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108 Triumph and Trauma

15. Max Weber was probably the first to have pointed co this institurional logic of modern
administration, see especially Weber (1978, vol. II, chapter 9).

16. Cp. Katz (1994, vol. 1, chapter 11).

17. Marsh (1961) uses a lot of histarical data to investigate the effects of family position and
other factors on elite mability in China during the Qing dynasty. Sce rable 4, p. 80, and rable 5, p.
82.

18. The doctrine of tyrannicide has a long history in Europe. It grew out of the medieval
notion of a “contrace” between the ruler and subject and the idea of a system of preexisting legal
rights. However, it was John of Satisbury who articulated & doctrine of tyrannicide: The ruler who
broke the law could no longer claim to be a legitimate sovereign, and thus could be deposed and
executed (Gough 1961).

19, For the “Glorious Revolution” and the parliament see Gralher {1973).

30. The trial and exccution of Chatles Stuart in 1649 stands out in Western history. Charles
T was the first European monarch to be put on trial for hislife in public by his own subjects (Mayfield
1988). But Charles’s execution has not left the same traces in the English national memory as the
execttion of Louis XV1 in the French collective memory. The English saw thernselves as etting rid of
one wicked prince. For the French, monarchy itself was “an eternal crime” {Dunn 1994).

21. See for example the scandal about the famous Diamond Necldace affair in prerevolutionary
France {(Maza 1993},

22. Although the Enlightenment was a discoutse all over Europe, there were differences in the
social position of the supporeets and their communicarion (Darnton 1982; Wuthnow 198%; Albrecht
1995).

23. For the increasing differentiation between the pubiic and the privare, see Glesen (1998b,
pp- 228) and Brewer et al. {1996).

24, See, for example, the French Revolution {Lotres 1991).

25. Marxists and non-Marxist scholats agree that there is a close alignment between revolu-
tionaty culture andicities. See the essay of Ragan (1999) who reviews the studies of Malcom Crook
{1991) and Ted W. Margadant (1992). See alse Sutherland {1986) who extends Tilly’s (1976) pet-
spective to view the Revolution as a process brought about by conflict berween the revolution, lo-
cated primarily in urban France, and the counterrevolution, mostly based in tural areas.

26. Bur in the later Middle Ages the pressure on tlte rural population sometimes got so high
thar it resulted in several peasants’ revolts, which culminated in the German Peasants’ War of 1525.
Thereby the peasants’ movement developed an altogether revolutionary porential. The connection of
rural and urban unrest in 15235 was very close; ofien the rebellious peasants outside the town gave the
final impulse for utban unrest. See, e.g., Blickle (1993). However, Rammstedr (1975} denies a very
close connection berween the Peasants’ War and wurban unrest.

27. Such movements tended to become more frequent with the Induserial Revolution in

England in the cenc
machinery outweig]

28. Sec Rud
nineteenth-century
particularly true of

ary's closing years. In the course of such rioss, attacks on industrial property and
hed assaulis on persons (Rudé 1966: p. 47; Hobsbawm 1952},

& (1966, p. 47): “[...] the policing of large cities, though grossly inadequate by
standards, was taken far more sericusly than that of country towns. This was
Paris; so much that a chronicler of the early 1780’s wrote that, while London

might be wracked by serious civil commeotion, in Paris this was almost impossible to contemplare.”
29. Rudé (1;966, p- 84}, in his masterly account of the masses in the French Revolution,
estimates that 80 percent of the toral populacion of Paris belonged to groups that formed the sans-
culotzes. See also Soboul (1962) and Tilly (1976).
30. Schiller and many other German authors distinguished strictly between wriring for a
market and the true poetic work (Giesen 1998a).

CHAPTER 4

The Trauma of Perpetrators

The Holocaust as the Traumatic Reference
of German National Identity

INTRODUCTION

No construction of collective identity can entirely dispense with memory. Memory
supports or even creaies the assumption of stability that demarcaces ideniity in
distinction to the incessant change of the phenomenal world. Triumphanc or trau-
matic, memory marks the center of identity and sets up a horizon that delineates
the space of possible pasts. Identity is constituted by the very conception of the
past as traumatic or triumphant; trauma and triumph are liminal experiences of
individual, as well as collective, subjects. There is no way to imagine a land be-
yond the liminal horizons, but memory strives to reach out for it, to cope with it
and to relate and to adapt the movement of history to it. It can be spoken out or
silenced; it is always there, enabling us to represent and present the past as our
history. :

