 12.

1%V alser protested more against the instrumentatimaif the Holocaust for political (and
economic) reasons than against ‘histotainment,tfage two can have much in common and one can
easily use the latter to further the former’s cause
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for the smooth implementation of the Holocaust. In contrast to Christopher Browning,
who had also studieeserve Police Battalion 1@Ghd who had concluded that the
majority of the perpetrators had acted under peer pressure, a threat efpggushment,
and out of a strong sense of obedience to authority, Goldhagen claimed that Germans had
perpetrated unspeakable crimes against Jews during the Third Reich wdlag|
eagerly®” According to his findings, their motivation was not fear of reprisal for
refusing to kill Jews, but rather an ‘eliminationist anti-Semitism’ veha®ts reached
back long before Hitler came to power. Thus a murderous ideology was the primary
driving factor in the implementation of the Holocaust. With this conclusion Goldhagen
established that individual and ordinary Germans were responsible for the t$blolra
Goldhagen’s perspective, the documentary evidence to this effect thus no longer
warranted victim status for ‘ordinary Germans.’ The crimes of the ThirchRegre not
committed ‘in Germany’s name,” as had become a platitude in German parlaee si
Adenauer’s formulation so many years ago, but rather ‘ordinary Germansoiraitted
those crimes. In future discourse about the National Socialist past, the aatveveaid
have to replace passive constructions with respect to the perpetrators.

German historians filled the national press with critical reviews, sonieof t

scathing in tone and substance, for weeks, even before the German edition of

Goldhagen’s book had appeared in the stof&sThe defensive tone of many

%"Christopher BrowningQrdinary Men: Reserve Battalion 101 and the FiBalution in Poland
(New York: Harper Collins, 1992). A study of anettPolice Battalion appeared in 1998. Edward
Westermann, “ ‘Ordinary Men’ or ‘Ideological Sold#? Police Battalion 310 in Russia, 194&&rman
Studies Revie®1 (February 1998): 41-86.

%8 ventually, those contributions filled two volumemwilling Germans? The Goldhagen
Debate, ed. RoberBhandley, trans. Jeremiah Riemer (Minneapolisivéirity of Minnesota Press, 1998;
Ein Volk von Mérdern? Die Dokumentation zur Golgba-Kontroverse um die Rolle der Deutschen im
Holocaust,ed. Julius Schoeps (Hamburg: Hoffmann und Can@@g)l
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contributions, some of which even scolded the young scholar more than criticizing his
work, is somewhat startling, but others were well-argued. Methodological shomgisom
including reliance on overgeneralization, oversimplification, monocausal or i@ustt
explanations, and the lack of comparison, featured prominently in the reviews. Also,
Goldhagen’s dismissiveness of structuralist explanations and his preference for
voluntarist ones invited criticism since it went against the grain of Holooasesarch*®®

In such research, the consensus had privileged structuralist explanationsngdcordi
which most perpetrators were caught in a web of state terror and in foweastbat did
not leave any room for personal choice.

The historiographi¢aux pasof overgeneralization was indeed at the heart of
Goldhagen’s argument: he had extrapolated from the actions and motivations of the
perpetrators in his case studies to ‘all Germdtlér's Willing Executioners
oversimplified in that it neglected to address the extermination of other etbojsgand
of the handicapped. Neither did the author look at collaborators who had played
significant roles in implementing the Holocaust in many of the conquered codfitries

Some critics wondered why Goldhagen had not considered the complexity of the issues

that the scholarship of the past decades had addré$seterhard Jackel and Hans-

1%9For details about this branch of the debate, se@. Moses, “ Structure and Agency in the
Holocaust: Daniel J. Goldhagen and His Criticslistory and Theor7 (May 1998): 194-219,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2505466 (accessed M&€h2010). This is also the universalism (strualist)
vs. particularism (agency/voluntarist) debate.

%ans-Ulrich Wehler raised this point in his articfeike a Thorn in the Flesh,” originally
published irDie Zeitand reprinted itJnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 93-107, here 100.

"bid., 101.
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Ulrich Wehler, for example, took it as arrogance that Goldhagen had dismissed pri
research summarily and then made claims of originHifty.

For Hans Mommsen, Goldhagen’s vivid depiction of violence “releases a certain
voyeuristic moment that serious Holocaust research has deliberatelychvoitse
restrained portrayal of the crimes™ Furthermore, historians found Goldhagen’s
assertion unconvincing and disingenuous that Germans had completely changed since
19451"* Finally, some historians accused Goldhagen of having committed a logical
fallacy in his argumentation. If German culture, over decades or centuriesthaetli
Germans with a murderous anti-Semitism that was qualitatively diffén@m anti-

Semitism in any other country, and Germans had appropriated this as pant of thei
acculturation, then how could those same Germans be responsible for their deeds? W
this not a structuralist argument after afl?

In his concluding verdict, Mommsen stated that “the corrosive sharpness with
which Goldhagen charges the Germans with a will to ‘demonic anti-Semitisg’ ... |
certainly ill suited to quiet resentments, and it is anything but helpful in gaarsoger
confrontation with the past in the light of the preseHf”One wonders if he referred to
German historians’ resentment against their Jewish-American fpatiz Why should

Goldhagen’s goal have been to quiet that resentment? Perhaps he thought that Germa

Eperhard Jackel, “Simply a Bad Book,”imwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 88-89; Wehler,
“Like a Thorn in the Flesh,” in ibid., 102.

Hans Mommsen, “The Thin Patina of Civilization: ABemitism Was a Necessary, But by No
Means a Sufficient, Condition for the Holocaust'Unwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 194.

Y4Nehler, “Like a Thorn in the Flesh,” idnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley 98-99.
"Moses, “Structure and Agency,” 217.

" ommsen, “The Thin Patina of Civilization,” ldnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 194-195.
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historiography needed a bit of a jolt out of its structuralist compla@erdgo, what does
the present demand that dealing with Goldhagen'’s thesis would make impossible to
attain—a self-assured national identity, perhaps? To be fair, Mommsen amalimesnt
and experienced colleagues must have found the self-assuredness with which @oldhage
defended his thesis, and especially the accolades he received from the public, quit
unsettling. As members of tl@itzeugemgeneration, separating their professional
judgment from their personal engagement in the issues may have posed a special
challenge. As historians, they felt dismissed and ‘emasculated; asG#d®aans, they
probably felt unfairly accused. We have seen the interplay between gemaratentity
and professional craft in thg@scher Controversgs well. Generational issues also played
a role in theHistorikerstreit,as they would in the controversy over the
Wehrmachtsausstellung.

Kurt Patzold, in his role of quasi-outsider within the German guild, observed
perceptively that among the reasons for the “lack of self-control” amorggities may
have been, besides “injured vanity and rage over ignorance,” critics reacting “not a
specialists but as ‘Germans™ Perhaps he referred to the fact that some critics had not
tired of pointing out Goldhagen’s youth and his cultural/ethnic identity, as if those had

made him too biased for the scholarly pursuit of questions relating to the Holtéaust.

Kurt Patzold, “On the Broad Trail of the Germangrators,” inUnwilling Germans?ed.
Shandley, 163.

8 “Simply a Bad Book, Eberhard Jackel referred to Goldhagen as a “cagyabieg man,”
who has “robbed himself of any scholarly prestigéth his “failure of a dissertation.” Reprinted in
Shandley, edUnwilling Germans?87, 90. In “The Sociologist as Hanging Judge,d&& Augstein
made it a point to give Goldhagen’s age (35) asdstidtus as “Junior Professor,” in ibid., 47. An@&e
Markovits, in his contribution, “Discomposure ingdtbry’s Final Resting Place,” provided many exaraple
where critics have made anti-Semitic remarks intamdto pointing out Goldhagen’s and his father’s
Jewishness. In ibid1,21-123.
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Some critics had also demonstrated anti-American sentiments with bantst dgai
‘educational system’ that had granted Goldhagen a Ph.D. for such ‘shabby work’ and
with comments about the intellectual state of a society that warmlpmelt a book like
Goldhagen’s. These comments were also laced with anti-Semitism in thattused
an allegedly Jewish-dominated press in the United States of an overly p@stitien to
the book’® Clearly, the combination of youth, ethnic and national identity, and
academic credentials had added an additional punch to Goldhagen’s theses in the eyes of
many members of the historical establishment in Germany. The guild meshidaed
felt quite threatened about its continued ability to affect historical cons@ssisn
German society.

Goldhagen was not only the instigator of this controversy, but also played a
central role as it unfolded. Newspapers and magazines afforded him amplespace
respond to his critics, he gave interviews, appeared at public discussions, and undertook a
lecture/book promotion tour through major German cifi€dn his lengthy piece, “The

Failure of the Critics,” originally published Die Zeitjust prior to the release of the

*Hans-Ulrich Wehler, in “Like a Thorn in the Fleshyondered what had gone wrong at Harvard
[in supervising the dissertation] and concluded thas not amusing to witness yet another failofe
academe’s system of checks and balancedJhimilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 102-103. Frank
Schirrmacher, in “Hitler's Code: Holocaust fromusdan Aspirations,” imputed that Goldhagen must
have written for a U.S. audience because his baskse simplistic, concluding that Goldhagen’s book
“leaves many questions open, including questioasiathe intellectual condition of a society thagaeds
such theses as intellectual progress.” In ibid. Hé&ns Mommsen remarked that he (Mommsen) would not
have signed off on Goldhagen’s degree. Mommsertequa Michael KlundtGeschichtspolitik: Die
Kontroverse um Goldhagen, die Wehrmachtsausstelimdgdas “Schwarzuch des Kommunismukgin:
PapyRossa Verlag, 2000, 36. Ruth Bettina Birn afyré¢orman Finkelstein and Ruth Bettina Bi,
Nation on Trial: The Goldhagen Thesis and Histaki€ruth (New York: Henry Holt and Company,
1998), 144.

8Hamburg, Berlin, Frankfurt, Munich; Dresden, Leipzir other cities in east Germany were not
on the itinerary.
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German translation of his book, Goldhagen took his historian critics to*tasgkith
surprising self-assuredness for a fledgling scholar with only a digsertender his belt,
albeit one that had become an international best-seller virtually over nighpressed
outrage over German scholars having discredited his book. Their purpose in doing so
had been, he alleged, to dissuade the German public from reading it or at least from
taking it seriously. Emphasizing the scholarly nature and originality of his aswell
as the fact that his critics had thoroughly misunderstood or maliciously mszajed it,
Goldhagen showed some of the arrogance that many historians had found so disturbing.
He considered it entirely justifiable to dismiss the work of eminent Holosabstars,
including Norbert Frei, Klaus Hildbrand, Eberhard Jackel, Hans Mommsen, Haals-Ulr
Wehler, Robert Browning, and Raul Hilberg. According to Goldhagen, they had tailed t
ask the right questions by not paying enough attention to the perpetrators, thesmoti
and their numbers.

Bemoaning the@d hominenattacks levied against him he argued that they were
“sometimes spiced with anti-Semitic and anti-American allusidfi$.Against the
criticism of reductionism he held that “the call for complexity is ofterré¢fiege of those
who find certain conclusions unpalatab®® The accusation of monocausal
argumentation was another instance of willful misinterpretation. Sinesaddactors had

to come together to make the Holocaust possible, it was not necessary to look at other

18iGoldhagen, “The Failure of the Critics,” Unwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 129-150. He
addressed his critics again in his article, “Modilhdesrepublik: National History, Democracy, and
Inernationalization in Germany,” in ibid., 275-286d in his response to those who had written tq him
published irBriefe an Goldhagen: Eingeleitet und beantwortat Daniel Jonah GoldhagdiBerlin:
Siedler Verlag, 1997), 205-239

8Goldhagen, “The Failure of the Critics,” inwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 131.

183bid., 136.
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European countries that clearly exhibited anti-Semitism. Those countries didr@ot ha
totalitarian regimes “bent on mass annihilation” and could therefore not have
implemented a Holocaust of their owf{* Goldhagen also vehemently denied having
resurrected the notion of collective guilt, as many of his critics arguéldeiRae had

done the opposite by emphasizing individual voluntarism and accountability.
Furthermore, he took strong exception with those who had questioned his motives on
account of his national and ethnic identity and family history.

This particular angle of the debate must have really hit a sensitive nénve wi
Goldhagen, as his several paragraphs of refutation took on a notably agitatédToee.
tone perhaps more than the substance of the arguments flying back and forth between
Goldhagen and the German historians made painfully clear how difficult a avilize
discourse about the Holocaust still was, across generational divides and moifgythan f
years after the event (Broszat and Friedlander come to mind who had been afpgyéo en
in civilized discourse during theistorikerstrei). These two scholars had clearly been
emotionally engaged, but their exchange did not come close to the virtual character
assassination that Goldhagen and Mommesen inflicted upon one another. The dialog
across generational boundaries was difficult even among Germans; adgparenil
dialog was virtually impossible between a German otiezeugemeneration and a
Jew whose parent generation had been victims of the Holocaust. Instead of the deeply
moving correspondence between Broszat and Friedlander, published in an academic

journal, that had left the greatest legacy ofHlistorikerstreit a disgraceful

184bid., 142.

189bid., 143-144.
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confrontation between Mommsen and Goldhagen in front of a packed auditorium became
the iconic event of th&oldhagen Affair'®® This, in a nutshell, was the difference

between these two waves of disputes about the Nazi past, so close chronologiically y
different in tone and substance from one another.

There were also a few positive reviews from German historians, but the most
affirmative echo came from non-historians, including the Jewish American Hsloca
survivor and Peace Price recipient Elie Wiesel and German public intallpat
excellenceJiirgen Haberma®’ Their voices lent the issues Goldhagen had raised
additional moral weight. Habermas’s and Wiesel’s contributions are of inberest
because they framed the debate: Wiesel's commentary originallyregpe@he
Observeron March 31, 1996, before the book’s translation reached the German market,
whereas Habermas’s assessment concluded the controversy in Germenyreaths
later!®® Both men wer&eitzeugenWiesel barely having survived the Holocaust and

Habermas barely having been too young for milissasvice Wiesel asserted, in contrast

18&/olker Ullrich gave a lively account of Goldhagepsblic appearances in Hamburg, Berlin,
Frankfurt, and Munich, titled, “A Triumphal Process Goldhagen and the Germangfiwilling
Germans?ed. Shandley197-201. Ullrich recounted Goldhagen’s provocativetorical question of
Mommsen, “Is there anyone here in this auditoriuno\agrees with Professor Mommsen that the people
who were murdering Jews did not know what they vagriag?” (199) Mommsen'’s response came “with
his face beet-red and his voice trembling in rabaf. According to Mommsen, Goldhagen had
misinterpreted his statement, but the damage hewl dene. The audience was firmly on Goldhaged's si
and the professor stood humiliated.

187For example, Julius Schoeps published a tacitljtipegeview inDie Zeit Schoeps, “From
Character Assassination to Mass Murder,Umwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 79-86. Ulrich Herbert
corrected Goldhagen on many issues, but attestedha merit of having asked ‘the right question.’
Herbert, “The Right Question,” idnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley, 109-11@ritish historian, Gordon
Craig, agreed with Schoeps on commending Goldhé&geénitiating new discussions and new research
into the role of the perpetrators. Craig, “Ein Ke@bn Antisemiten?,” in ed. Schoef&n Volk von
Mordern?171-175.

8% ie Wiesel, “Little Hitlers,” inEin Volk von Mérdern?ed. Schoeps44-47; Jirgen Habermas,
“Goldhagen and the Public Use of History: Why arideracy Prize for Daniel Goldhagen?”Umwilling
Germans?ed. Shandley, 263-273, originally publishediétter fir Deutsche und Internationale Politik,
April 1997.
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to many American historians, that Goldhagen’s book had indeed made a considerable
contribution to the understanding and transmission of the Holocaust. Predicting a heated
Historikerstreitabout the book in Germany, he recommended that every school class
should read it:*® “Harvard Professor” Goldhagen had undertaken thorough research and
had uncovered surprising truths and “overpowering proof” with which many Germans
still did not want to reckort®® For Wiesel, again disagreeing with many German
historians and publicists, Goldhagen’s family background strengthened his authority t
do research on the Holocaust. After all, he himself shared this motivation witbuthg y
scholar and had dedicated his entire life to the same cause. The more poignant was
Rudolph Augstein’s disparaging remark that Wiesel's support of Goldhagen was
unsurprising since he himself [Wiesel] had done “research on nothing else” but the
Holocaust, insinuating that this had disqualified Wiesel from being an unbiased
reviewer->* Wiesel attributed the insight to Goldhagen that the Holocaust was neither an
accident of German history nor an aberration of the German mentality, butthethi¢

was an integral component of both factors, as well as their logical consequersel Wi
wondered, though, if Goldhagen had lived up to his promise to explain how the
Holocaust was possible. If one saw the Holocaust in the context of traditioma&ser
anti-Semitism, then his logic was convincing. Wiesel's concluding sentenackleaué

one with the impression that he would not insert himself further in the conversation,

B\iesel, “Little Hitlers,” inEin Volk von Mérdern?ed. Schoepsi4.
199pid.

¥IRudolf Augstein, “The Sociologist as Hanging Jutlge Unwilling Germans?ed. Shandley,
49. Norman Finkelstein, the son of Jewish Holocaustigors, would agree. In his book criticizing the
Holocaust industry, he attacked Wiesel repeateddrtually stripped him of any credibility whaeseer.
Finkelstein,The Holocaust IndustryApparently, Finkelstein represents a minority gositwithin the
American Jewish community.
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simply because there was no more to say: “But | belong to the small mimontydm
this in its breadth and heaviness incomparable tragedy will remain unexplaieeer for
And inexplicable.”??

Jurgen Habermas, who had played one of the leading roleshtistiogikertreit,
had remained silent in ti&oldhagen Affaiuntil its very end and effectively offered a
kind of closure to the controversy. While his role had been that of staunch critic of the
revisionist historians in 1986, and while he had not shied away from serious indictments
in harsh tones then, Habermas adopted a conciliatory stance ten yeanddateught to
reconcile those who had stood at opposite poles in the debate: Goldhagen vs. the
majority of German historians, the historians vs. the majority of the @gmaolic, and
the generations of théeitzeugervs. theNachgeborenefthose who had been born after
the Third Reich]. The occasion was the—not uncontroversial—decision on the part of the
Board of Trustees of tHlatter fur Deutsche und Internationale Politikaward the
Democracy Prize to Daniel Goldhagen in the spring of 1997, a prize that two leading ¢
rights activists of the former East Germany had last received in 1990. |&udio,
Habermas cited the justification for the award: “Through the ‘urgency, tbeféness,
and the moral strength of his presentation’ Daniel Goldhagen has ‘provided a powerful
stimulus to the public conscience of the Federal Republic’; he has sharpened ‘our
sensibility for what constitutes the background and the limit of a German

‘normalization.” 1*® Normalization, of course, had also been at the center of the

Historikerstreit,where it had appeared as the issue of historicization and comparability of

3yiesel, “Little Hitlers,’ in Scheops, ecEjn Volk von Mérdern?7 [translation mine].