In the preceding chapters, we have oudined rhree basic references to the
past: the rriumphant memory as embodied in the figure of the hero, the traumatic
memory as embodied in the figure of the victim and the ambivalent reference as
embodied in the figure of the tragic hero who was defeated by the adversity of this
world. In the following chapter, we will deal with the traumaric memory of the
perpetrators. Freud’s and Breuer’s original treatment of the trauma issue focused
on the trauma of perpetrators (J. Assmann 1999¢), but today—in contrast to a
vast range of studies investigating the individual and collective trauma of vic-
tims—there are relatively few scholarly treatments of the trauma of perpetrators
who, by their own decision, dehumanized other subjects and, in doing so, not
only pervetted the sovereign subjectivity of the victims, but also challenged their
own sacredness. If a community has to recognize that, instead of being heroes,
they have been perpetrators who violated the cultural premises of their own iden-
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110 Triumph and Trauma

tity, the reference to the past is indeed traumatic. This holds true not only for
those who were involved in the killing of others, but also for the bystanders):who
%{nmfv about the crime or watched it being done without intervening or prevent-
ing it. The active perpetrators rarely speak out their guilt. They remain most!
mute and try to hide their identity. In contrast, the bystanders’ ambivalent posi)-f
tion between guilt by non-action, voluntary inattention and lack of courage i
especially prone to a collective trauma. =

_ The historical paradigm case the following chapter deals with is the construc-
tion of German national identity after the Holocaust. Since the turn of the centu
Germa.ﬂ national identity has been treated as the result of a Sonderweg to modernirtf:
and. this German exceptionalism, originally coined by German hiscorians such as
Meinecke, has been reaffirmed by recent publications pointing, although in a quite
dilferent way, to a primordial German national character that is seen as bound to the
463d1 camps {Goldhagen 1996; Greenfeld 1992). Like other constructions of na-
tional identity roo, the thesis of German exceptionalism stresses Germany’s unique-
ness and ini.mitability in distinction to other nations. The Holocaust represcm:sqthis
uniquencss in an e:fxemg.)lary way and has to be regarded as the traumatic reference for
German. narional idensity afier 1945. The thesis of this chaprer, however, is to elaho-
rate how it also gave way to a new pattern of a universalistic identity.* -

We will present this new paradigm of universalistic identity as one of several
modes of coping with the trauma of postwar Gertmany. In order to understand the
case of postwar Germany, however, we have to briefly address the historical con-
text of German national identity as it emerged in the nineteenth century, The
following outline of different historical codings of the German nation v):iﬂ be
patterned by the typological distinction between primordial, traditional, and uni-
versalistic constructions of collective identity.! ,

' P.r_in?ordial identities refer to sharp and exclusive boundaries based on natu-
ral distinctions; they imagine the outsider as a superior demon that cannot cross
the bounc!ary and never should. Traditional identities insist on continuity be-
tween: past and present and are based on the routines and practices of local life
W(?I'IC!S. Their boundaries are gradual transitions between inside and outside; in
principle they can be crossed, but it takes time and a certain cautiousness to ’a -
pr(?ach the traditional community. The outsider is treated as a stranger who I:i's
neither superior nor inferior, but difficult to communicace with.

'In contrast to primordial and traditional communities, universalistic con-
structions open their boundaries for the inclusion of outsiders. Universalistic iden-
tities are based on the tension between the sacred and the profane. They claim a
special link between the community and the realm of the sacred and transcenden-
tal. They try to establish a radical discontinuity between the past and the future.

Social constructions of national identity are never unanimous, nor are its
modes of remembering the past. Instead, they are prone to conflicts and subject to
public debates; they vary according to the life world of the social carrier groﬁp and

*A shorter version of this chapeer is published in Alexander et al. (2004)
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are transformed by the turnover of generations. Rituals can bridge the cleavages of
political conflicts and public debates, but they also sometimes cause public con-
wroversies. Although the perspectives may shift and the evaluation may differ, the
institutional arenas may vary and the rituals may change, constructions of na-
tional identity cannot escape from an orientation toward the past, which does not
piss away, whether traumatic or triumphant. Traumas and triumphs consitute
the “mythomoteurs” of national identity {Barthes 1996). They represent liminal
experiences and ultimate horizons for the self-constitution of a collective sub-
ject—like birth and death providing the ultimate horizon for the existential expe-
rience of the individual person. Only by reference to the undeniable fact of birth
and the inescapable prospect of death is the individual person able to construct an
encompassing identity beyond shifting encounters and experiences.? In a similar
way, by referring to a past as a collective criumph or a collective trauma, contin-
gent relationships between individual persons are transcended and forged into a
collective identity. Triumphs are moments of “effervescence” in Durkheim's phras-
ing, or of “Charisma” and * Versauberung” (“enchantment”) in Weber’s. Even ifan
event thar is recalled as a triumph was not experienced as an extraordinary mo-
ment at the rime it occurred, the collective memory glorifies it and imagines it in
retraspect as a moment of utmost intensity, and it is this lack of awareness and
conscioushess that has to be coped with by ritually re-enacting the winmph, by
annual celebrations, by mythologization and narration. The{’t'rauméj"s constructed
according to a similar logic. Traumas remember a moment ofviolent intrusion or
of the collapse of meaning that the collective consciousness was not able to per-
ceive or to grasp in its full importance when it happened {Caruth 1995). They
represent the rupture of the web of meaning, the break of order and continuity—
a dark and inconceivable boundary that provides the frame for the construction
of meaningful histories, but has no meaning by itself. Only later on, after a period
of latency; can it be remembered, worked through and spoken out. Both imagina-
tions of a collective origin, triumph as well as trauma, refer mostly to an act of
violence that breaks down and reconstructs the social bond. Thus triumph and
trauma refer to a source that consticutes the social order buz thae has its own
origin beyond and before this order.