%Habermas, “Goldhagen and the Public use of HistamyUnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley,
263.
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Auschwitz. Habermas made clear that the Board of Trustees had not intendedtteeenter
discussion about the scholarly merits of the book among historians, but rather, that they
meant to honor the book’s contribution to the discussion of normalization which had
taken on added urgency in the transition from the Bonn to the Berlin Republic. In
contrast to his stance during tHestorikerstreit Habermas was now careful to award

credit to historians who had dedicated their lives to researching the Holocaust,
specifically to Hans Mommsen, Eberhard Jackel, Martin Broszat, Ulrechéiit, and
others!®* The prize was not awarded for the scholarly merits of the book—and
Habermas was careful to point out that he, as non-historian, did not feel authorized to
offer such judgment—but rather for the public response it elicited, a jusafidaat was
quite controversial. The power of the book was due to the fact that it “address[ed]
precisely those questions that have polarized our public and private discussions for the
past half century.*®® The central issue had concerned the primary cause of Auschwitz
and the Holocaust: Had it been the structures that a criminal regime had imposed on
Germany or had it been the actions of individuals, including Hitler as well asoydi
Germans? Goldhagen had also prompted a public discussion about the usefulness of
assigning responsibility for national crimes retrospectively to individuBthés question

was linked to the broader issue of the public use of history. Should the righteous
condemnation of the older generation follow new revelations of their implications in past

crimes? Or, should such revelations call forth a sense of collective li&ilitye

%These historians had taken Habermas's side iRlisterikerstreit.Still, his conciliatory tone
here stood in contrast with his divisive stanceytears before.

%Habermas. “Goldhagen and the Public Use of HistamyUnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley,
264.



89

inherited past?°® Only the latter approach would be a proper use of history in that it
would help to “generate an ethical-political process of public self-understantfihg.”

Here Habermas pointed to what he believed was the real merit of Goldhagen’s book,
namely, the connection between political self-understanding and historizadreass.

Only a proper awareness of one’s historical inheritance, including the bundéss¢h
legacy brought with it, could provide citizens with the political-ethical comipedsvas
necessary to build a responsible nation. This was, or should have been, at the heart of the
debate at hand. By pointing towards individual responsibility of the perpetrators and by
showing the connection between culturally determined values and actions, Goldhagen
had offered Germans a view of human nature that included the possibility of
transformation; a transformation that Habermas maintained had alreadynéappe
Germany through political and cultural enlightenment. This, in conclusion, mémnied t
Democracy Prize.

Despite the various perspectives offered so far, one cannot fully apptkeiate
‘Goldhagen Phenomenon’ without taking a closer look at public reaction. Without the
high level of public interest and support for the young challenger from abroadediee m
might not have kept the controversy going as long and German historians might not have
reacted with such wounded pride. First, however, it is important to establisthéat *
public’ by no means equaled ‘ordinary Germans.” Traditionally, the readerslie of t

national press that carried the contributions came from the educated middleAdtass

9bid., 267. Habermas was careful to distinguishlémive liability’ from the ‘collective guilt’
that had been a strong bone of contention amonm&res for a long time and whose existence many
accused Goldhagen of having revived in his book.

¥"Habermas. “Goldhagen and the Public Use of HistamyUnwilling Germans?ed. Shandley,
264.
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the majority of those crowding the lecture halls during Goldhagen’s book tour were
students, that is, a generation born in the early 1970s. Their grandparents might have
witnessed the Third Reich first-hand, but even their parents would have been born after
the war.**® For them, it seemed, the National Socialist past had already been
historicized. Some observers claimed that Goldhagen had become a ‘pop stanyfor ma

of them, or even a ‘redeemer’ of softs.Norbert Frei explained this curious dynamic

thus: “his followers understood Goldhagen as the messenger of a brand-new revelation of
the seemingly deep and radical truth about the generation of their fatders a
grandfathers.?®® Omer Bartov found a good dose of rebellion against their professors in
this, as well, whose lectures about the subject matter differed so sharplyhodoiegy,

style, and substance from the dynamic, American professor's appfoashile they

most likely handled the issues with professional detachment, assuming their ow
impatrtiality, and offered mostly functionalist explanatory models, Goldhageduted

moral issues into the mix, did not hide emotional involvement, and, best of all, offered a
simple explanation for the Holocaust. No academician had done that before with this
assuredness and clarity. By telling his young audiences that Germ&wamtism had

all but disappeared from German society since 1945, Goldhagen indeed made it easy for
these young people to adopt what Frei described as ‘guilt p8dbufdstolg This word

combination does not exist in the German language, but it nevertheless conveys the

%Bartov, “Reception and Perception,” ifilte Goldhagen Effectgd. Geoff Eley , 48.

9Norbert Frei, “Goldhagen, die Deutschen und diddtiiker. Uber die Representation des
Holocaust im Zeitalter der Visualisierung,” in e@abrow, Jessen, and GeoKracht,Zeitgeschichte als
Streitgeschichtel45.

2pid., [translation mine].

2B artov, “Reception and Perception,” ifife Goldhagen Effeced. Eley, 50.
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curious attitude of moral superiority on account of professing guilt for somgedime
could not have done. In this sense, Frei argued, their support of Goldhagen’s thesis
constituted nothing less than ‘historical self-absolutf8h.For members of older
generations, on the other hand, this would not work. The only way we can catch a more
direct glimpse at public reaction is through a subset of letters that Goldhagaede
and authorized his German publisher to make available in booKfdringoes without
saying that one must approach these sources with due caution. We do not know the
criteria that the publisher used, and Goldhagen no doubt approved, to select seventy-
seven letters from the more than seven hundred he received over the courserof sixtee
months?® The majority are favorable, but not all. The letters’ mere existencesatiest
the impression Goldhagen must have made on those who read his book, saw him on
television, or experienced him in person—enough of an impression to take the time to
write him personally. No doubt, many expected a personal reply—otherwise they coul
have submitted letter to the editor of the national news media. Goldhagen did reply, but
summarily, at the end of the compilation. Thus he took yet another opportunity to defend
himself publicly against his critics.

A quantitative look at the collection shows that the majority of letters whose
authors self-identified by age came from members oZ#izeugemgeneration (seventy
years and older), a much smaller numbers from middle-aged persons (thixty y@ars

old), and none from persons under the age of thirty. Among those from the older

2% rei, “Goldhagen, die Deutschen und die Historikiereds. Sabrow, Jessen, and @rdracht,
Zeitgeschichte als Streitgeschichtd5-146.

23GoldhagenBriefe an Goldhagen.

24pid., 218.
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generation, more writers identified themselves as male than as fgemales. seven). The
same is true for the entire collection (forty-eight from male vs. twémgetfrom female
writers). Five writers self-identified as Jewish Holocaust survivoeshdps not
surprisingly, given their public ‘performance’ and possible media bias agjaams,
twelve letters specifically criticized German historians and pr&s®#dhagen by
comparison. One can group the many themes that writers addressed into four broad
categories: generational issues, guilt and shame, counter-narratived-gumstifeations,
and public and academic representatf@nsMany correspondents conveyed their or their
family’s personal experiences during and after the war to Goldhagen, sortisgito
explain or justify German actions and others affirming him in his assessoféthis
Germans.’ Several apologized to Goldhagen for the treatment he had recaived fr
German historians or publicists. The critical reception of the book and Goldhagen’s
treatment at the hands of his critics seemed to have caused those vareeshame than
the issues the book addressed. Many thanked Goldhagen for his courage to ‘say the
truth’ and to defend it in public. The word that appeared over and over again is
‘betroffen [deeply touched and troubled]. Goldhagen had touched a nerve indeed, but
the public reacted differently in response than the guild had.

Despite some common threads and broad trends, the letters show great variety.
None is ‘typical’ or representative of the subset. The letter from FreyMutike,
widow of Helmuth James von Moltke, and former member of the German resistance

movement against Hitler in her own right, stands out nevertheless. The Moltkes, of

2%Under generational issues, writers addressed meamatyheir role ageitzeuggunder guilt
and shame, confusion and sadness; under countatines, Germans helping Jews, Eastern European
anti-Semitism, life under dictatorship and war, ‘did not know,” and national pride; under publiclan
academic representations, the role of German rastar
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course, were by no means ‘ordinary Germans’ or representative of ‘the ridéduaang
the war, but Ms. Moltke’s letter is nevertheless of interest because it seltirest only
the complexity of the issues, but also pointed out the tenuous position of the hfSforian.
“Yes, you do describe in your book correctly the terrible truth. Yet your attisude
characterized by prejudice,” she wrote, “and that is why some of your conclassons
wrong.” After assuring Goldhagen that she respected his prejudices and even understood
them, she urged him to realize that his book was indeed written under their influence.
“Historians cannot avoid letting subjectivity into their writing even when Hrey
convinced of their complete objectivity. And you are no exceptfdh.mn closing her
letter she stated that she would do all that was in her power to see it published, for tha
was what she owed her friends. Goldhagen may have thought he had found the answer to
why the Holocaust had happened, but this letter showed, as many did, that there were no
easy answers. Monocausality and generalizations do not serve in historiograptsc que
for understanding. The complexity of the past and the nagging issue of objeyethvity
the way. In Freya von Moltke’s assessment, and probably not only in hers, even for
Goldhagen, the historian’s objectivity had remained nothing more than a ‘noble
dream.?®®

Before we move on to the controversy over\tihehrmachtsausstellurigat was

in full swing by the time Goldhagen received the Democracy Prize, we sluathat

2°The von Moltkes founded théreisauer Kreisin 1940. Her husband was killed in January 1945
in the wake of the assassination attempt on Héliie. Freya von Moltke lived in the United Statntil
her death in early 2010. She wrote her lettera@dfzagen on August 10, 1996. Goldhadgmefe an
Goldhagen,109-110.

Freya von Moltke, in GoldhageBriefe an Goldhagerf,09-110 [translation mine].
“%peter NovickThe Noble Dream: The ‘Objectivity Question’ and fkmerican Historical

Profession(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988). $aritics, as we have seem, might have
described Goldhagen’s quest as nothing more ththieam, but in their eyes it was not even a nobée on
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made the5oldhagen Affaithe bridging event it was within the larger process of
Vergangenheitsbewaltigung

The Goldhagen Affairvas a caesura in that it demonstrated the increasing
internationalization of National Socialism and especially of the Holocauns. T
Historikerstreithad also received considerable foreign attention, but this controversy had
already run its course in the United States before it came to Germangoltiagen
Affair was an international phenomenon of which the German affair was merely one
chapter. German waves of controversy about the National Socialist past woultbmove
the international stage, a development that the increasingly networked coratmonanic
channels would accelerafé’®

While the public had weighed in on thistorikerstreit that controversy had still
been a largely academic affair with members of the guild and prominemtipobt
sparring over the proper use of history in politics. In this scenario, the publtbevas
object of education—at issue was who would dominate the shaping of historical
consciousness. TH@&oldhagen Affaibrought the public into play in an entirely new
way. Goldhagen’s book was addressed primarily towards the public, in completestontr
to Fischer’s tome so many years ago. Likewise, the public decided who ther'wiase
in this controversy. It was definitely not the guild, nor was it Goldhagen; ratkneas
the public itself. We saw a similar pattern with Walser-Bubis-Debateeven though
‘the public’ applauded arguments then that were diametrically opposed to Goldhagen’s

Ever since the ‘Goldhagen Effect’ had inserted itself in the process of German

2%For exampleH-Net, the Humanities & Social Sciences Onliligcussion forum offers ample
opportunities to discuss virtually every historisabject among participants worldwide (http://www.h
net.org).
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Vergangenheitsbewaltigunghe public’ became the most important discussant. This
shift had consequences for historians.

While it would go too far to expect academic historians to become ‘pop stars,’
many probably realized that it was high time to assume the role of publicantalle
order to reach the public. The guild was also well advised to recognize younger
colleagues within their ranks who were promoting public history in various guises
History workshops, museum exhibits, advisor roles to movie productions, and seats on
textbook editorial boards, as well as a role in teacher education would have to become the
profession’s link with the public. It was quite obvious that@Guwédhagen Affaihad
introduced the show element into national discourse about the Nazi past. Thereavere als
some innovations in terms of content.

As mentioned earlier, Goldhageargument gave entrance for moral issues into
the discussion. In fact, one could argue that he had used a ‘moral cudgel’ against
possible German complacency about the Holocaust. While the perpetrators hadeébeen ‘th
others’ before, or rather, while they had been no one in particular, now they haccbecom
‘ordinary Germans.’ The controversy over iMehrmachtsausstellunigok this a step
farther by suggesting, that not only ‘ordinary Germans’ had implemented the tisiloca
but rather potentially ‘all (male) Germans.” The controversy over the
Wehrmachtsausstelluradso extended the shock effect of its revelation by using photo
images. One could certainly interpret this as ‘moral cudgel,” as many wowdtseiV
finally, rejected the use of what he considered a ‘moral cudgel,” andni@srtiany

members of the public agreed.
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CHAPTER FOUR
WAR? NOT WITH GERMAN SOLDIERS! THE CONTROVERSY

OVER THEWEHRMACHTSAUSSTELLUN®G

Would it stretch our wave image too far to consider the controversy over the so-
calledWehrmachtsausstellurige tsunami o¥/ergangenheitsbewéatigudgPerhaps it
would; instead, let’s settle for ‘the controversy of superlatives.” Whapegd the nation
between March 1995 and October 1999 indeed dwarfed all previous records: no prior
controversy about the legacy of the Nazi past had lasted four years; never adfare h
historical exhibit in Germany—about National Socialism or any other timedser
attracted close to one million visitors; no previous controversy had occupied yigllall
facets of society, from the federal government down to individual families; befnee
had prompted accusations of forgery and of treason, had led to litigation and job
dismissals, and had included the defamation of the organizers; vandalism and near-riots
in the streets had not accompanied historical controversies before. The dshibit a
prompted the biggest neo Nazi protest march in the history of post-war Germaify. As
that were not enough, this was the first public history event about National Sodteis
had incited right-wing extremist protesters to the point of bombing display veasies
happened in 1999 in Saarbriickéh.None had had the potential of pitting entire

generations of Germans against one another to the extent tNé¢thmachtsausstellung

Z0The correct title of the exhibit wagernichtungskrieg: Verbrechen der Wehrmacht 198441
[War of Annihilation: Crimes of Hitler's Army, 1941944], but it became popularly known as the
Wehrmachtsausstellujgrmed Forces Exhibit].

Y ena Knapple, “Wehrmachtsausstellung, Liexikon der ‘Vergangenheitsbewéltigunggs.
Fischer and Lorenz, 289.
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did. There also had not been a need before to offer psychological and pastoral counseling
to exhibit goers. The impact of their public history project even surprisedat®rge
“We had expected to hit a nerve in society with this topic,” Walter Manoschek ventured,
“but we had not expected to hit a nerve centgf.”

While Fischer’s book had hit a nerve within the guild and eventually led to a
paradigm shift within German historiography; while tfistorikerstreithad arguably
been the ‘perfect storm’ among controversies about the Nazi past; and whilagen’s
book would soon unleash a wave of emotional responses from the public, the
Wehrmachtsausstelluntad even more drastic effects. It destroyed one of the last
popular myths associated with National Socialism, the myth of the ‘@edmmacht
This, in turn, affected the historical consciousness among post-reunificatioari@germ
strengthening the conviction of many that Germany could never again paria&ge not
even as part of a military alliance or for peace keeping purposes. Due tatiotegl
expectations for the reconstituted nation that it shoulder new responsibilities world
stage, and with crisis looming in the Balkans, this particular ‘memoryhearindeed
far-reaching political consequences. The fall-out from this controversy shaped
Germany'’s national identity more thoroughly than previous controversies had p$#rha
was a tsunami, after all.

Yet the controversy over thiWehrmachtsausstellungas not only about national
identity. It was also about the personal honor and integrity of those who had served in

Hitler's army just as much as it was about the self-understanding of those wéad iser

Z3Valter Manoschek, “ ‘Vernichtungskrieg. Verbrechat Wehrmacht 1941-1944.
Innenansichten einer AusstellungZeitgeschicht®9 no. 2 (2002): 67 [translation mine].
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theBundeswehrthe armed forces of the Federal Republic of Germany. Ultimately, the
controversy over th&/ehrmachtsausstellungas about Germany’s future role in the
world.

The connection between the representation of the past and the perception of
Germany'’s role in the present (and future) had never been as clear asvhilgabe
Wehrmachtsausstellungade its way through Germany and Austria in the mid-to-late
1990s. One would still not be able to appreciate the role of the controversy over the
Wehrmachtsausstellungthin the process of German reckoning with its National
Socialist past sufficiently without looking at issues of personal and communal ygnemor
that it exposed to public view. This aspect is indeed so important for our overall
understanding of the process\drgangenheitsbewaltiguriat it warrants a separate
chapter. While the political aspects of the controversy, which will be subjecsof thi
chapter, had a profound impact on national identity, the personal and social angles to be
examined in Chapter Five can teach us something about the passing on of historical
consciousness from generation to generation.

To contextualize the controversy over iWehrmachtsausstellung few dates
might be helpful. Developed to coincide with the fiftieth anniversary of the end of WWII
in May 1995, the traveling exhibit opened in Hamburg on March 5, 1995. Before
returning to Hamburg in June and July 1999, it visited thirty-one éitteslew York

City was to be its first stop on foreign soil, but, due to massive criticism, the preduce

2130n the exhibit’s itinerary were the following citeHamburg, Berlin, Potsdam, Stuttgart, Wien,
Innsbruck, Freiburg, Ménchengladbach, Essen, EfRegensburg, Klagenfurt, Nurnberg, Linz, Karlsruhe
Munich, Frankfurt/Main, Bremen, Marburg, Konsta@raz, Dresden, Salzburg, Aachen, Kassel, Koblenz,
Munster, Bonn, Hanover, Kiel, Saargrticken, Colodtemnburg, and Osnabriick. Hamburg, where it
originated, was the only city that hosted the eitlitice, in two different venues.
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pulled the exhibit and reconceptualized it completely. Allowing the origirrabe:xo
travel throughout the United States was thought to complicate the difficuliategct
over reparations to American Jews for forced labor under National Socialiswetiea
going on at the timé&* A secondVehrmachtsausstellunguch less controversial than
the first, reopened under a new title in Berlin in 2687

It is important to keep in mind that the controversy over the original exhibit
overlapped not only with the negotiations over forced-labor compensation, but also with
the Goldhagen Affair. The Wehrmachtsausstellurigt the scene almost exactly a year
before Goldhagen’s book was unveiled in the United States, which was also the point at
which the German media began paying attention to it. By the time the German
translation arrived on the market in fall 1996, the exhibit had already touredlsevera
cities, but the controversy did not fully erupt until it arrived in Munich in earlygpri
1997. By that time, th&oldhagen Affaiwas virtually over but commanded some fresh
attention when Goldhagen received the Democracy Prize. Given that theagees
were similar in that both pointed at the individual guilt of ‘ordinary’ German peatjoes:
it is likely that the two controversies fed on one another and that many peopje@nga

both, but the literature yields little insight into possible cross-fertitina

ZHannes Heer, “Vom Verschwinden der Tater; Die Ausriersetzung um die Ausstellung
‘Vernichtungskrieg. Verbrechen der Wehrmacht 19824." ” Zeitschrift fir Geschichtswissensch&0
no. 10 (2002): 896.

% napple, “Wehrmachtsausstellung,”liexikon der ‘Vergangenheitsbewaltigungds. Fischer
and Lorenz, 289-290. The second exhibit was tiMeabrechen der Wehrmacht. Dimensionen des
Vernichtungskrieges 1941-19fd@rimes of thewehrmachtDimensions of the War of Annihilation 1941-
1944]. This second exhibit strove for professiatiatance and objectivity. It worked more withtethan
with images. Some have called it an exhibit ofsemsus. Since this exhibit did not elicit a covgrgy, it
is not subject of this paper. For more informaticonsult Heer, “Vom Verschwinden der Téater,” &i88.
As of 2004, the successor exhibit has been disedhathd stored in tHeeutsches Historisches Musetm
Berlin.
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The controversy was similar to toldhagen Affaiin a number of ways, but
also introduced several new aspects to reckoning process. Both Goldhagen and the
Wehrmachtsausstellurigok away the long-held popular myth of a minority having
committed the crimes of the Third Reich while the majority of Germans wtes’$1
victims. The strict division between Nazis and Germans would no longer serve. Both the
book and the exhibit broadened the circle of perpetrators to include virtually every
German, either through direct participation in or active support of genocide.
Furthermore, the book as well as the exhibit argued the case for voluntary actien on t
part of the perpetrators, emphasizing individual agency over structural explanat
Finally, Hitler's Willing Executionerss well as th&/ehrmachtsausstellungvealed that
the Holocaust was not confined to the concentration and death camps, but rather took
place to a large degree out in the open, mostly in the conquered Eastern territories.

TheWehrmachtsausstellungtroduced new elements into Holocaust discourse

and representation in that it did not use a book or lectures to disseminate its message but
rather a public history venue. The traveling exhibit consisted of about fifteen dundre
previously unpublished, small format, and mostly amateur snapshots. The power of the
visual material overwhelmed the sparse textual material that accormhpla@ighotos.
Not a renowned museum or a prestigious university-affiliated researdhtms$iad
conceived and sponsored the exhibit, but rather the independent and privately financed
Hamburger Institut fur Sozialforschujgamburg Institute for Social Research]. The
organizers were not members of the German guild, but rather a historian famaVi
Walter Manoschek, the historian and movie producer, Hannes Heer, and Jan Philipp

Reemtsma, the founder of the Hamburg Institute for Social Research, whauglsoatia
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the University of Hamburg and was heir to a tobacco forttfieRather than utilizing
museums, the exhibit was mounted in city halls and similarly politically exposeese
Needless to say, the wrangling over venues became a political controvessyvim i

right for many municipal and state governments. Thus, while Goldhagen represented a
threat to the guild’s self-understanding from outside of the country, the team of
Manoschek, Heer, and Reemtsma seemed to question the guild’s hegemony from within
the German context by using an unconventional yet powerful medium, non-traditional
sources, and alternative venues. The controversy was also linked with thalpolitic
process to an extent that only tHestorikerstreithad approached, but, as will become
apparent, for quite different reasons.

The exhibit consisted of three parts. One dealt with the occupation of White
Russia from 1941-1944; one with Killings of the civilian population during the so-called
partisan war in Serbia until 1941; and one with the annihilation practices of the Sixth
Army as it advanced towards Stalingrad until 1942. The majority of the photos came
from archives in Eastern Europe and Russia. Many had originally been foundkeits wal
of captured and killedlvehrmachsoldiers. Others came from private photo albums and
from letters that German soldiers had sent home during the war. The snapstubes depi
scenes of humiliation of Jews, evictions, shootings, mass graves, public hangings of

civilians, emaciated prisoners of war, and on-looking German troops, some po&ing wit

219t did not help their reputations with the guildittHeer had had connections to the extreme left
in his youth and that Reemtsma had had some deakith autonomous and radical squatter groups in
Hamburg. Reemtsma’s abduction during the courskeoéxhibit added drama to the affair but was
unrelated to the controversy surrounding the exhiliie conservative politician from the CSU (Chaist
Social Union, the Bavarian branch of the Christimmocratic Union, CDU), Peter Gauweiler,
sarcastically remarked that Reemtsma should haae his fortune for the victims of tobacco ratherth
for the remembrance of Jews, members of the Red/Aamd hanged civilians. Heer, “Wom Verschwinden
der Téater,” 871.
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corpses. The victims were men, women, and children of all ages. The images conveyed
the utter contempt for human life and the sheer magnitude of the crimes againstyhumani
that characterized the war of annihilation against the Jews, Slavs, and GY/psies.

Not surprisingly, the emotional impact of the exhibit was powerful. Some visitors
used magnifying glasses, fearing to recognize a father, grandfather|eirutine
photos, as did indeed happélf. The sheer force of the images shocked, horrified,
devastated, shamed, or infuriated in a way that the spoken or written word could not. The
arrangement of the exhibition panels in the shape of an Iron Cross furtherbated the
controversial nature of the exhibit and angered especially veterans, ti@dsmhaving
had a long tradition in the German armed forces to reward valor in céMbdany
cities found it necessary to offer numerous avenues for visitors to receive support in
dealing with their experience. For example, psychoanalytically medkedicussion
groups were offered and social workers and clergy stood by for individual carvessa
Also, opportunities existed to write anonymous letters to the exhibitors, and eg&tensi

accompanying programs with historians, publicists, clergy, and politiccaasmganied

’Hamburger Institut fiir Sozialforschung, edernichtungskrieg. Verbrechen der Wehrmacht
1941-1944. Ausstellungskatal@damburg: Hamburger Edition, 1996) [Exhibit Catdlog

Z%JIrich, Bernd,Besucher einer Ausstellung: Die Ausstellung “Ventiingskrieg. Verbrechen
der Wehrmacht 1941-1944" in Interview und Gespr@idamburg: Hamburger Edition, 1998), 12, note 9.
A person who recognized himself as bystander imo@ting scene of civilians in P&wvo sued Hannes
Heer for “besmirching his honor.” Hamburger Ing fir Sozialforschung, eEine Ausstellung und lhre
FolgenZur Rezeption der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskriegtbfechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944”
(Hamburg: Hamburger Edition, 1999), 186.

% ven though th8undeswehno longer uses it as medal, a rendering of the @wss is its
official emblem.
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the exhibit in many places. Moreover, guest books offered visitors an opportunity to
share their impressions and reactidhs.

As mentioned earlier, the exhibit was designed to destroy the alleged popular
myth of the ‘clearWWehrmacht. This view had persisted in parts of the German public
even though historical research had long since established the numerous wnglichti
the military in Nazi crime$?* According to the myth, th8Sand other special units had
perpetrated the Holocaust, mainly in the concentration camps. The military, on the other
hand, had fought a ‘normal’ war on all fronts. ‘Normal’ here meant a war in which
soldiers had acted honorably, in obedience to the oath of loyalty they had swornrto Hitle
and in accordance with internationally accepted standards of warfare. rinotbethe
popular association of the Army in particular with the failed attempt on Hitliég’in
1944 had bolstered its reputation as a haven of civility and courage. Many considered the
Wehrmachtn organization distanced from the criminal regime, one in which inner
emigration and resistance had been possible, at least to some®xtent.

According to a related popular notion, the common soldier had been the true

victim of Hitler's war yet had managed to cling to traditional militeajues such as

#The two books by the Hamburger Institut fiir SoziedthungEine Ausstellung und ihre
FolgenandBesucher einer Ausstellumgscribe these programs in depth and offer analykthe various
discussions and interviews with visitors of all geations. The entire collection of guest bookavigilable
in the archives of the Hamburger Institut flir Staiachung.

2l )undt, Geschichtspolitik: Die Auseinandersetzung um Gadeim und die
Wehrmachtsausstellung5, 57; Rudolf n, “Zumutungen und AuseinandersetnngReflexionen zur
Ausstellung ‘Vernichtungskrieg; Verbrechen der Waacht 1941-1944’ in Linz,Zeitgeschicht@4, no.
11-12 (1997): 347; Omer Bartov, the American milithistorian, on the other hand, had bemoanedatte f
that a connection between téehrmachtaind the Holocaust had been lacking from historieséarch.
Bartov, quoted in Manoschek, “ ‘Vernichtungskriegerbrechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944," 65. What
research there might have been had apparently adeé minto public consciousness.

#peter Steinbach, “Zur Mythologie der Nachkriegsz&ite NS-Wehrmacht als ‘Zelle des
Widerstands’ und als Fluchtpunkt der ‘inneren Emiigm,” ” in eds. Greven and von Wrocheber Krieg
in der NachkriegszeiB9.
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honor, comradeship, and sacrifice. One indication of this myth’s persistence into the
1990s is the fact that forty-one percent of respondents to an opinion survey said they
thought about German soldiers in WWII “with admiration,” while only eighteerepérc
indicated negative connotatioffs. The work of Andreas Hillgruber, one of the historians
Habermas had criticized for his alleged revisionism duringdi®rikerstreit,had

partially contributed to this myth with his bodkweierlei Untergang.Hillgruber had
propagated the thesis that the military had been fighting valiantly and honorably on the
Eastern Front to protect the Germans living in the occupied areas from theofwtze

Red Army. TheNehrmachtsausstellurspught to shatter this image in the public
imagination. By doing so, it implicated the nineteen million German men who had
served in the military during WWII. While Goldhagen would argue that most ‘ordinary’
Germans would probably have acted like the membdpelite Battalion 103-because
they were representative of the population and because the eliminationistrartisi®

was pervasive among Germans— WMehrmachtsausstellursyiggested that virtually
every male German probably had, in fact, been implicated in criminal dloés, a&s

witness, bystander, or perpetrafdf. This was, indeed, powerful and devastating news
to the public at a time when there was much concern over forging a new, post-

reunification national consciousness. Many would probably have welcomed a

2Zpllensbacher Jahrbuch der Demoskopie 1993-19617,10, eds. Noelle-Neumann and Kéhler,
521. Interestingly, more respondents from thefedtbral states (former West Germany) than fronmthe
states (former East Germany) associated admirafitbrthe soldiers (forty-two vs. thirty-three pente
more respondents over sixty thought with admiratib/WI1 soldiers than those who were younger yfift
eight percent of sixty-year-olds vs. twenty-eigbtqent of sixteen-to-thirty-four-year-olds). Eigigeven
percent of Russians thoughttbgir soldiers with admiration.

2\Many families back at the home front were implicases well in knowing what was happening
at the Eastern Front since they received lettedpaotos from their soldiers, some of which becaian
of the exhibit.
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Schlussstriclat the time of the fiftieth anniversary of the end of National Socialism,
especially since five years after reunification there was a serisbethane of ‘post-war’
Germany had also irrevocably come to an end. We will further examine thet iofipa
these attempts to shatter deep-seated myths in the popular imagination gr Eapt
For now, let’s return to the political fall-out.

The fall-out was considerable, with local, state, and the federal governnsents, a
well as the military establishment entering the discussions. The yeawh89ine in
which domestic and foreign policy issues converged to create a situation ripe for
controversy. The culmination of the string of fiftieth anniversary commeraosgati
coincided with the fortieth anniversary of tBandeswehand with five years of German
post-war nationhood. A volatile situation in the Balkans had brought the specter of
genocide and war to Europe once again, after decades during which the Cold War
between the superpowers had imposed relative peace. The reunified Germany found
itself in the crucible of these events. No longer was it possible to occupy theesiaxl
world politics, but the German population was not generally willing to enterahe f
The ‘vacations from world history,’ first imposed from the outside but subsequently
adopted willingly and utilized to the country’s advantage, was irrevocably oubeby
mid-1990.%%°

As a result, Germany had to make difficult and unpopular foreign policy

decisions. Whereas the world had expected West Germany not to involve its armed

#The then-editor of the national newspajizie Zeit Theo Sommer, used the image of Germany
taking a vacation from world history in an editbiifaDie Zeitfrom August 14, 1992. Gregor Schoéllgen
guoted Sommer as part of arguing for Germany toracabthe power that came with reunification and for
the country no longer to be afraid to assert itselthe world stage. Sommer, quoted in Schéllgegst
vor der Macht 137.
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forces in missions other than the defense of its own territory during the postavay in
the early 1990s pressures mounted for the united German nation to ‘do its shane’ withi
NATO and the United Nations. Jeffrey Olick summarized the changedrioreig
expectations towards Germany aptly: “[u]sually the world condemned ared faay
German military activity. Now they demanded f®

Reunification and national sovereignty had indeed changed Germany’s
geopolitical position within Europe and within its alliances. It was therefore norlonge
possible to claim exemption from participation in military operations. Iniemnsdt
crises, such as the first and second Gulf Wars, the break-up of Yugoslavia, aad ithe
Kosovo, forced Germany to review its past policies on military engagement. For
example, the United States put considerable pressure on Germany to join thancoalit
against Saddam Hussein in 1991. This situation was especially complicatettainc
represented a potentially serious threat to Israel. In response to the aitetvween
historically conditioned realities and new foreign policy pressures, Ggrhaghheld an
intense debate about out-of-area missions. In July 1994, less than a year before the
unveiling of theWwehrmachtsausstellung Hamburg, the Federal Constitutional Court
[Bundesverfassungsgeritihtad settled the matter, ruling that such missions were indeed
constitutional, as long as they happened within a “multilateral framevaoidk'the
Federal Government authorized théf. Thus, Germany felt compelled to participate in
the NATO IFOR mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina, beginning in December 1995, to

enforce the Dayton Peace Accords. This meant that the German militariedpérathe

2280lick, “What Does It Mean to Normalize the Past805

#Thomas Berger, “The Power of Memory and MemorieBmiver: The Cultural Parameters of
German Foreign Policy-Making Since 1945, Ntemory and Power in Post-War Europe: Studies & th
Presence of the Pastd. Jan-Werner Miuller (Cambridge: Cambridge UrsigrPress, 2004), 93.
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first time after WWII, in a country its predecessor army had brutallymed fifty years
before?”® It is not surprising that this mission was controversial in Germany, not only
among the public, but also among opposing parties in the federal government. Beginning
in March 1999, Germany also patrticipated in NATO bombing raids against the Serbs in
Kosovo—without UN mandat&® Tthe impact on popular sentiment of this escalation of
military deployment is quite apparent when comparing exhibit guest book entries
between 1995 and 1999.

Given Germany’s long hiatus from engaging its military in combat beyend it
borders, there was considerable domestic opposition against this war. In 2001, anly fifty
four percent of respondents to an opinion survey acknowledged that this action
represented a legitimate use of Bundeswehrwhile ninety-two percent believed that
theBundeswehshould be used only if Germany itself was attack®dEventually, the
government under Gerhard Schroder acted upon the popular opposition against out-of-
area deployment of German forces. Schroder made himself unpopular with the U.S.

President, George W. Bush, by refusing Germany'’s participation in the invagdranq of

22%0r a detailed account of these developments,eféreyl Lantis, “Action and Engagement: The
Bosnian Crisis, 1994-1999,” in Strategic Dilemmasd ¢he Evolution of German Foreign Policy Since
Reunification (Santa Barbara: Praeger, 2002), 14Y.-ABC-CLIO eBook Collection,
clio.com.library.acaweb.org/reader.aspx?isbn=978032587&id=C7751-8 (accessed March 27, 2010).

2Berger, “The Power of Memory and Memories of Po@5, Thirty-one percent of the
respondents to an opinion survey thought that NARGuld not have used military means in Kosovo;
forty-two percent believed that air strikes weré#isient (and ground forces too dangerous) ancesint
percent responded that NATO should have used grfmrads from the beginningAllensbacher Jahrbuch
fur Demoskopie 1998-200%0l. 11, eds. Noelle-Neumann and Kécher, 989.

Z9pjid., 978.
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in 2003%*! Nevertheless, Germany did agree to play a non-combat role in Afghanistan,
against considerable popular oppositith.

Post-reunification Germany carefully and often painfully weighed itsnatmnal
obligations as a sovereign nation and alliance partner against its deeply thgraine
commitmentotto use military power ever again to advance its national goals. With
hundreds of thousands of people visiting the exhibit these choices did not become any
easier. It would not have been difficult to accuse the organizers of delitzeratear-
mongering’ for political purposes, as some doubtlessly did.

The political controversy over the exhibit reached its climax in spring 1997 when
the federal government rejected the request to mount it in the lobbyBfititestag
building in Bonn. In response, parliamentarians felt compelled to debate the isiges in t
federalBundestagrepresentative chamber of parliamer@rior to the debate on March
13, 1997, the governing coalition parties and the opposition parties drew up separate
resolutions, all of which urged the political body to take an official stand vis-aevis t
message of th&/ehrmachtsausstelluras well as towards mounting it in the lobby of the
Bundestag.As expected, the resolutions differed considerably by party. After an

unusually thoughtful and relatively non-partisan debate about the issues, however, the

Blgchroder and his liberal-leaning party, the SPDrfi@a Social Democratic Party], made the
war the central topic of their election campaig2@®2. The SPD, together with the Greens, won,
probably due in large part to their ‘not-with-utasce against President Bush'’s call to join thalition of
the willing’ against Saddam Hussein.

Z32rifty-one percent responded that they agreed \wighdeployment, while thirty-four percent
disagreed.Allensbacher Jahrbuch fir Demoskopie1998-20@. 11, eds. Noelle-Neumann and Kdcher,
990.
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body rejected holding a vote as too divisive Neither did the parties succeed in
composing a joint resolution instead. A second debate ensued on April 24, 1997, at
which time representatives voted on the resolution that the governing coalition had
submitted. The resolution narrowly carried 301 to 283The value of the debate did not
lie in the resolution that the chamber passed, a resolution that must have been a
disappointment for the opposition parties, but rather in the openness, honesty, and
personaBetroffenhei{being deeply touched and troubled] with which delegates of
different generations and party affiliations voiced their standpoints on tlesiss

Freimut Duve (from the liberal opposition), Erika Steinbach,Zsitzeugen
Alfred Dregger and Otto Graf Lambsdorff (all from the conservativegorng
coalition) included personal experiences in their remarks, but the reallynulinsta
contributions came from the Social Democrat Otto Schily and the Green Party
parliamentarian Christa Nickels. Both were members of the first saragsneration,
meaning that their fathers and male relatives had participated in the etally tGrned
what began as a typically partisan and polemic debate around and introduced an entirel
different tone. He spoke of his uncle who had been devastated by the crimes okthe Hitl
regime and had committed suicide. He spoke of his brother who had tried,
unsuccessfully, to flee the country and then had volunteered for duty at the frant lines

He spoke of his Jewish father in law, who had joined the partisans in fighting the

23For the texts of the resolutions and a transcfiph® debate in its entirety, sBée
Wehrmachtsausstellun@okumente einer Kontroversed. Hans-Ginther Thiele (Bremen: Edition
Temmen, 1997), 170-223.

%The resolution had a rather conservative tonewastclearly a result of political compromise.
It condemned right-wing as well as left-wing extishattacks on the exhibit. It pointed out that \WWad
been a tragedy that also had led to millions ofn@er victims. The resolution sought to save theohoih
the individual soldier and place the main respdlisgilior the war with the regime. It gave the éshthe
right to a voice in the debate but affirmed thatdts only one voice among many and should not be
installed in theBundestag.The complete text is available ie Wehrmachtsausstellungg. Thiele, 222.
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Wehrmacht Only this partisan, Schily maintained, who had lost his entire family in the
gas chambers, had put his life on the line for an honorable cause. Acknowledging this, he
continued, one could not close one’s eyes from the horrible photos in the
Wehrmachtsausstellung/hich gave an invaluable contribution to the difficult work of
reckoning that still lay aheatf®

Nickel's statement was no less impressive for her willingness to sbgre v
personal thoughts in a highly political and public environment. She spoke of her father
who had been present when Kohl and Reagan shook hands at Bitburg. As difficult as it
might be to imagine, it seemed that her father had wor8$usiform to the occasion
(what he wore was black and had skulls on the lapels). Nickel, already serving as
representative for the Green Party in parliament at the time, had not dared dotdoinf
about it. She had been devastated on the realization of what had happened at the Eastern
Front, but also about what apparently had been done to men like her father. Those men
had loved life, but they had burdened themselves with unfathomable guilt during that
war, a guilt that would have an abiding impact on them, their wives, and their children.
She, the daughter of such a man, had loved her father dearly. The one best thing to
promote healing would be if parents and children could sit down together and have an
honest conversation about what had happened during the war and how it had come to
pass. The silence had to be broken. Wadhrmachtsausstelludgad helped just such

conversations along, as difficult as that process #as.

23%5chily, inDie Wehrmachtsausstellunegl. Thiele, 181-183 [Paraphrase and translatiornin

#%This translated paraphrase cannot adequately eafftereloquence and powerful simplicity of
this contribution [translation mine]. For the dnigl, see Nickels, iDie Wehrmachtsausstellung, ed.
Thiele, 191-193. Chapter Five will deal with tiepact of theNehrmachtsausstelluran families.



111

Unfortunately, the resolution that barely passed after this debate was non-
committal and did not come close to reflecting the moral depth with which mang of th
representatives had addressed the issues. Nevertheless, one can probablylmnsider t
fact that the exhibit was able to move to Frankfurt, the Paulskirche, no less, a positive
result of theBundestagliscussion. Incidentally, Ignatz Bubis and Jan Philipp Reemtsma
opened the exhibit at the very place that would see Bubis on the defensive in a few years’
time.?*” An American reporter grasped the symbolic significance of the ptseémthe
Paulskirchevhen he surmised that “[i]f the Americans were willing to deal with a
comparable controversy about the use of their atomic bombs, they would have to choose
the Independence Hall in Philadelphia as the place to do {ffls.”

Political fallout of thewehrmachtsausstelluraiso affected the self-
understanding and image of tBandeswehr.As conscript army, thBundeswehis an
entity that links the state and its foreign policy directly with the people, inrthes as
citizen soldiers. Given the volatile foreign policy situation in which Germeaumyd
itself in the mid-1990s, and the popular reaction to the exhibit, it is not surprisingehat t
Bundeswehbecame a player in this controversy. By contrast, the German military had
not inserted itself in any of the previous controversies about the legacy ofzhgasia
None of them had dealt with tNéehrmachts a potentially criminal organization and
therefore had not affected tBeindeswehr.

Not surprisingly, many visitors drew connections between the role of the

Wehrmachtn WWII and the role that thBundeswehwas to assume in the newly

%As already mentioned in Chapter One, the first Gerparliament had met in tiRaulskirche
after the Revolution of 1848, making the locatithre birthplace of German democracy.

%%Quoted by Bernd Greiner Hine Ausstellung und ihre Folgerd. Hamburger Institut fir
Sozialforschung, 41.
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reunified nation. In Germany, where pacifist and anti-war sentiments bachbeonly
state policy since 1945, but had also found strong support among large parts of the
population, an exhibit that openly showed atrocities perpetrated by the militarg durin
war operations would strengthen pacifist and anti-military sentiments.tighgeeabout
the continuity between Hitler's Army and tBeindeswehhad been lingering since the
controversial rearmament of West Germany in 1955, although the government had
repeatedly confirmed that tiBindeswehdid not build on the traditions of the
Wehrmachtat least not as an organization. This so calledlitionserlasdofficial
pronunciation about thBundeswehnot continuing the traditions of thiehrmachthad
been suspect with parts of the population, however, since fakmlermachpersonnel
had helped build thBundeswehim its early years.

Not surprisingly, thé&8undeswehdid take the defensive vis-a-vis the exhibit,
feeling vilified and dishonored by its message, and probably also weakenedsmoterm
its new international rol&° It is indeed likely that the exhibit further strengthened the
resolve of the population to resist any attempt by the United States to dranartyento
the war against Saddam Hussein. Depictions of crimes that ‘ordinary’ soldiers ha
allegedly committed during operations in WWII did not lend themselves to preparing the
German population for supporting their armed forces in a military operation algaq)st
especially since many Germans considered the second Iraq war as andlieghl
aggression. The tenor of the guest book entries was just that: a categoticaiar,
under any circumstances, especially not one that used German soldiers oatleiedm

from German soil.

#Bundeswehsoldiers were allowed to visit the exhibit onlyps/ate persons and not in
uniform.
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What, then, were the military establishment’s arguments against the
Wehrmachtsausstellufigin spring 1997, officials in Bremen attached to their permission
to mount the exhibit in the city hall the stipulation to assemble a conference dkexpe
prior to opening day. Bremen sought to avoid what had happened in Munich, where
violent clashes on the central squaviafienplata between right-extremists and exhibit
supporters had accompanied the exhibit in city hall. Instead, Bremen wantedtetdacil
a respectful dialog about the issues at hand. Using Bremen city hall, a plaeemangr
a dispute had been discussed throughout its almost 600-year history, the city invited
representatives of politics, the academy, the military, and the public top@sym in
February 1997%° Hannes Heer, Jan-Philipp Reemtsma, and Walter Manoschek were
present, as well as one of their most ardent critics, Guinther Gilléssafolfgang
Altenburg, Bernhard Gertz, Gottfried Greiner, Ernst Rebentisch, Giinter Roth, and
Werner von Scheven represented diverse military perspecii¢es.summary of this
group’s main arguments shall provide some insight into the military reception of the

exhibit. As an interesting sidelight, the editors of the textbGaschichte und

2405ee Thiele’s introductory remarks and Major Dr. higrScherf's welcome to the participants
for an explanation of the circumstances of the sysngm. Thiele, “Einleitung” and Henning Scherf,
“Begripung,” in Die Wehrmachtsausstellunggd. Thiele, 7-14 and 15-16. In January 1999, thte s
government of Schleswig-Holstein provided a simidpportunity for dialog between opposing parties in
connection with the showing of the exhibit in Ki¢llans Adolf Jacobsen and Wolfram Wel@e
Ausstellung im Streit: die Auseinandersetzung iedsstellung des Hamburger Instituts fir
Sozialforschung “Vernichtungskrieg. Verbrechen Wdéhrmacht 1941-194415. Landtagsforum (Kiel:
Landtag Schleswig-Holstein, 1999).

#IGillessen was retired professor from the Universitiainz. In 1997 he worked as journalist
for foreign policy for theFrankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung

242pltenburg was a former General and past Genergkltsr of theBundeswehrin addition to
past chairman of the NATO military commission iruBsels; Gertz was chairman of the Berman
BundeswehAssociation in Bonn; Greiner was a former Majoné&ml; Rebentisch was a retired senior
military physician; Dr. Roth was a retired Brigad@&eneral and former director of the Military Reséa
Institute of theBundeswehrand von Scheven was a retired Lieutenant General.
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Geschehemublished in 2005, chose to represent the controversy over the
Wehrmachtsausstellungsing as primary sources excerpts from three contributions to the
symposium in Bremen. Students are challenged to assess, based on these sources and on
a variety of contemporary materials (posters, letters, military amds) statistics) to
what degree one should label iMehrmachtas well as th&S,as criminal
organization$*®

None of the discussants denied thatWehrmachhad indeed let itself be used as
the instrument of Hitler's war of annihilation. None denied that atrocitiesakad t
place. All, however, took serious issue with the exhibit. For one, it lacked scientifi
merit and failed to adhere to scientific norms. It did not aim to discern the tidithiaes
politically motivated?** The exhibit also levied summary judgments, assigned
collective guilt to all soldiers, provoked and shocked, and demonized an entire
generation®* Rather than facilitating dialog between the generations, the organizers
provoked defensiveness Zieitzeugemho felt summarily vilified. The moral arrogance
and polemic stance of the exhibit’s creators, all members of the successatigese
further exacerbated this situation in the minds of the discussants. Instead, tieosga
neglected their duty to approach their ‘tragic war inheritance’ with thesitdelicacy

and diligence. Instead of judging hastily, their aim should have been to find historical

#43Geschichte und Geschehen—Neueeis. Bender et al., 219-223.

#‘Die Wehrmachtsausstellungd. Thiele, 35, 68, 106. One of the participaiutsner Major
General Dr. Gottfried Greiner, even invoked Leopadth Ranke’s dictum of finding how ‘it really was’
and asserted that the exhibit had failed to do(thid., 35).

2pid., 35, 67, 70, 104, 106, 119.
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truth.?*® The exhibit also failed to depict the entire situation in whichlearmacht

and its individual soldiers found themselves. It did not contextualize; it offered no
explanations for the depicted situations; it did not provide background for the mentalities
of the times, and, most seriously, it did not mention the resistance movemerft'at all.

All critics bemoaned the effect of the photos. According to them, they were
overpowering, without proper explanations and contextualization, shocking, and “left the
visitor alone with the emotional effect of the imagé&®This was especially detrimental
for theZeitzeugerand for younger visitors who would be tempted to come to the
conclusion that “soldiers are murdererd® The exhibit did not adequately address the
moral predicaments of the soldiers. Soldiers were torn between doing their dbgy for
Fatherland, honoring their oath of obedience to Hitler, defending home and hearth,
averting the wrath of the Red Army, and participating in actions that they magvmt
deemed moral. Several commentators called this dilemma fr3gion Scheven put it

most powerfully when he stated that “as a German, one could call Word War 1l the

29bid., 38, 72, 106, 121. According to Roth, “thénibit contributes only in a limited way to the
understandingf our history and to aobjective judgmerabout it. Rather it sows suspicion and
irreconcilability among the generations.” Ibid., [fEanslation mine]. Von Scheven emphasized thgitr
nature of the war generation and cautioned succges®rations to approach the issues with a caaittegpr
than a judging attitude. Ibid., 121 and 135.

*bid., 68-69, 104 - 106, 119-120.
23bid., 119, [loose translation mine].

#bid., 39. This statement by Greiner alludes ®ekhibit,Soldaten sind MérddSoldiers are
Murderers] that ran in 1996/97 in Berlin and otbiies. It addressed German atrocities againsty®8sR
and Yugoslavia during the war, as well as the aoptarary German involvement in the war in Yugoslavia
Greiner called the two exhibits companion exhitatthough they emanated from different organization
and had different goals.

#Note how Hillgruber’s perspective, so criticizedridg theHistorikerstreit was still visible in
these arguments. Hillgruber may not have beenféinaiff, at least not in terms of prevailing oing
within the military establishment.
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tragedy of our sense of duty™ A related criticism of the exhibit was that it neither
took into account that the soldiers lived in a totalitarian system and might hawkfteare
their lives, nor that the general mentality of the times understood the war dlgainst
Soviet Union as a war of world ideologies, from which only one party could emerge
victoriously.??

Finally, the exhibit failed to address the connection betweew#gtemachand
theBundeswehrwhich was a multifaceted one, given the fact that former members of the
Wehrmachtvere instrumental in building up tBindeswehduring its first decades of
existence. This neglect led to the mostly negative reaction &uhdeswehto the
exhibit. There had been calls for boycotts. In the eyes of visitors, the failadeitess
the connections probably led to a summary judgment about both organizations,
associating thBundeswehwith crimes committed in thé&/ehrmachand ultimately
seeing all soldiers as murderers. The symposium ended with a plenary discussion in
which the opponents did not come to any consensus about the exhibit, but nevertheless
accomplished what had not happened in Munich, namely a civilized discourse about
contentious issues. The organizers had intended to start a conversation about the role of
theWehrmachin Germany’s war of annihilation. Such conversation had indeed
happened, in parliament, in Bremen, and eventually also among historians.

At this point one may have wondered if the guild had taken any position during

this controversy. For quite some time, university historians apparently did notugay m

#IDje Wehrmachtsausstellungd. Thiele, 127. The German original reads, “Mann als
Deutscher den Zweiten Weltkrieg eifilngtdie unseres Pflichtbewusstsaiesninen” [emphasis in
original; translation mine].

*4bid., 120-121.

53 pid., 39, 102-106, 125-135.
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attention to the exhibit. Lena Kné&pple, in her retrospective about the controversy,
explained this with the guild not recognizing Heer and Reemtsma as competent
historians®* Another reason for the guild’s initial lack of interest might have been that
the exhibit’'s message did not break new historical ground. Even though there was much
research yet to be done aboutYdMehrmachand especially about the individual soldier,
a historiographic consensus did exist about the military’s implication in waesyi
especially on the Eastern Frofihe American military historian, Omer Bartov, for
example had just a few years before published his acclditieds Army: Soldiers,
Nazis, and War in the Third Reidh which he had established that Hitler had indeed
made théaVehrmachthe instrument of his policies of annihilation and genocide. Bartov
had also been able to show the gradual brutalization of many a soldier serving at the
front, which would explain many soldiers’ willingness to commit atrociti@sBy the
time theWehrmachtsausstellurtgme on the scene to destroy the ‘myth of the clean
Wehrmacht there had not been any such myth among historians for quite a while.
Furthermore, the one-sidedness, the lack of contextualization, the emphasis on emotion,
the extensive use of photos, and perhaps the very fact that this was public history must
have contributed to a general disinterest among academic historians.

By 1999, however, the controversy had attracted some historians’ attention.
Interestingly, the historian-initiated campaign against the exhibitdame from abroad,

with two influential German military historians jumping on the bandw&gbihe

S napple, “Wehrmachtsausstellung,”liexikon der ‘Vergangenheitsbewaltigungss.

#%0mer BartovHitler's Army: Soldiers, Nazis, and War in the fthReich(New York: Oxford
University Press, 1991).

*These were Rolf-Dieter Miiller from the Militargesiitliches Forschungsamt in Potsdam and
Horst Moller from the Munich-based Institut fir Eggschichte Together, these historians represented the
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criticism concerned the authenticity of the photos. Polish historian Bogdanl lsindia
Hungarian historian Krisztidn Ungvéry alleged that a large percen@genislabeled

and did not depict crimes committed by tWehrmachtt all but rather atrocities of the

Red Army or partisans. According to them, the exhibitors had willfully forgeel ot
photos?®” The international commission of historians who spent a year examining the
photos concluded in November 2000 that less than twenty photos did not, in fact, belong
in the exhibit?*® But the damage had already been done. The intense media attention
given the accusers had undermined the credibility of the entire exhibit ipeh®fkthe
public and the organizers pulled it even before the verdict of the commission had come
out. According to Manoschek, there had not ever before been a historical exhibit
working with photos that had been as thoroughly scrutinized as to the provenance and
authenticity of this material as had M&hrmachtsausstellung® As a result of the
controversy over the photos, tHamburger Institut fir Sozialforschungruch to the

chagrin of the original organizers, subsequently developed a ‘sanitizedrnvefshe

exhibit that eliminated the most scandalous aspects of the original and opened it on

November 27, 2001 in Berlif®°

arguably most prestigious German institutions dséid to research of National Socialism, the Holetau
and military history.

% The media jumped on this controversy, a developrferteventually prompted a moratorium
of the exhibit and a thorough examination of ththanticity of the photos. Manoschek,
“‘Vernichtungskrieg. Verbrechen der Wehrmach419944,” " 69; Heer, “Vom Verschwinden der
Tater;” 872-874.

%8eer, “Wom Verschwinden der Tater;” 874. Omer Banvas a member of the commission.
Manoschek, “ ‘Vernichtungskrieg. Verbrechen deriivieacht 1941-1944," ” 69.
#%Heer, “Vom Verschwinden der Tater;” 874-875, 8%ar example, the new exhibit lacked all

photos that ordinary soldiers had taken. One coaltbnger see those scandalous photos depicting
grinning soldiers posing with their victims, botefore and after the victims’ execution.
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German historians, albeit for the most part not members of the guild, took the
more sober atmosphere surrounding the successor exhibit as a welcome opportunity for a
scientific colloquium about the state of research ofearmacht Significantly, the
Hamburger Institut fur Sozialforschuragd thelnstitut flr Zeitgeschichte Minchen-
Berlin co-hosted the colloquium, with Jan Philipp Reemtsma and Horst Muller jointly
welcoming their colleagues. Once again, the exhibit—albeit the second oteéiis
had brought erstwhile opponents together. The meeting resulted in a book that provided
an overview of the state of research onWehrmachas of 2005

Apparently, the origindWWehrmachtsausstellurigad opened up new lines of
inquiry for military and social historians. For example, several contoibsitiealt with
the mentalities among common soldiers, something that military histdréahs
previously neglected. Also, the historians seemed more willing to use neswofype
source material, as, for example, field-post let&rRegardless of what many historians
might have thought about the scientific merit of the first exhibit, it did prohgoh tto
pay more attention not only to the individual and his agency, but also to the common
soldier in general. The guest books that the organizers had made availabter® also
allow us some insight into individual reaction to the messages of the exhibit. Althoug

still relatively little researched, they are gradually becominghészed in their own

#IChristian Hartmann, Johannes Hirter, and Ulrikeifueds. Verbrechen der Wehrmacht:
Bilanz einer DebattéMiinchen: Verlag C.H.Beck, 2005). Incidentallye tmajority of the contributing
historians did not hold professorships at univesibut rather held academic lectureships or woftethe
two historical institutes. Most also did not beddn the generation afeitzeugerbut were born in the
1960s. These two facts alone distinguished tloagifrom the historians that had been involvedn t
other controversies.

2Irike Jureit, “Motive—Mentalitaten—Handlungsspi@lme: Theoretische Anmerkungen zu
Handlungsoptionen von Soldaten,\fierbrechen der Wehrmaclketis. Hartmann, Hurter, and Jureit, 163-
170; Klaus Latzel, “Feldpostbriefe: Uberlegungen Aussagekraft einer Quelle,” in ibid., 171-181.
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right. As important primary documents, they are indeed, or should be, part of the
historiography not only of th&/ehrmachtsausstellunigut rather of the overall process
of Vergangenheitsbewaltigurig Germany?°3

The books from the two showings in Hamburg lend themselves to comparison.
Do the entries differ? Presumably, visitors saw the exhibit in 1995 with réydtitie
preparation; four years later one would assume that they knew what to expect. We do not
know how many people went back to see the exhibit for a second time. What we do
know is that the percentage of visitors who availed themselves of the guest books was
quite low (one volume exists for the 1995 and two volumes for the 1999 exhibits). First,
the entries will be examined for connections that visitors made betwebistibrécal
events they saw depicted and Germany’s current military engagemeetBalkans.
Chapter Five will look at the same guest books through the lens of memory.

A comparison of the guest books from the showings in Hamburg in March and
April 1995 with those from June and July 1999 shows how contemporary political events
colored visitors’ experience of the exhibit. While only two of thirty-thmeteies in 1995
made connections between the Nazi campaign against the Soviet Union in WWII and
German military policy in the 1990s, in 1999 eleven of the forty-seven entries used the
occasion to condemn the deployment ofBoa@deswehim out-of-area missions. For the
visitors in 1999 more so than for those four years earlier, ‘learning from thdaast

taken on a concrete meaning vis-a-vis the present.

%3When | worked with them the first time in summeB20according to the archivist, very few
people had looked at the guest books. In 2009altkthat ‘every so often someone took a look.” Ghe
those persons must have been the author of thelepeylia article about th&ehrmachtsausstellung
Lena Knépple, since she included a couple of géstatements about them in her artidlexikon der
“Vergangenheitsbewadltigungds. Fischer and Lorenz, 288). Yet to my knogéedhe collection of well
over one hundred guest books has not been systathattudied.
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In 1995, connections visitors drew between WWII and the post-reunification use
of the German military were still quite general. According to one visitor, €Tlisemo
excuse for any of this! The Germastarted the war. All cruelties happened because of
that. One should absolutely be agaimat [emphases in original]*®** For this visitor,
the atrocities the German military had committed in WWII provided a serfticeason
for radical pacifism in the present. This visitor did not need to know about atrocities that
the other side might have committed, as several other visitors did; s/he did not ask for
differentiation or contextualization; rather, for him/her, war was war asdas
detestablé® The second writer was more specific, even in 1995. S/he asked, “And
today?! Billions of German Marks for tiBindeswehrOld drill in new uniforms. And
nobody objects when ‘our boys’ ‘suddenly’ ‘appear again’ in Turkey, Cambodia,
Somalia.?®® Those out-of-NATO-area deployments were peace missions under the
auspices of the United Nations, but they were nevertheless new for Gemaastyoaked
many?®’ This writer found even peace missions unacceptable for German soldiers, given

the message s/he took from the exhibit. Whether Germany might deducesh speci

#4Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944” in
Hamburg March 5 to April 14, 1995, ed. Hamburger Ingtfiir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

259 will use the somewhat awkward dual-gender prortourefer to all entry writers, even though
the handwriting often gives clues as to the gendl#ne writer. Before | was allowed to photocopyrees,
contributors’ names were blacked out to assureapyiv

#%Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944” in
Hamburg, March 5 to April 14, 1995, ed. Hamburger Instfiiut Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

% do not know what the writer referred to with Tak but in Cambodia, the first German
soldier was killed as part of a peacekeeping misgidhe fall of 1993. For Somalia, s/he probalgtferred
to UNOSOM I, the UN peacekeeping mission in 1992994. Germany deploy@&lundeswehtroops to
participate in the mission in 1993, a step that qusite controversial. The mission ended in failuFe®r
more information, see Jeffrey Lantis, “Peacekeepimg) Humanitarian Relief Operations in Somalia,” in
Strategic Dilemmas and the Evolution of German kpréolicy Since Reunificatiofbanta Barbara:
Praeger, 2002), 55-78BC-CLIO eBook Collection,
clio.com.library.acaweb.org/reader.aspx?isbn=978032587&id=C7751-8 (accessed March 27, 2010).
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responsibility to protect populations around the globe from civil war or genaniese
its military to do so preciselyecause oits Nazi past either had not occurred to this
writer or s/he had rejected it.

By 1999, the tone of the entries had changed considerably. For one visitor, the
lesson to be taken from the exhibit was simple. “After this exhibit,” s/he wrbaepfily
appropriate position is to be for the abolishment and dissolution 8iiheéesweht 2°®
For this visitor, the exhibit had erased any difference betweeWémemachand the
Bundeswehrif such difference had ever existed in his/her mintlitary equaled
military, and war was war. Another visitor was not quite as radical, but demanded that
“militarism finally has to be squelched so that something like this can no longesra
and that it happens in every war through every regular army is only logicahe&oe in
the entireworld [emphasis in original].**® Another commentator disagreed and
remarked sarcastically that the exhibit was “part of the Germantitralichf a
permanent tearing apart of ones&élbstzerfleischufly What the exhibit lacked for
this person was information about past maritime powers (s/he named the Portuguese,
Spanish, Dutch and British) who had eliminated entire cultures and peoples over
centuries. S/he did not understand why nobody talked about those atrocities arfy’more.
This person, as some other visitors, would have preferred historical comparisons, not
with other atrocities in the twentieth century, but with events further back onhisbne

suspects that s/he was aware that those comparisons would relativiznGé&maities

%8G astebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944” in
Hamburg,Volume Two, July 1 to July 15, 1999, ed. Hambutgetitut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

#9Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944
Hamburg Volume One, June 1 to June 30, 1999, ed. Hambumggtut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

“Ipid.
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during WWII, just as Habermas had accused Nolte of doing in the 1980s. Apparently,
the conditions that had prompted tHistorikerstreitwere still alive and well in 1999.
Incidentally, Martin Walser did not use the teBmlbstzerfleischunigp his speech nine
months earlier in the Paulskirche, but he insinuated a German predilection forusbing j
that, and, as we have seen, he was tired of it. This visitor might have well agteed wi
Walser.

The visitors who made direct connections between the past and the present did so
criticizing the military policies of the Schroder government. One Spaltyf referred to
the ‘Kosovo crisis,” asking what lessons those living in the present could take from the
photos in the exhibit. S/he conceded that everyone would need to form his or own
opinion about that but that apparently peoples did not learn from history. Using a
somewhat incoherent line of argumentation, this visitor wondered whether itilvas st
necessary to instill a bad conscience in “us Germafis Possibly s/he meant to say that
since peoples did not learn form history anyway—see the Kosovo crisis—making
contemporary Germans feel bad about WWII served no real purpose. Perhaps prompted
by this entry, a cluster of commentaries making direct mention of the icridie Balkans
followed. One writer wondered what might happen when this exhibit was shown in
Belgrade “in a few years.” What would “the peace loving people living theralsayt
March 24, 1999, and the war that was begun on that day, with the help of Germans?”
How would they judge the Germans then, this being the second time? S/he continued,

“Will not the second illegal war in the Balkans and the chain of diplomatic kestince

“Mpid.
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1989 justify an accusation once agaif?” The connection between the two military
deployments could not have been any closer than in the mind of this visitor. Apparently,
the exhibit had prompted this perspective, or at least reinforced a similar praor. not
Another visitor was even more direct when s/he wrote, “Now NATO murders
again in Yugoslavia. Will we have to wait for an exhibit for 50 [sic] ye&f&.The next
writer seemed to have built on this comment when s/he stated how good it was that so
many young people saw the exhibit. S/he could not understand that one of the
organizers, “notwithstanding this documentation of the crimes dMétemacht
supports the war of aggression of NATO against Yugosla¥ia&pparently, one of the
organizers did not oppose the NATO deployment. In the mind of this visitor, such a
stance was entirely incomprehensible in light of the exhibit, meaning thatridrdrithe
war of annihilation against the Soviet Union from 1941-1944 was virtually the same as
NATO actions in Kosovo in 1999. Another person pushed even further, concluding,
“That was cruel: but even crueler is that this is repeated after 58 [ais]ly&erbia is
being bombed again. Hitler had bombed hardly any hospitals, did not kill babies in
Kindergartens and clinics, but today NATO does this. NATO kills children, youth, old
people, and the sick (without casualties of its own).” After recounting an intewité
two German bomber pilots s/he had seen on television in spring 1999 in which one pilot
had said that he had ‘only done his job—Iike a master baker baking rolls’ and the other

had said that his first bombing raid had felt better than when he had been with a woman

2"2pid. The writer must have referred to NATO aiilsts on Belgrade towards the end of May,
1999. This would have just happened a few daysreehe person saw the exhibit at the beginning of
June.

“bid.

“pid.
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for the first time, the writer continued, “The NATO criminals from today took #@n ex

from morals and ethics. Bill Clinton favors merciless bombardment; moriédigifie],

without conscience can be displaced. Libido and rockets, bombs, explosions (instead of
orgasms). Are NATO human beings with their new world ordéfPAVhat is striking

about this entry is not so much the writer's comparison between Hitler and [4ATO

Hitler and U.S. President Clinton, but the fact that NATO and Bill Clinton are rmad

to be worse than Hitler and the Nazis. The writer may have forgotten, or hadssgapr
his/her knowledge of the hundreds of handicapped, the millions of Jewish children, and
the uncounted civilian victims in the occupied areas in the East that the Nazi hegime
killed for reasons of ‘racial hygiene.” One wonders whether this visitocdetipelled to
transfer the feelings of guilt that the exhibit might have prompted from hisfegroup

to another. Given the current political situation, the Americans and NATO were
convenient targets for blame, especially since NATO had indeed bombed civiliaits, albe
by mistake. With his/her recounting of the interview of two German bomber pilots s/he
did raise one important point, however. Under conditions of war, or given exceptional
power, humans can indeed get ‘a rush’ from committing violent acts. They do not
necessarily have to be imbued with ‘eliminationist antisemitism’ to kilingly.

Perhaps Goldhagen’s thesis had not been as sound as he had made it out to be, after all.
The reasons for this visitor's need to blame the Americans can of course only be

speculation, but it nevertheless is instructive to see what powerful, if perhaps urdntende

2bid. The original German of the last sentencerismgnatically and orthographically not quite
correct. It reads, “Sind NATO Menschen mit ihrexu¢ Weltordnung !?” The writer must have refered t
the accidental bombing of a maternity hospital &igsade just days before, so the television imaféisat
carnage must have been fresh in his/her mind. Weeg closer to his/her reality than images frowsa
that happened over fifty years ago. For more méttion about the Kosovo crisis, see Kathleen Young,
“Kosovo,” in Encyclopedia of Genocide and Crimes Against Hurgaed. Dinah Shelton (Detroit:
Thomson Gale, 2005), 622-626.
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reactions an exhibit aiming for emotional impact can elicit. No wonder, pertieat
some conservative politicians were so vehemently opposed to the original
Wehrmachtsausstellung

More nuanced and constructive was another visitor's comment, “...an important
exhibit. Especially the examples from the Balkans the German KFOR [Kososg] For
soldier should see before his deployment, so that he knows which memories Serbs,
Albanians, and other Yugoslavian peoples connect with German troops. Our KFOR
soldiers now have the great chance, through exemplary conduct during the process of
bringing peace to the country, to make amends for part of the historical ghitirof
fathers and grandfatheréf® This writer identified him/herself as sixty-eight years of
age. This means that s/he was born in 1931 and could have well belonged to the
generation that was utilized in the war effort in their early teens. eAtifive year old
visitor expressed a similar notion when s/he said that “for us younger ones” thé exhibi
was about “knowing what happened and getting or acquiring a different attitudelinsig
And to learnlemphasis in original] from it! To see contemporary happenings
(Yugoslavia, etc.) differently, more differentiated. To acquire lessons ifr” 2*’

The last person submitting an entry in the 1999 Hamburg guest book relating
contemporary and historical military actions was more interested ilastias than in
differentiations. S/he wrote, “How similar to one another the photos are: Yugoisiavi
1941 and 1999. Who brings to justice the war criminals Hitler and Gdring? Who brings

to justice the war criminals Schréder [German Federal Chancellor in 1999]sae =i

29 pid.

#Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944
Hamburg Volume Two, July 1 to July 15, 1999, ed. Hambuigstitut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].
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[German Foreign Minister in 1999]W/ehrmachbor BundeswehrThe terror is the same.”
In a different handwriting, just below this entry, someone else posed the questian, “W
brings to justice Milosevic??'®

These entries reveal, even though one can certainly not claim that they are in an
way representative of what ‘the’ visitors thought about the exhibit, that tHuseose
to comment via the guest books applied the message about the past to present political
circumstances. In some cases, it may have worked the other way around, with the
televised images from the bombings in Kosovo coloring the perception of the photos in
the exhibit. Whether the producers had intended for visitors to come to the conclusions
that our writers expressed must remain an open question. That the emotional power of
the photos challenged visitors to take a stand, whether in writing or just for thhesysel
certainly underscores the responsibility that comes with ‘doing’ public history

Yet by far a larger number of visitors directed their comments towantsiss$
memory, their very own memories of the war and its aftermath or memories! gasgn
from grandparents and parents to children and grandchildren. An examination of these
voices will further enhance our understanding of the controversy over the so-called
Wehrmachtsausstellundt will also help to fully elucidate the exhibit's multifaceted

contributions to the process of reckoning with the National Socialist past in German

“Hpid.
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CHAPTER FIVE
“GRANDPA WAS NO NAZ|"?"
THE WEHRMACHTSAUSTELLUNG

MEMORY, AND HISTORICAL CONSCIOUSNESS

Soldiers not murderers? My father told me shortly before his death, ‘werdll we
to war enthusiastically.” Thank you, now | know wi¥.

| have waited for this moment for 40 years. Now | see what it meant when my
father ‘proudly’ talked about his ‘war experiences’ and there was talk about
‘destroying partisan hideouts’ or ‘smoking them out.” As a ten-year-old, alyfami
celebrations, | regularly got sick to my stomach when hearing this, naméta
even eat as much as | want to throw up, f23]

| am also German, but | was born in Poland. My grandpa was a soldier in the

German military. | simply cannot believe that he would have participatedhn suc

atrocities?®?

[...] My grandma was raped and made a refugee when she was seventeen—as old
as | am now. That should also be shown, in my opinion.?f2 ]
These are just a few of many guest book entries whose authors self-idetifie

children or grandchildren of the German war generation. Variations of the same

#19This is the title from Harald Welzer’s work on tiies National Socialism and the Holocaust
play in family memory. Harald Welzer, Sabine Maolland Karoline TschuggnallOpa war kein NaZi
Nationalsozialismus und Holocaust im Familiengedéish(Frankfurt am Main: Fischer Taschenbuch
Verlag, 2002).

#0Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hamburg March 5 to April 14, 1995, ed. Hamburger Ingtfiir Sozialforschung, [n.p.]. All translations
mine. The translations are as close to the origias possible, including irregular sentence stingct

BlGastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194ih
Hamburg Volume One, June 1 to June 30, 1999, ed. Hambumggtut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

2pjid.

23Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944
Hamburg Volume Two, July 1 to July 15, 1999, ed. Hambuigstitut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].
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narratives appear repeatedly. Themes such as the impact of war onrédatibyships,
innocence and guilt, victor and victim status, and the evils of war dominate the.entries
Confusion, empathy, and sorrow speak from the texts, but anger and cynicism also come
through at times, directly or thinly disguised. Despite the broad range of detail
sophistication, and perspective one finds among the comments, it is neverthelesstappar
that each writer brought to the exhibit prior notions about WWII and about the role that
his or her family had played before and during the iiaseems that even those visitors
who were born after the Third Reich had ‘memories’ of the times. For some meahbers
the first successor generation, those memories remained associatedovezlLiithood
with feelings they remembered from childhood. For grandchildren it seemed dgpecial
difficult to reconcile memories of their grandparents with the soldierssémyin the
exhibit, even though they knew that their grandfathers had served in the military during
the war?®*

Not only the powerful photos and their controversial arrangement, but also the
very experience of being in the images’ presence together with othermratigt
engaged persons must have compelled many visitors to reflect upon the notions and

memories they had brought with them. Some apparently saw their worst fears and

24 hen referring to the first successor or childrengration, | mean persons whose parents
participated in the war but who themselves didptay any active role in the support of war effoesher
because they were too young at the time or bedhagenad not been born yet. This generation iregud
those born between 1935 and 1965. The secondssaraer grandchildren generation includes those who
associated the war primarily with their grandpasetitis generation was born after 1970. This seéhem
places the children generation between young asludtland advanced middle age at the time of thebéxhi
and the grandchildren generation at high schoobageyounger. Many visitors would have had both
parents and grandparents in the war, but gendrade who used the guest books mentioned eithen{sar
or grandparents not both. Those who were teenalgeirsg the war are counted to theitzeugeneven
though they may have participated in the war y&t Alad parents who were active participants. Tiestg
books | examined did not include commentaries $bétidentified aZZeitzeuge ands a child of the war
generation, although there must have been quigvailitors who fell into that category. Membefgtos
generation would have been born in the 1920s anddi\tave been in their seventies in the 1990s.
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suspicions about their family members justified, while others reacted tefigresnd
must have felt compelled to salvage their loved-ones’ honor.

Reading the comments one wonders if there were generational delineations
among the various entries. Did middle-aged ‘children’ and teen-aged ‘grandchildren’
who engaged with and reflected upon the message WWéhemachtsausstellungact in
more or less predictable ways, based on membership in their respectiveigealerat
cohorts? May it even be possible to discern patterns of how families pass amesarrat
and memories about the war and about the Holocaust from generation to generation? A
theoretical framework within which to analyze the guest book entries willtdée the
process of exploring these difficult yet important issiies.

Theoretical approaches to the study of memory lend themselves to the task. Even
though recenZeitgeschichtabout National Socialism and the Holocaust is replete with
memory studies, seminal works from the broader field of the social scieades
significant contribution§®® The names reappearing over and over in studies that look at
National Socialism and the Holocaust through the lens of memory are Maurice
Halbwachs, Pierre Nora, and James Young, but also, especially in the Gerraturdite

Aleida Assmann, Jan Assmann, and Jorn Ré&EeMore recently, Harald Welzer has

%% or a narrative of the impact of the various podtWgenerations on the reckoning with the
National Socialist past in Germany, see Aleida AasmGeschichte im Gedachtnisspecially Chapter
Two, “Verkorperte Geschichte—Zur Dynamik der Getiergen,” 31-69.

2% 0r a listing of selected works on history and memsee page 9, note 6.

%’Eor more information about these authors’ semipatributions to the roles of memory in
historical consciousness, see Pierre Nora, “Betwéemory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,”
Representationso. 26, Special issudemory and Counter-Memofppring 1989): 7-24,
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2928520 (accessed M&th2010),James EYoung, “Between History and
Memory: The Uncanny Voices of Historian and Suovj¥History and Memor®, no. 1/2 (October 1,
1997): 47, http://0-www.proquest.com.library.achveeg/; Document ID: 593640241 (accessed March 27,
2010); Aleida AssmanrGeschichte im Gedachtnis: Von der individuellefaBrung zur 6ffentlichen
InszenierundMiinchen: C.H. Beck, 2007); Jan Assmann, “Kdlleds Gedachtnis und kulturelle
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expanded on the work of these influential scholars and proposed a ‘theory of memory,’
based on empirical research about National Socialism and the Holocaust in family
memory.2® Welzer's work is especially fruitful for our inquiry since it involved a good-
sized sample of multi-generational families and should therefore provide blugstlae
impact of generational cohort on memory. Before examining Welzer’s studysand hi
conclusions, a brief exploration is in order of the foundations that the French sistjolog
Maurice Halbwachs, laid with his seminal work on collective menfty.

Halbwachs’s revolutionary contribution to the understanding of the social
dynamics of memory was his delineation among a variety of memory types.tAs par
his work on the sociology of knowledge, Halbwachs distinguisiobiographical
memory fromcollectivememory, both of which were in turn distinct from what he called
historicalmemory. Fundamental to his theory is the notion that memory was inextricably
linked with human interaction. Within his scheme, autobiographical memory gives
individuals a sense of self, an identity rooted in an individual past. As individuals share

autobiographical memories with members of the groups to which they belong, they

develop a common sense of identity complete with a shared way of looking at the past

Identitat,” inKultur und Gedachtnigds. Jan Assmann and Tonio Holscher (Frankfurt aximM
Suhrkamp, 1988), 9-19; J6rn Rusen, "Trauer alptissthe Kategorie,” iferlebnis— Gedéachtnis—Sinn:
Authentische und konstruierte Erinneruegs. Hanno Loewy and Bernhard Moltmann (Frankfurt:
Campus Verlag, 1996), 57-99.

Z¥\elzer, born in 1958, is a social psychologist prafessor at th&ulturwissenschaftliches
Institut Esserat the University of Witten/Herdecke. His reséaemphases are memory and tradition
research, as well as political psychology.

Z9Maurice Halbwachs was born in France in 1877. mu#WWII, German occupation forces
committed him to a concentration camp because @iénggired about the murder of his elderly, Jewish
parents-in-law. He died in the camp in 1945. Cene find more information about his life and hisivas
scholarly contributions in Lewis A. Coser’s intradion to Halbwachs’s boolk)n Collective Memory.
Maurice Halbwach€Dn Collective Memoryedited, translated, and with an Introduction leyvis A. Coser
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 192230.
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that is unique to the group. This Halbwachs called collective memory. For him,
collective memory did not exist in isolation from individuals as some abstract
biologically determined entity. Rather, he explained, “[w]hile the colteatiemory
endures and draws strength from its base in a coherent body of people, it is indigduals a
group members who remembe?>® Historicalmemory, finally, evolved from collective
memory as larger groups created rituals and places of commemoratiom obtheunal
past. Grand national narratives, as expressed in national holidays, national monuments
and in the passing on of traditions would all constitute historical memory within
Halbwachs’s scheme. Historians have also referred to the phenomenon of historical
memory as historical consciousness, historical culture, or historicaltideNttional
identity would be broader yet than historical memory in that it is more preséfitare
orientated; however, historical memory represents one aspect of nation#y.ident

For Halbwachs, memory in its three manifestations was a sociologiegbca
Memory only existed within relationships among individuals or among groups of
individuals. All three manifestations relied on discourse. Since individuals and groups
constructed their memories, as many collective memories existed itysascibere were
groups. Likewise, individuals could partake of a number of different collectiveoresm
simultaneously, depending on the various groups with which they associated. téljtima
this meant that there were multiple ‘pasts’ co-existing within largeesy, pasts that

could easily, and often did, compete with one andtter.

2YHalbwachs©On Collective Memongquoted in Coser, “Introduction,” 22.

101 example, the National Socialist past as remessbi@ Germany differs from that
remembered by groups of former victims or theircg&ssor generations. Israelis and Poles, by agd,lar
would remember the Third Reich, the war, and thiothlust differently than most Germans would.
Similarly, history as written by victorious poweagenerally reads differently than history as preseity
those who lost wars. Here, we only consider competasts within German society.
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Applied to the theme of successive waves of controversies over the National
Socialist past, Halbwachs’s theory illuminates why ‘the past’ can bemdertious and
why ‘memory wars’ have taken place over the proper understanding and represeritati
that past. It is also clearer now why discourse played such a prominent role in the
controversies, a fact that was especially obvious itdterikerstreitand in theNalser-
Bubis-Debate.

Halbwachs also argued that memories were fluid, meaning that all ypesedf
memory were subject to continuous change. To him, memory, like the past, was not
static or an entity in itself; rather, individuals and groups constantly regotest their
memories in order to make sense of the past in light of the present. According to
Halbwachs, memory in its various iterations served identity, on the individual asswell
the group levels. Another important aspect of Halbwachs’s scheme is the ndtitwe tha
individual constructed his or her autobiographical memory within the framework of the
group to which he or she belonged. Thus autobiographical memory was always
embedded within collective memory. Halbwachs further argued that familiag, thei
guintessential social group, constructed their own collective memories and fhesse
on from generation to generatiof.

With his emphasis on individuals and groups constructing their past via memory,
Halbwachs undermined the notion of the independent existence of ‘the’ past. For the
historian of National Socialism and the Holocaust, as for any historian stutigingry

recent past, this means that work watzeugerjthose who have first-hand experience

#More information about these concepts of memogwislable in Coser’s introduction and in
HalbwachsOn Collective Memory1-189. Pages 54-83 deal with collective memod/the family.
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of the time period under investigation] would not reveal how eventsdadlg happened

and what the past hadally looked like, but rather how various individuals and groups
used their conception of the past to make sense of their individual biographies and of
their group identitied>® Consequently, in historical research one could speak of a double
filter that separated the present from the past, e&gitiieugerexisted: one filter being

the perceptions that the historian brings to his or her work and the other being the ways i
which memory operates within the individuals he or she queries about t&*past.
Postmodern notions of history have led to similar insights about what historicaictese

can and cannot accomplish.

While Halbwachs’s theory about memory was visionary at the time, by today’s
standards it seems rather crude. Even though social scientists, includingrmssstill
appear to consider Halbwachs’s work foundational, they have fine-tuned his theory,
utilizing new insights from the neurological sciences. Harald Welzerdrastdis,
making his work helpful as we are trying to understand what the guest book entries
dealing with memory and family might tell us about the impact of the

Wehrmachtsausstelluran biographical, collective, and historical memory.

3Those engaged in oral history would deal with thiesees at a matter of course. Incidentally,
Halbwachs can also help us understand how the iexisidf represented a particular constructiomhef
past, based on the perspective of its organiZEnés was, as we have seen in Chapter Four, paneof
criticism leveled against the exhibit.

2%“Numerous reflections about this phenomenon efisto examples focusing on German
research of the recent page[tgeschichtsforschuhgre Jarausch, “Zeitgeschichte und Erinnerung.
Deutungskonkurrenz oder Interdependenz¥énletztes Gedéchtnisds. Jarausch and Sabrow, 9-37 and
Harald WelzerVerweilen beim Grauen: Essays zum wissenschatlithmgang mit dem Holocaust
(TUbingen: edition discordsic), 1997), especially the essay, “Der Mythos vonuddrewaltigten
Vergangenheit. Uber ein Interpretament der Zedeetorschung zum Nationalsozialismus,” 49-68.
Heinz Bude offered reflections about the narraiiterview as research instrument in “Der Ort des
Interviews,” in Hamburger Institut fiir Sozialforagiy, ed.Besucher einer Ausstellung3-12.
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In his book,Opa war kein NaziWelzer and his co-authors reported on the
multigenerational research proje€tadierung von Geschichtsbewusstdéie process of
passing historical consciousness on from generation to generation]. Thehesear
asked what ‘normal Germans’ remembered from the National Socialist paghdyow
talked to family members about their memories, and how the resulting narratides
their way from generation to generation via communicative processes withilegam
To answer those questions, research team members participated in forgy famil
conversations and 142 follow-up interviews. These conversations and interviewesl yield
a total of 2,535 storie$?” Although it is tempting to recount some of the interviews in
detail, a summary of the research team'’s initial expectations and ofdhelusions
must suffice.

Based on previous research in a variety of social sciences, the team hypdthesi
that historical consciousness included a cognitive as well as an emotiorabkdim
This seemed plausible since the neurological sciences and cognitive psydieaogy
established that human memory used different systems for cognitive and emotional

memory?®® The team found the two dimensions manifested in many conversations

2jWVelzer, Moller, and Tschuggnafpa war kein Nazill. Curiously, the authors did not include
in their report the dates of the conversations ftaumh a conference presentation by Olaf Jensentdbisu
Diplomarbeit[Master’s Thesis], in which he offered a quantitatanalysis of the family conversations,
one can conclude that the majority of the interg@dwad taken place by March 1999, coinciding with th
final year in which the originaVehrmachtsausstellurtgured Germany. Olaf Jensémguktive
Kategorienbildung — skalierende Strukturierung -as€lifizierung. Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse mit WiaKi
am Beispiel von Mehrgenerationeninterviews zumadiatsozialismusPresentation at the Conference
Computerunterstitzte Analyse Qualitativer Dat@tarburg: October 7-8, 1999), 4,
www.maxqda.de/download/maxlit-4.pgHccessed March 30, 2010). The Volkswagen Foiordat
sponsored the research project.

29\Velzer explained the neurological foundations ofrmagy more fully in his bookDas
kommunikative Gedachtnis: Eine Theorie der Erinngi(Miunchen: Verlag C.H. Beck, 2002). See
especially Chapter Two, “Das Gedachtnis ist erfirmdr. Befunde aus der Neurowissenschaft und der
kognitiven Psychologie,” 19-45.
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during which older family members recounted memories of a “glorious” time in the
Hitler Youth, “with shining eyes,” even though those same persons took a ctdived S
towards National Socialism at the time of the conversation. Without hesitatiop, ma
members of th&eitzeugemeneration remembered “the good times” during the Third
Reich, indicating that a distinction existed in their minds, albeit an unconscious one,
among the feelings they associated with the past and what they knew cbgalimet
that same pasdt’ Welzer and his colleagues surmised that this dissonance would play a
role in how elders passed down their memories to children and grandchildren, with the
emotional aspects of memory trumping the cognitive ones. Consequently, thetgedxpec
the stories dominating family discourse would differ significantly fromtwhddren and
grandchildren learned about the National Socialist past through famikyalixte
channels®®

Generally, the researchers observed, the more a member of a successtingene
knew about the criminal nature of the Third Reich and about the widespread participation
of ‘ordinary’ Germans in perpetrating the Holocaust, the stronger wasghe te
distance their own family members from personal implicatdrGrandchildren
demonstrated an especially strong tendency to cast their grandparents tiva logis.
In some cases this meant that in the mind of a grandchild, the grandparent had ‘saved
Jews’ or had been a ‘resistance fighter,” even though the elder had previcuosiyteel a

story placing him or her clearly within the camp of bystander or perpetrahe

2welzer, Moller, and Tschuggnapa war kein Nazil0-11.
*Abid.

9Ypid., 77-78.
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Zeitzeugeéhad left just enough room for interpretation to allow this mutation. Welzer and
his team coined the teroumulative hero-izatiofor this procesd®® The process could

also work as cumulative victimization, morphing the family member fromahgstr or
perpetrator into the role of victim. The more often family members retoldiaypart

event or story, the more obvious the recasting became. The Nazis, by contragidassum
the role of ‘the other’ in the process. Emotional attachment to family membeed| @s
family loyalty also seemed to color how one generation ‘heard’ the storiesioélders

and how they chose to fill the blank spaces those stories left. In addition, members of
successor generations demonstrated a tenderity hear certain elements of a story that
had clearly been part of the elder’s narrative. Those ‘unheard’ or ‘forgattedénts

were invariably elements that would have put the elder in a negativéfight.

Apparently, the process of cumulative hero-ization or victimization was much
more evident with the second than the first successor generation. The greater
chronological distance to the past and the generally less conflict-protmeal
relationships between grandchildren and grandparents may have accounted for this
difference. Welzer and his team also attributed the dynamic to the exteagramount
of cognitive knowledge about National Socialism and the Holocaust that existed am
the younger German generations, due to repeated exposure in school and to the
overabundance of mediated information about the time period. The more factual

knowledge they had about the criminal nature of the past, the researchers theorized, the

3bid., 64. The German readsjmulative Heroisierungwvhich means that successive iterations
of a particular event in the past turn a persoit mbre into a hero with each retelling of the gtoBy this
process, a bystander can morph into a rescuemaf dea resistance fighter.

30%pid., 207.
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stronger their desire to disassociate their families, and by implicatiorséhees, from
that past’?

Welzer and his colleagues deduced a theory from their findings according to
which the historical consciousness of successor generations was an amaigaltiplef
sources and influences. They used the térexgconandfamily albumto clarify the
difference between the two main types of influences. The ‘lexicon’ stooddiai
information and cognitive knowledge passed on through a variety of familyrakter
channels. Those included school curricula, the media, and, using Jan Assmann’s
terminology, the various manifestationscoftural memory®®® Yet the ‘lexicon,’
according to Welzer, was by no means dominant within the individual’s historical
consciousness. More important were the stories the individual shared with family
members. Those narratives, through continuous repetition and reconstruction, comprised
family memory. Notions of emotional attachment and family loyalty imbuexdya
memory. For the process that made family memory possible, Welzer coinedihe t
communicative memoryVhile the ‘lexicon’ was an expression of cultural memory, the
‘family album’ was the product of communicative memd#.Like a picture album in

which family photographs tell the family’s story in chronological as welh @&snotional

30%pid., 156.

33bid., 52-53, 164, 12-13. Assmann tweaked Halthsicdefinition ofhistorical memory to
arrive at what he callecultural memory. Both terms denote the images, rites, #amkp that each culture
and each epoch uses to define itself as distinat fither cultures or from other epochs. Historical
memory as well as cultural memory represents aiputdnifestation of large-group identity. The gtan
national or master narrative would be a major nestétion of both, historical memory and cultural
memory. See J. Assmann, “Kollektives Gedachtnskuiturelle Identitat,” irkKultur und Gedéachtnis
eds. J. Assmann and Holscher, 12-16.

30%4elzer, Moller, and Tschuggnaldpa war kein Nazi9-10, 164.
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terms, Welzer’s ‘family aloum’ metaphor denoted unique family mema@xjensed
into stories that provided identity and meaning.

Welzer and his team concluded from what they heard in the family interviews that
the ‘family album’ trumped the ‘lexicon’ in terms of influencing an individsidistorical
consciousness. “Family memory is the primary source of historical conscisfighey
stated, continuing, that the cognitive knowledgégsei one acquired via history
curricula, public history, documentaries and movies was something entifelgdifthan
the unquestioned assuraj@ewisshejtone soaked up as a member of a memory
community about that community’s paSt. Perhaps not surprisingly, Welzer and his
team found that the Holocaust did not appear in the ‘family aloum’ at all. While the
Holocaust dominated cultural memory in post-reunification Germany, meaning that
occupied much space in the ‘lexicon,’ there were only blank spaces in the ‘family album
where the Holocaust should have b&8nVictim and hero narratives dominated those
spaces instead.

Do Welzer’s conclusions provide us with a road map to better understanding the
guest book entries dealing with memory and family? If one looked at the
Wehrmachtsausstellurags experimental design, with the visit itself being the
intervention, it would immediately become apparent how different this setsifrova

Welzer’'s design. The only evidence of the visit's impact are the etligasselves.

*bid., 210. The common root between the GermasserandGewissheimakes clear how
closely related the two concepts are. The firsbgnitive knowledge while the second denotes emati
knowledge.

3%This finding might also help explain Martin Walsedefensive reaction against those aspects of
contemporary German cultural memory that he cons@lenoral cudgels’ (see Chapter One). Walser
might have experienced great dissonance betweeutabiographical and family memory and the cultura
memory that surrounded him, a phenomenon that wasaply true as well for many visitors of the
Wehrmachtsausstellung.
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Missing is what individual visitors thought about the issues presented in the exhibit

before entering the exhibit hall, although in some cases visitors alluded ito tthes
commentaries. Also, the guest book entries represent one-way communiceitnes;

family members nor researchers were present to ask follow-up questions, asstly
mentioned before, the entries do not allow broad conclusions. Their authors represent but
a minute fraction of those who visited the exhibit. Nevertheless, approachingrtbe ent

with all due caution and keeping Halbwachs’s theory and Welzer’s conclusionsdn mi

does shed additional light on the impact of Wehrmachtsausstelluran family memory

and on historical consciousness.

The entries chosen to open this chapter demonstrate quite clearly how differently
members of the two successor generations reacted to what they saw in the exhibi
Almost stereotypically, the first two writers reacted with cyniceamd moral judgment
vis-a-vis their parents, while the last two clearly represented the scheitner\Wad
observed among grandchildren in his family studies. All four writers, in one way or
another, cast themselves or their loved ones as victims: victims of deceptions watti
traumatic memories and victims of war itself. Some presented themaslde$enders
of those whose victim roles the exhibit did not honor adequately. The entanglement of
cognitive knowledge and emotional assurance also comes through clearly in all four
entries. For the second person, emotional associations with war stories evestednif
themselves in physical reactions. The writer remembered becoming siclstortteeh
during childhood upon hearing about the war; as an adult, this writer once again felt like
vomiting after having seen the exhibit. The third writer could not reconcile tbeosal

memory of the grandparent with the knowledge gained from the exhibit.
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Another entry exemplifies even more clearly the multi-generationalaanilyf
aspects of dealing with the National Socialist past. Obviously under the emotional
impact of what he had just experienced, this person wrote,
Oh father, why could we never talk about this. For you comradeship, oath, and
your ‘sprayers’ (=cannonsjc) were the most important. You never saw, heard,
or became aware of anything. | do not only mourn the victims of the madness! |
also mourn a non-existent father/son relationship! You would be 85 now, | am 53
% and father of three sons and one daughter. May God protect*di§ all.
Presumably, the writer had visited the exhibit alone, but emotionally his parent
and his children were with him nevertheless. He clearly went as an individual \sho wa
inextricably embedded in family relationships. For him, the legacy of the &ladbwas
indeed a family matter. Apparently, though, that very subject had been missmbi§
‘family album,” even though conversations about the war must have taken placerbetwe
him and his father. The exhibit might have confirmed to this writer how very inagequat
those conversations had been for what he needed to know in order to make sense of his
family’s place in the past. The fact that he closed his entry with introducrahihiren
to his presumably deceased father allows us to venture that this writer kethibe
resolved to amend or change the narrative that he would pass on to his own children. His
reason for doing so would not seem to be primarily to educate them about the Holocaust
but rather to develop a closer emotional bond with them than he had been allowed to

forge with his own father. If nothing else, the emotionally powerful naturanafyf

memory is apparent in this entry.

3’Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194h
Hamburg Volume One, June 1 to June 30, 1999, ed. Hambumggtut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].
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Another member of the children generation clearly expressed the dissorance s/
perceived between ‘lexicon’ and ‘family album,’ trying visibly to maintaimoa-
judgmental attitude vis-a-vis his/her “loved ones:”

| would give much for knowing what my father did. | just want to know, not

judge. But it is difficult. Really it is unfathomable: He is a loving father bad t

same person was a pilot of a bomber. That much | know. Thank you for the

effort and hard work of researching the exhibit. Without remembrance and
acceptance of the past there is no humane ftittire.

Another visitor simply wrote, “I cannot, and do not want to believe that my father
knew of all this.”% A similar entry assumed more readily that the father might have
indeed been implicated, “As the daughter of a possible perpetrator, my hednviate
the pictures and texts had their effects on me. Relief about not having discovered him—
but immeasurable shame, shame, shaMi&.Yet another writer seemed to have no
doubt about the implication of his/her father. This person wrote that s/he had tralveled al
the way from Bonn to see the exhibit in Hamburg because s/he was no longer able to
abide the father’s denial and “settling of accouAisffechneh” The writer went on to
explain that his/her father had been born in 1927 and had served as soldier at the Eastern

Front3!! Yet another son or daughter entrusted to the guest book his/her feelings,

| am crying for what happened...Also in my father’'s name...he was a comdmitte
one. | am still ashamed but one can only soften it a little with the buttone

3%Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hamburg March 5 to April 14, 1995, ed. Hamburger Ingtfiir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

39Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hamburg Volume Two, July 1 to July 15, 1999, ed. Hambuigstitut fur Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

39Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hamburg March 5 to April 14, 1995, ed. Hamburger Ingtfiir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

Hipid.
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cannot erase it. | was afraid with each photo to recognize my father...dut | sti
looked. Never again war. Never again averting one’s eyes.”

None of these members of the first successor generation attempted taedistanc
their elder from the perpetrators; on the contrary, it is surprising to what éx¢e
children accepted the historical ‘truth’ of the exhibit's message and wegparpd, albeit
with sadness, incredulity, shame, or anger to place their parents into the scgsas/ithe
Welzer did not observe this dynamic at play within the family conversations hesand hi
team witnessed. The physical presence of the elder generation in those tomgeasa
the emotional aspects inherent in family gatherings might have accounted for the
difference between what the researchers observed and what comeh thriaggguest
book entries.
The similarities between members of the second successor generationendVelz
study and in the guest books are more apparent. All follow the general schénad t
entries opening this chapter. Not all writers identifying themselvbslagaging to the
grandchildren generation mentioned their grandparents, but those who did disassociated
them from the events they saw in the exhibit. One entry is of special intehestriter
did not go as far as turning his/her two grandfathers into heroes, but s/he nevertheless
allowed the perpetrator among the two to morph into a victim during the course of the
entry.
Both my grandfathers were in Russia. One as motorcycle dispatch rider and the
other in a notorious police regiment whose job it was to fight partisans. The first
‘got around’ as dispatch rider and, if he did not lie to me, saw much that was
worse than on these photos. And he was shocked! The second was in a function

in which he was responsible for such photos. (As perpetrator). Before and after
the war he was a loving father and husband. Why is this exhibit called ‘a@fmes

312Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-1944h
Hamburg Volume One, June 1 to June 30, 1999, ed. Hambumggtut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].
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the military’ and not ‘crimes of the war’ because the war made my graedfat
what he became during the wal’

All phenomena that Welzer observed appear in this entry. The comment seems to
come straight from the writer’s ‘family aloum.” S/he must have heard thestdr
his/her grandfathers’ pursuits during the war many times. The grandfatustfiave
been quite open with their grandchild about what they had seen and done during the war.
None of this had made them bad persons in the eyes of the grandchild since one
grandfather ‘was shocked’ at what he had seen and the other had been made a victim of
the circumstances. The first successor generation, the writer'sgyarerst also have
contributed to the ‘family album,’ attesting to the fact that their fatadrideen a ‘loving
father.” The loving father and husband had crowded out the perpetrator in the
grandchild’s imagination. The victim motif made this possible; the exhibit haoeeot
able to destroy the image.

Another writer provided comments, thinly concealing a good dose of smugness,

Blessed with the mercy of the late birth (construction year 1958), | had the good
luck of having had a grandfather who was one of the few that actively opposed the Nazi
Moreover, my parents brought me up in a liberal, anti-fascist spirit, which hgoplefsl!
left political evidence [in my life]. Consequently, the story about the crim#éseof
Wehrmachts nothing new for me. [...
We cannot say whether the grandfather’s alleged opposition to Hitler wastafesul
cumulative hero-ization in Welzer’'s sense or whether it had a historical ddssnriter

left unclear whether the information about the grandfather was first-hand of fze

family narrative that the parents had passed on. However that may be,at ihatehe

#3Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hamburg Volume Two, July 1 to July 15, 1999, ed. Hambuigstitut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.].

34Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hanover Volume One, November 1998, ed. Hamburger IndfituSozialforschung, [n.p.].
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writer had no problems reconciling family memory with the message of thieitex@in
the contrary, the exhibit seemed to have reinforced the conviction that the own fami
had been ‘on the right side’ of history all along. Some of the language in this comment
allows one to wonder whether the writer's socialization might have taken pltoe i
former East Germany. Antifascism was generally not part of Westd&bediscourse
about National Socialism, while it dominated that discourse in the German Reimocr
Republic. Where the writer grew up does indeed not matter much for our purposes,
except to demonstrate that the cultural framework in which family memacyions
affects the images and terminology used in constructing thé'past.

Comments by members of theitzeugemeneration are curiously absent from
the guest books. The relatively few writers who self-identified as membtrs wir
generation either attempted to correct the exhibit's message by ratatiogsiderable
detail ‘how it really was,’ or they tried to explain why the circumstahesscompelled
soldiers, perhaps themselves included, to act the way they had. Those writers used
familiar discourses of honor, comradeship, fear for one’s life, and the harsiiness
partisan war to make their points. As aetzeugemaintained, “The following must be
said: These were the deeds of the communication zone (back area services!) and not
those of the realVehrmachtsoldier—the front soldier! Those had to fight and hour by

hour fear for their lives!” Almost as a post script, the writer added below hysadrin

#Welzer referred to this process as cultural framiAgcording to this theory, those who
constructed narratives about their pasts usedralifnames to communicate their stories. Thesadés
might come from popular movies, cultural stereosyp® from cultural references that all membera of
group share and understand. Welzer observedxénge, that some narrators conveyed their war
memories using themes taken directly from movies were familiar to their audiences. For exampletsp
or scenes from the movieBje Briicke Das Bootandlm Westen nichts Neuagre cultural frames that
Zeitzeugerin Welzer's study had used to convey their war eepees. WelzeDas kommunikative
Gedachtnis171-192



146

parenthesis, “[I] was at the front for several years and am 100% war dis&f€dttiers
criticized the organizers for defaming an entire generation of Germarnmalemling

their own fallen comrades. The few commentators that mentioned children or
grandchildren did so only to express relief that successor generations had begthepa
horrors of war. The relatively low representatiorZeitzeugern the guest books
examined here could be a reflection of the war generation’s waning numbhesrhidt
1990s; yet th&eitzeugemeneration did not stand entirely on the sidelines during the
controversy over the/ehrmachtsausstellungl.’ For example, many expressed their
opinions about the survey in letters to newspaper editors. This generationomaslhls
represented in research projects that included interviews and surveys o umsitarious

venues 8

31%Gastebuch der Ausstellung “Vernichtungskrieg. Vechen der Wehrmacht 1941-194i”
Hamburg Volume Two, July 1 to July 15, 1999, ed. Hambuigstitut fir Sozialforschung, [n.p.]. The
German term translated as communications zoE¢ajgpe.

#According to Lena Knapple’s retrospective, some paaticipants “admitted guilt” in their
guest book entries, but | did not encounter thosbeé books | examined. Knapple,
“Wehrmachtsausstellung,” inexikon der ‘Vergangenheitsbewaltigungds. Fischer and Lorenz, 288.
Hannes Heer, in a retrospective newspaper argdgéars after the dismantling of the original bihi
also cited several admissions of guilt from thesgl®oks, albeit without indicating their exactdtons.
Hannes Heer, “Die letzte Schlacht der alten Soidat®ie die Ausstellung Uber den ‘Vernichtungsktieg
der Wehrmacht das Land spaltet®jé Zeit,Politik (Article Series: “Mein Deutschland,” 15eil), June
25, 2009.

#8\hile systematic research on the guest books duteseem to exist, other forms of reactions to
the exhibit (survey responses, interviews, anéistto the editor) have been subject to researebhorh
documentation exists in the literature. Two sucldists are, llka Qyindeau, “Erinnerung und Abwehr:
Widerspruchliche Befunde zur Rezeption der Ausstgll'Vernichtungskrieg,” ” iDer Krieg in der
Nachkriegszejteds. Greven and von Wrochem, 291-306 and Joh&fats “Die Rezeption der
Ausstellung ‘Vernichtungskrieg’ in LeserbriefeniiDer Krieg in der Nachkriegszeiéds. Greven and von
Wrochem, 307-323. In 1996, Ruth Beckermann prodactidh of the interviews she performed with
formerWehrmachsoldiers. Ruth Beckermann and Peter Roeh¥grseits des Krieges=East of War
(New York: First Run/Icarus Films, 1996). A boallbwed two years later. Beckermadenseits des
Krieges: Ehemalige Wehrmachtssoldaten erinnern @¢ien: Ddcker Verlag, 1998). The book,
Besucher einer Ausstellunglso shed light on visitors’ reaction to the dahiwith ample representation of
Zeitzeugen
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The exhibit designers intended to facilitate conversation among generatibns
commentators disagreed to what extent that happendglen when it did happen, it
was not always conducive to healing, but at times rather confrontational. Thef‘wa
silence’—perceived or real—the constructed memories of brotherhood among soldiers,
the sense of obligation toward the memory of fallen comrades, and the notion of loved
ones at home who ‘knew nothing’ apparently were powerful and difficult to over8me.
Cross-generational dialog about as contentious and emotional a topic as National
Socialism and the Holocaust seemed to be more difficult among strangers tragy am
family members. The bonds of love and loyalty that Welzer and his colleagues had
observed at work in the families of their sample must have played a decisive tiod
process of forging a collective memory of the past. That bond must have been less
obvious when family members confronted their memories alone, as they generatly di
the Wehrmachtsausstellungr when they faced members of other generations who were

also stranger¥*

#19Michael Klundt asserted that this dialog did happ@nthe same time he criticized that some of
it showed tendencies of ‘harmonizing reconciliatimhich was only possible because alleged perpasat
among the discussants were allowed to cast theasalv Hitler’s victims, while the real victims atheir
descendents were not part of these intergeneraticalags. KlundtGeschichtspolitik: Die
Auseinandersetzung um Goldhagen und die Wehrmastediung46. Bernd Greiner, historian at the
Hamburger Institut fir Sozialforschung and at theversity of Hamburg, disagreed. GreinerEine
Ausstellung und ihre Folgeed. Hamburger Institut fir Sozialforschung, 39-RA@ere seem to have been
numerous opportunities for dialog, but apparentighsdialog was often divisive rather than congenial

32%0r more detail, seBernd Ulrich,Besucher einer Ausstellunghe book offered analyses of a
subset of 131 oral histories that were conductél wsitors in Berlin, Stuttgart, and Potsdam. is h
introduction, Bernd Ulrich emphasized that the iivieawvs were not representative of the estimate@QL,
visitors who saw the exhibit in those three ver(ilad., 9). At times, the interviewers’ own biassegainst
the war generation showed through. All intervieweese members of the second successor generation, a
generation that by and large had harbored angénsiges elders, especially during the upheavathef
late 1960s. We have seen some evidence of thex @amg number of guest book entries from the first
successor generation as well.

324\hether communication among strangers might be rhoreest’ because unencumbered by
emotional family entanglements is interesting tager, but not at issue here. Social psychologisght
be better qualified to pursue this type of questi@n historians are.
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As argued in Chapters Four and Five, the controversy over the so-called
Wehrmachtsausstelluritas shaped the reckoning with the legacy of National Socialism
in Germany on multiple levels. This was perhaps nowhere more evident than in the
debate th®undestagonducted about the exhibit in March and April, 1887As
politicians, representatives clearly referred to what Welzer célietexicon’ of
National Socialism. As we have seen from the excerpts presented in Chapter Four,
however, the ‘family aloum’ had a powerful presence as well, which is quitekaiohar
for a political event such as a parliamentary deffdteven though the deputies had
assembled to make a political decision, in full view of the public eye, they neeeghel
brought personal and family memories with them which they were not afraid & shar
freely. In this they were not unlike the exhibit visitors whose comments we have
analyzed. Thus, among the controversies we have examined, the one about the
Wehrmachtsausstellurdemonstrates most clearly the resilience yet malleability of ‘the
past.” It also illuminates the multiple forces bearing on historical conscess Wissen
andGewissheitct together, often in competition with one another. Finally, the
controversy showed that the insights and attitudes resulting from the complex
relationships between the various influences upon historical consciousness ofeasser
normative guides to action. This was most likely the case for those vishors

expressed opposition to the use of Bumdeswehmn the Balkans or in Iratf*

3225ee also the discussion of tBendestagsdebatte Chapter Four, pages 108-111.

323 would argue that historical consciousness, itsitomplexity, colors all political action, but
politicians seldom acknowledge this fact as diseatid openly as the deputies did in March and Agril
1997.

32%0thers could have drawn the opposite conclusiomefg that Germany had an obligation to
send theBundeswehto areas of crisis in order to prevent civil waormh escalating into genocide, precisely
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The controversy over the so-callthrmachtsausstellurdgmonstrated once
more that the past does not just ‘pass away,’ as Ernst Nolte had wished it would during
theHistorikerstreit The past also does not necessarily undergo the normalization
process that Chancellor Kohl and others had hoped it would, even though, as we have
seen, the memories of the past have undergone changes in conjunction with broader
political, social, and generational shitfs As the lasZeitzeugeneave the scene,
historical consciousness is likely to continue to change; a process for whitth Mar
Broszat coined the term historicizatidsigtorisierund during theHistorikerstreitand
which historians have debated controversially ever sfic@ulling together the various
insights from our examination of multiple waves of controversies in a finalsasaly
should also shed some additional light on this process that is ever ongoing, yetsh diffi

to define or explain.

because of the nation’s National Socialist pasichSarguments may exist in the guest books, biat hoit
encounter them in the books | examined.

325T 0 what extent this means that the past itselichasged is a discussion between
postmodernists and modernists. Talking about nlizateon immediately raises the question whether
anything is ‘normal’ in history, but, again, th&a discussion for another day.

32°See the discussion of histocization in Chapter Themes 62-66.
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CONCLUSION

This study has explored the complex relationships between history, memory,
historical consciousness, and national identity. James E. Young posed the fundamental
issues as questions. “How does a state incorporate its crimes againsnothes's
national memorial landscape?” he asked, and “Under what memorial aegis, whsse rul
does a nation remember its own barbarit{??”

It is noteworthy that instead of using the term grand national narrative, Young
spoke of ‘memorial landscapes.’ He had primarily physical places of coraragon in
mind, but his landscape metaphor also works for historical consciousness in tf&neral.
As the case studies examined here have demonstrated, discourse about thpgsast sha
historical consciousness. Consequently, the narratives and images with which
communities speak about their past are not unlike public commemorations, memorials,
and museums in their roles of shaping and communicating historical identity.s Just a
physical landscapes consist of diverse geological formations, ‘mer@oriEcapes’
imply not only a variety of places of commemoration, but also diverse narrabives a
the past. In this sense, the survey of four decades of reckoning with the legacy of
National Socialism has allowed a glimpse not at an emerging grand natorative,

but rather at the unfolding of a national memorial landscape.

3273ames Young, quoted in Welz&ferweilen beim Grauer20. Quoted from James E. Young,
The Structure of Memory: Holocaust Memorials anealMing(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1993), 22.

$%pjerre Nora’s concept of ‘places of memory’ alsersed to be broader than physical places of
commemoration. Those places would include evengtkihat a national community deemed worthy of
remembering. For a summary of Norh&s Lieux de Mémoireee KattagoAmbiguous Memori6-18.
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The study has also shed light on the various actors that vie if not for hegemony in
the process then at least for a place at the table. For example, from time toetistate
seeks a prominent role in forging a national memorial landscape by integptetipast
and by giving the past meaning for the present. While this may be unavoidable ye
potentially controversial in respect to state-sponsored commemorations amtypubli
financed memorials and museums, it was contested in the memory wars on which this
study has focused. Tlistorikerstreitdemonstrated the state’s ambition most clearly in
that ‘Bitburg’ and Chancellor Kohl'$Vendeprovided the controversy’s political impetus.
The government’s decision to deploy German armed forces in out-of-area missions
during the controversy over théehrmachtsausstellursgrved a similar function. Yet, as
we have seen, the state is by no means the only player competing for a role ingkg proc
of forging a national memorial landscape.

As theFischer Controvershias demonstrated, professional historians were the
ones who initiated a process that led to a profound reassessment of the Nati@tiat Soci
past. As subsequent memory wars increasingly played out in the public limelight
however, the guild slowly faded into the background, only to reemerge during the
controversy over th&/ehrmachtsausstellunght that point, historians brought to the
table what historians do best: they designed public history events that shaylets insi
from academic scholarship with public audiences; they served as expertsvaltizien
of primary source material; they conducted oral history research projectbegnded
guestions raised in the course of the ongoing debate to push the historiographib resea

agenda forward.
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This study has also shown that with each new controversy the work of
contemporary historiangZ gitgeschichtlgrbecame more difficult and contentious. This
was primarily due to the ever more visible and powerful role the media claomesieff
in the process of forging Germany’s memorial landscape. While the smediaer over
the public arena fully came into its own in fBeldhagen Affairthe (print) media had
already begun its march towards dominating public discourse witfigbleer
Controversy The controversy over thWehrmachtsausstelluramd its sustained
intensity over the course of almost five years are quite unthinkable withauettia.

Yet one should be careful not to evaluate this development in entirely negative terms
Television and press coverage also made available new channels forrisstmneach

out to wider audiences. The lines between academic and popular history may have
blurred, but new opportunities for two-way communication opened up at the same time.
As public discourse rapidly moves to virtual platforms, professional historianfimday

new challenges and additional opportunities for being part of the conversation.

The public emerged as perhaps the strongest force throughout the five memory
contests at issue in this study. While Bigcher Controversiad been primarily about
the state and about the role of the historian vis-a-vis the state, with eacjusumbse
memory contest the focus on the individual increased; a development that came to a head
with the Walser-Bubis-DebateWhile the first memory war concerned actors and
structures on the international and national levels, subsequent ones increasinggy f
on individuals. The controversies peeled away, layer by layer, what separated the
individual, ‘ordinary’ person from the crimes of the past. In the end, nothing remained

between that past and the individual conscience. To say it differently, the memory
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contests moved from the outside in, starting with the state and ending with one of the
most personal possessions an individual has, his or her conscience. As German society
worked its way from th&ischer Controversyo theWalser-Bubis-DebatéHitler-free’

spaces became smaller and smaller until they disappeared almost.daicklynemory
contest managed to dismantle a taboo that the previous one had left intact. By the time
the controversy over th&ehrmachtsausstellurand theWalser-Bubis-Debatgripped

the land, potentially everyone was challenged to take a stand—which ndanyaine

chose defensiveness and anger; others looked for deeper reflection; yetoathers

political stands vis-a-vis current government policies. Thus, the controvessigiboted

to the building of a national memorial landscape by dismantling, piece by f@boes

about National Socialism and about those who had been part of it—virtually all who had
belonged to th&olksgemeindschafiuring the Third Reicf?® Whereas victims (mostly
German victims at first but later also Jews and other victim groups) had crdvede
landscape since the early days of post-war Germany, perpetrators amdiesstclaimed

more space as the waves of controversies swept over the land. Perhapsyirtimecall
memory wars also followed an opposite trajectory at the same time: dlatvely

contained discussions among a small circle of historians they morphed into what one can

only call public spectacles, beamed via television into virtually every household.

$%/0lksgemeindschafiiterally translated as the community of the dephad been the term
Hitler and the Nazis used for all Germans who vekremed to be fit to be part of that community. sThi
excluded German Jews and many other groups. tatengent in the text is not meant to assign callect
guilt to all Germans alive during the Third Reidhjust says that the controversies revealed, phih that
virtually everyone who was not victim of Nazi pergdon was implicated in the criminal aspects @f th
Third Reich in some way, perhaps merely as bystanBepressed differently, it became increasingly
difficult to maintain that the Nazis had been “titbers.”
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It could be tempting to portray this multi-faceted trajectory as pregosgards a
‘model,’ ‘correct,’ or ‘enlightened’ approach to reckoning with a difficulttpaslt was
not. Presenting the five controversies as bracketing and bridging evehtsalsghave
suggested that developments unfolded more or less inevitably and according to plan. The
process traced here does not demonstrate progress nor was it inevitablean tinat v
developed. As we have seen, the public reacted to each controversy in quite unpredictable
ways, depending on the contexts in which the debates occurred. Evidently, the various
players did not learn from or matured on account of the memory contests in any
systematic way. For example, public reaction to Goldhagen’s thesis wasyenti
different than the response to Walser’s spedetieed, comparing the two leaves one
puzzled about the fickleness of public opinion.

Apparently, as taboos disintegrated, as demographics shifted, as historiography
advanced, and as the impact of the media changed the rules of the public sphere, the
parameters within which memory wars occurred became entirelyatiffenes. This
process is likely to continue with unknown implications for controversies yet to come.
Even though in 1995 a majority of Germans expressed the opinion that the country had
dealt sufficiently with its National Socialist past, and despite the evidbateniny
seemed to have reached the burn-out stagéeogangenheitsbewaltigurag the time of

the Walser-Bubis-Debatasnew memory contests have erupted since then and Germans

33%ne does find such assessment in the literatureitah respect to the process in general rather
than specifically targeted at the controversiehase examined. Interestingly but not surprisinthgse
perspectives come primarily from outside observatiser than from within German circles (unless thesy
made in connection witBchlussstrickargumentation or come from the extreme right winganiel
Goldhagen, for example, attested Germany modehcterin terms of reckoning with a criminal past.
Klundt, Geschichtspolitik28. Olick offered a more nuanced assessmenstitiueferred to the German
case as “powerful substantive and theoretical exarhihat has “provided much of our contemporary
vocabulary for thinking about these issues” asotiaéions have “confronted the legacies of difficul
pasts.” Olick, “What Does It Mean to Normalize fhast?” 566-567.
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have weighed i?>! Closure is not in sight. How the process has occurred so far neither
represents progress nor followed logical rules, and it is impossible to grediat will
continue.

It is easy to overlook one of the more indirect results of reckoning with the legacy
of National Socialism, namely the ‘culture of discor@treitkultuj that has evolved in
the process. Many Germans look upon this with considerable pride, but it has also posed
challenges to political leaders and public policy makers. This dynamic wasadigpe
obvious while thaVehrmachtsausstellumgade its way from city to city. The
controversy demonstrated that it was possible to instrumentalize NationaisSodor
present purposes. One could use the past as ‘moral compass’ or, to use Habermas'’s
terminology, as ‘normative filter’ for deciding contentious issues in dlammgarea of
foreign and domestic policy’? In Germany, this has happened with respect to foreign
relations with Israel (and with Israel’s enemies), nuclear arend, the use of German
armed forces, the handling of asylum cases, policies towards the mehtafiywkll as
issues of life and death (capital punishment, abortion, end-of-life practices)istThe |
could go on and would also include issues of how to deal with political dissidents, right-
wing extremist groups, and neo-Nazi movements. We have seen this dynamyc at pla
primarily in the controversy over tMehrmachtsausstellunduring whichboth sides

used the past to argue their case. Wagppsed the flipside of the same process by

#Blgixty-three percent answered in the affirmativelyew asked whether Germany had dealt
sufficiently [ausreichenfiwith its recent past during the last fifty yea®nly thirty percent said no, and
seven percent were unsurgllensbacher Jahrbuch der Demoskop#93-1997 vol. 10, eds. Noelle-
Neumann and Kdcher, 529. As for new controversias,only needs to follow the daily German press to
see that topics related to National Socialismythe and the Holocaust remain very much alive, el ag
controversial, in national discourse.

33%laus Naumann, “Zwischen Tabu und Skanda.: Zumagitung der NS-Vergangeneheit in
der Bundesrepublik,Blatter fir deutsche und internationale Poliik no. 9 (1996), 1137.
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attacking unnamed groups and individuals for instrumentalizing ‘Auschwitz’ for the
purposes. They did not use the Holocaust as ‘moral compass,’ he alleged, but rather as
‘cudgel’ to advance their own economic g&in.In either case, National Socialism has
provided the historical backdrop for political action in the present. Discussing thg legac
of National Socialism in the public sphere for making political argumentsfteat the
present has become a regular feature of German political culture.

Does this mean that National Socialism and the Holocaust have been historicized?
Long gone are the days when Martin Broszat and Jurgen Habermas amgsigojdcting
National Socialism, WWII, and the Holocaust to the same scholarly scagioge
would apply to the study of any historical subj&¢tEven Ernst Nolte’s plea for
contextualizing the Third Reich seems rather anachronistic from todagjsegéve®>®
Historiography has come a long way since the days when historicization and
contextualization were issues of acrimonious debate. New methodologies have becom
more widely accepted and new questions have arisen partially as a conseduence
working through the controversies. Furthermore, historians no longer need to work as

hard as Fischer and his colleagues did to dismantle taboos in the popular imagination

33walser, “Erfahrungen beim Verfassen einer Sonneafgst inDie Walser-Bubis-Debattd,3,
12.

33%Broszat clarified once more in 1988 what he hadmnigshis plea for the historicization of
National Socialism that he had originally publistied 986. Martin Broszat, “Was heisst Historisiegu
des NationalsozialismusMistorische Zeitschriff47, no. 1 (1988): 1-14.

$3Critical reaction against Nolte’s revisionism wastjfied in the 1980s, but it seems that the
need for comparative historiography of NationaliSkkem has become once more acceptable since then.
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about the recent past; much of that work has been accomplished in the course of
conducting the five memory wars that were at issue in this $tdy.

One must wonder, however, if Broszat and others had imagined the kind of
historicization that seems to be at work in a young student’s reflection omgpabout
National Socialism in school. In the course of their family interviews, Iti&v&lzer and
his colleagues had asked a twelve-year-old what she thought about her cursmbtour
study. “Yes, | find that totally interesting,” she responded,

because we have also learned about the Stone Age and the middle ages. First, we

learned about the Stone Age, then the middle ages, then it always progressed a

few generations, must have some sort of system. So now we have this topic. Yes,

it is fun 2%’

The student continued to share her considerable factual if spotty knowledge about
National Socialism, also mentioning her inability to imagine her grandfathweng been
alive during the war. For this student, National Socialism, WWII, and the Hotocaus
were topics just as the Stone Age and the middle ages. Learning about them was fun.
This is historicization in all its inevitability. Broszat and those who weneerned

about the dangers of relativization associated with historicization minghtdassurance

in that the history curriculum for German schools addresses the ethical dinseosi

33%Some myths about the past seem to persist amonmtiie, not unlike the one about the ‘clean
Wehrmacht despite the evidence historians uncover to thdrary. Just recently, the German newspaper
Welt Onlinereported on a historical commission having reseatdhe long-standing notion of low-flying
British airplanes hunting defenseless civiliangiafhe bombing of Dresden in WWII. The historialics
not find evidence to verify those accounts. Nehaldss, all of the comments accompanying the articl
expressed disbelief in the historians’ report. eAfill, the writers had heard about these instaacds
believed them to be true. Once again, the ‘famlibum’ trumped the ‘lexicon.” Sven Felix Kellerhpff
“Dresden 1945: Bis zu 25,000 Tote, aber keinefllégerangriffe,”Welt Onling March 17, 2010
(http://www.welt.de/kultur/article6817372/Bis-zu-2B0-Tote-aber-keine-Tieffliegerangriffe.himl

33\Velzer, Opa war kein Nazi7. | do not mean to imply that ‘fun’ is bad,evthough from an
adult perspective, the term seems somewhat jahimgnnection with studying about National Socialis
and the Holocaust. Here it probably just indicdteat the teacher had succeeded in awakening abisgy
student’s curiosity about the past, which is tabmmended.
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National Socialism, WWII, and the Holocaust in addition to providing factual

information even in the lower grad&$. As the coverage of our controversies in current

textbooks for High School students has shown, history curricula challenge oldetstude

to engage in higher level critical thinking about the issues involved. The assignment

also ask students to integrate what they have learned through multiple venues about the

time period (using primary sources, movies, and family stories). In otirdsyNational

Socialism and the Holocaust are historicized in school curricula, but their érgatm

makes an effort to convey the time period’s moral and ethical dimensions; supthtti

Saul Friedlander (and others) had been concerned about duridigtiekerstreit *°
Despite the inevitable historicization that comes with increasing chronalogi

distance from the past, National Socialism and the Holocaust have not beconye histor

like any other*® One could attribute this primarily to the presencBeifzeugenbut as

Chapter Five has demonstrated, the reality is more complicated. If theqarede

338 textbook geared towards the middle grades destican entire unit to the very issues
addressed in Young’s question, namely how doesiatopincorporate its darkest history in its histaf
consciousness; is there a proper way to commemitr@atactims; how does one discern similar thréats
today’s society? Assignments challenged middle alcstndents to discuss why people might want to
repress the National Socialist past; they weradouss the Holocaust Memorial in Berlin, and theyewto
conduct internet searches about groups workinghaggght-wing extremist movements in Germany.
They were also to research traces of Jewish lifecaitture in their home towns. Sven Christofferk&rd
Hanke, Helmunt Heimbach, Arno Hofer, Uli Jungbluttaus Leinen, Peter Offergeld, and Antonius
Wollschlager Zeitreise JStuttgart: Ernst Klett Verlag, 2008) 82-89.

33%0r a cogent summary and analysis of Broszat'sFaiedilander’s positions on historicization,
see Jorn Risen, “The Logic of Historicization: kestorical Reflections on the Debate between
Friedlander and BroszatHiistory and Memonr®, no. 1/2 (Fall 1997): 1180 ending page number
provided], http://0-www.proquest.com.library.acawaly/; Document ID: 593643081 (accessed March 27,
2010).

34%s some historians have pointed out, historicizatibNational Socialism has received a boost
from the end of communism in Europe which evenjuatided German division into two states. After
1990, the Third Reich had become an epoch sepdratedhe present by another distinct epoch, namely
that of the two German successor states. Cons#yguéhas become ‘easier’ to study National Stisia
since reunification. Saul Frielander,“Martin Brasznd die Historisierung des Nationalszialismirs,”

Mit dem Pathos der Nichternheit: Martin Broszatsdnstitut fur Zeitgeschichte und die Erforschuieg
Nationalsozialismusds. Klaus-Dietmar Henke and Claudio Natb§i5-171 (Frankfurt/Main: Campus
Verlag, 1991), here 160.
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Zeitzeugenvere the defining factor in rendering history contentious, then it would be

only a matter of time until memory wars were no longer necessary. The elusive
Schlussstrictwould follow about eighty years after a controversial event—in the case of
Germany, this would be by 2025 at the latest—and successive generations would wonder
what all the fuss had been abdlit. Yet this is not how it works. As many guest book
entries have demonstrated, ‘memory’ of the past persists in individuals and grayps lon
after those who have witnessed the past are no longer around. In the process of moving
from one generation to the next, stories about the past generally changedbutevi

without losing their power in the process. We saw evidence for this dynamic atnwork i
many guest book entries, but one can also detect it in the numerous associations of
expellees that still exist in Germany, even though most members of ér@iyem that

actually experienced expulsion from the lost German territories have diece gdoups

within those organizations, by now surely under the leadership of members from
successor generations, still agitate for return of the lost territoreesthése descendents,

as for children and grandchildren of other victims of war, the ‘family aloumanes a

powerful antithesis to the ‘lexicon.” Given these insights, memory contestskkely to

cease once the lagdeitzeugéhas passed on. Just because National Socialism has been
thoroughly historicized and just because some young students have ‘fun’ learning about
in school does not mean that it will no longer represent contested history. Neither does it

mean that historicization is necessarily identical with relativizaadear that had still

341 am referring specifically to Germany, but my etaents have broader applicability.
Traumatic events in the history of a group or matimuld have similar effects. The Holocaust wadutda
prime example for this in the case of Israel; stgyvthe Civil War, and the legacy of racial discimation
have cast shadows in U.S. society that were lotigar the life span of contemporaries; the examgpbedd
go on and on.
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been very real during théistorikerstreit®>*> What is probably does mean, at least for the
second and subsequent successor generations, is that learning about, talking about, and
most likely disagreeing about the legacy of the National Socialist pasebasie a
normal and regular aspect of political life.

When pondering the effects of generational succession on reckoning with the
National Socialist past, one might overlook the fact that historians figure idytigsnic
as well**® Norbert Frei’s work sheds light on this important aspect of the historicization
process. He has shown how the waning ofZiiézeugermgeneration among professional
historians has affected, and is likely to continue to affect, contemporary history
[Zeitgeschichieas an academic sub-discipline in Germaf{The fact that until recently
the study and interpretation of National Socialism has been largely in the hands of
members of th&eitzeugemeneration is often overlooked. Indeed, several of the
controversies at issue here resulted in significant ways from fssaoreng or between
generational cohortsThe Fischer Controversyitted two generations of historians
against each other. Tlhéstorikerstreitwas a fight over competing pasts among

members of the same generation. Wehrmachtsausstelluigecame to some extent the

342T'he danger of relativization may be just as strimnigy, if not stronger, than it appeared in the
1980s; today it comes largely from outside of retgale historical circles. One can see extrentg+ig
wing parties and movements fuelling calls for riglagtion and playing into popular xenophobia atigeo
fears that accompany economic uncertainty.

¥3Ralph Jessen offered an analysis of the variouflicisnbetween historical science, politics,
and the public) that resulted from many historiah&eitgeschichtalso having been contemporaries of
National Socialism. Ralph Jessen, “ZeithistorikeiKonfliktfeld der Vergangenheitspolitik” ierletztes
Gedachtniseds. Jarausch and Sabrow (Frankfurt: Campus V&), 153-175.

%44Norbert Frei, “Farewell to the Era of Contemporsri®ational Socialism and Its Historical
Examination en route into History,” idistory and Memor® no. 1/2 (Fall 1997): 59 [no ending page
number provided], http://0-www.proquest.com.libragaweb.org/; Document ID: 5936430@tcessed
March 27, 2010). The emphasis here is on Germarnsitmilar processes would probably play out
elsewhere.
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controversy it was on account of intergeneration strife among historians.yFiméatie
Goldhagen Affaigenerational animosities played out on a transnational 1&vel.
According to Frei, the departure of historians who had also experienced National
Socialism first-hand bears both dangers and opportunities for the fidkitgéschichte
One might fear, he argued, that the absence of “moral restraints enforted by t
contemporaries” might open doors for “random [and] gratuitous speculation,” which
could replace “serious inquiry and authentic researéh.A popular market that seems
to be ever more interested in scandalous revelations might further aectiesatend.

Frei saw early signs of such developments inGblhagen Affaif*’ On the other hand,
with the absence d&feitzeugermamong historians and the general public, research would
no longer have to take “the reputations and interests of former perpetrators, ctatabora
and profiteers” into consideration. Concentration camp research and a socialdfistory
‘Aryanization’ were just two areas Frei saw as potentially benefiRegearchers were
also likely to taker closer looks at continuities between the Third Reich and post-wa
Germany than had been the case so'faAs the last contemporaries of National
Socialism left the scene, Frei reminded us, this period in contemporary histas} bn

the verge of becoming ‘plain’ history, ...” Yet since National Socialisiieatgeschichte

“was never an exclusively German prerogative, so it will remain amattenal research

3ooking back on thélistorikerstreitfrom the perspective of 1997, Frei wrote, “It negems
that the Historikerstreit could be described aspttwgracted political farewell—abruptly ended byr@an
reunification—of a generation of researchers anividuals who had a specific autobiographical agend
and were facing retirement at the start of the $996rei, “Farewell to the Era of Contemporarids,p.],
Section Il, paragraph 12.

349bid., Section IIl, paragraph 1.
*bid.

*3bid., paragraphs 4-6.
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topic once it has entered the realm of history.” His article ended withgodatd ‘no’

to a past that might finally pass away. On the contrary, since “[T]he paratic

significance of this past has not vanished, whoever hopes that it will do so in theduture i
hoping in vain.”*° Clearly, historicization is as inevitable as it is welcomed, yet rreithe
relativization nor &chlussstriclare part of the equation.

This is also the point at which to ask if any of the periodization schemes offered
in the literature describe adequately the process of reckoning with thageistywed
through the lens of waves of controversies. Siobhan Kattago's five-stage ssherek
as Norbert Frei's four-phase approach seems inadequate in that both treateHherent
span from 1980 to the present as a single stage. For Kattago, the 1980s inaugurated what
she called the stage of normalization and national idehtitfrei referred to those years
asVergangenheitsbewahrufigommemoration of the past]. For him, the stage of
Vergangenheitsbewaltigurigeckoning with the past] preceded the last stage and had
presumably come to an end by the 1980s.

Having looked at four waves of controversies falling between the mid-1980s and
the late 1990s allows the fine-tuning of existing periodization schemes. Thdajuest
national identity has certainly been part of each controversy, as has the ng avegir
normalization. We have argued earlier that the past itself cannot and should not be
‘normalized;’ first, because there is no such thing as ‘normal’ history anddec
because those who have argued for normalization in connection with Nationalsgociali

and the Holocaust have generally done so in order to relativize the criminal ofgthee

*9bid., last two paragraphs.
% attago,Ambiguous Memory: The Nazi Pa38-48.

3irei, 1945 und Wirdl.
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Third Reich. We have conceded, however, that the processes of learning about, talking
about, and arguing about National Socialism have become normal aspects af Germa
political culture. Frei’'s commemoration phase has become ingrained in Garlthaa ¢
as well, at least in the forms of public discourse and public ritual. Commeomohnats
become part of the country’s memory landscape. Treating the twenty yaangggae
time before thédistorikerstreituntil the end of controversy over the
Wehrmachtausstellurs one single phase, however, does not work. It does not do
justice to the social, geo-political, and demographic shifts that have so profoundly
affected the course of reckoning with the past during those years. Insteaglbg mare
appropriate to subdivide the last stage into two separate ones. The 1980s with the
Historikerstreitwould be the era afiscourse debatesvhile the 1990s with the
Goldhagen Affairthe controversy over th&ehrmachtsausstellungnd théWValser-
Bubis-Debatevould be the era ahemory and conscience debat@®gether, the two
eras would converge into the larger staghistoricization.

James E. Young's taxing question is still waiting for an answer. It will have to
remain open since a finite answer does not exist. A nation cannot declare aha certa
point in its history that all has been accomplished, just as it cannot claim ateatignen
that its national identity has been established and will remain unchangedd, Indee
Young’s question is not one that requires a finite answer. Rather, the answer lies in the

process itself>® Individuals, groups, and nations continuously address the issues he

352after having arrived at this conclusion on my owname across a quote by Young that makes
me think he would answer his own question as |'ffld]he best German memorial to the fascist eraitsd
victims may not be a single memorial at all—but@yrthe never-to-be-resolved debate over which kind
of memory to preserve, how to do it, in whose naamel, to what end.” James E. Young, quoted in
Kattago,Ambiguous Memopnl71. Quoted from Young@he Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials
and MeaningNew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1991), 21.
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raised as they go through the unending processes of remembering theiapasag le
about it, debating the past’'s meaning for their lives, act upon their understanding, and
pass on their knowledge and understanding to the next generation. Once a community has
accepted the fact that its past includes uplifting as well as traurspécta, each
generation will ‘reckon’ differently from the one that came before. In thegss,

aspects of the past will reveal themselves that no one had been able or dared to see
earlier. Historians and the public will ask questions that have not occurred t@anyon
before. Finally, issues in the present will prompt communities to query the past in ne
ways. New sources will present themselves. Historians, most likely aboadition with
members of other academic disciplines, will apply new methodologies. The regyhit
change virtually everything, as happened inRisgher Controversy The past,

regardless of how riddled with traumatic or criminal events, will remaporitant as
individuals, groups, and nations discover and rediscover their historical roots and
negotiate who they are in the world. This study’s focus was on post-war Germany, a
we have argued that Germany’s case was not exemplary. Yet thedssnested with
forging memorial landscape that incorporate proud as well as burdening asgf@ects

national past are applicable beyond the German context.
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