Collective identity is never exclusively triumphant or traumatic; it is never
based only on an imagined homogeneity of insiders or only on the excluded oth-
crness of outsiders; it is never driven only by Eros or only by Thanatos—it is
always both, but the balance may be disturbed and the levels may differ (Smelser
1998a).

The following remarks will outline a repertoire of German identitics that
respond to three—predominantly traumatic—marks of German history: the be-
Jated origin of the German nation state, the lack of a successful revolution in
Germany and—most importanty—the Holocaust. We will address the first two
German identities only briefly and focus on the modes of coping with the Holo-
caust in postwar Germany.
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LosT PARADISES: GERMANY AS Naturnation

Nations that cannot look back to a long political history as states, or that cannot
ignore the discontinuities in their history, face special problems in constructing
memories to support their identity. The emptiness or the evil of their recent his-
tory fosters an escape to a timeless mythical past in which culture and nature are
merged and blended in harmony. This primordial unity of culture, nature and
community is usually considered to be lost in the cotirse of history—culture and
community were alienated from their natural base, but the people kepta memory
of their origins embedded in nature. Looking back (o the primordial paradise
fuels energics to overcome decadence and disease, artificiality and pollution in
present socicties, or it provides a claim on a homeland, thus bringing the commu-
nity back to its natural roots. '

From this perspective, the continuity between the present and the remem-
bered past is seen as interrupted by a long history of alienation and opposition.
Here, narional identity is not constructed by reference to a recent historical past
that is available in the form of witnesses or written reports, but is formed by
imagining a timeless past that is seen as the origin and source of identity, as the
herizon of history, and as the ultimate goal of collective action.

Even more than other forms of memory, the representation of 4 lost para-
dise is a social construction of the present. It cornes as no surprise that primordial
conceptions of an ethnic identity resonated well with the new nations that emerged
in middle and Eastern Europe in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The old
nation-states in Western Europe, too, were not entirely immune to these primor-
dial constructions of ethnic origins, even if they could look back to a firmly estab-
lished republican tradition. Indeed, France as well as England and the Nether-
lands had their own myths of ethnic origins, their own racism and anti-Semitism.
Their political traditions dating back ro prenineteenth-century roots prevented,
however, these primordial ideas from becoming more than influential intellectual
heterodoxieé (Sternhell 1996). In contrast to its western neighbors, the national
identity of Germany is frequently seen as founded in natural or primordial struc-
tures.? Indeed, Germany may be considered the paradigm case of a latecomer in
political moi‘dcrnization and nation-state building (Plessner 1992; Bendix 1978;
Hobsbawm 11990). Tt was only in 1871 that—after centuries of fragmentation
and division—the scattered political map of two large princely states and many
small ones was replaced by the unified nation-state of imperial Germany. For
centuries, the Austro-Hungarian Empire had been a major player in European
politics, and Prussia had ascended in the eighteenth century to the status of a
military superpower and a focal arena of European enlightenment, but the Ger-
tman nation was imagined, not as a political community, but as a cultural one. When
the German nation-state was finally realized in 1871, it lacked political traditions,
This situation fostered the imagining and invention of primordial paradises.

These primordial constructions of a German identity are not immutable or
invariably connected 1o the essence of the Germans; instead they result from a
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repertoire of societies’ ideas about their relationship to nature as provided by his-
tory. Even nature, which is usually considered as objectively given, does not exist
in a self-evident and socially unmediated way. Instead it is a cultural construction
reflecting the particular setting of a society. Imagining the outside as a demonic
threat that has to be fought or fled from, as a wilderness that requires taming and
civilizing, as a resource or a property that can be used and traded, as an object that
can be investigated by the methods of science, as a bodily existence that is at risk
of disease and finally as a precious garden that has to be protected against pollu-
tion and destruction—all these conceptions hint at particular patterns of social
interaction and community. Our idea of nature reflects our own situation and our
longing lor a lost paradise—which attempts to reconnect culture to narure—and
is no exception from the embeddedness of our images of nature in society (R.
Grah and D. Groh 1996).

The constructions of German national identity have been influenced by
four different models relating nature to the social community. All of them emerged
in situations of crisis and rapid change and focus on an alienation from nature.
Nature is perceived here rather as an issue of identity than as a field of resources to
be used and exploited. A discourse about purity and pollution supports these
constructions of a lost paradise, but the level of discourse has varied from ambi-
tious philosophical reasoning to trivial novels.

The German Romantics conceived of national identity in an ambitious
philosophical way. It was considered as an inalienable natural individuality ex-
empted from ordinary communication and the varying tides of history. Respond-
ing to the trauma of the French occuparion, the Romantic intellectuals discovered
a sublime essence, that is, a national identity of the Germans concealed and hid-
den by layers of foreign influences; this identity could be disclosed and approached
only from an aesthetic point of view—for example, by looking at medieval ruins,
which in their very decomposition reunited and merged culture and nature. Only
art or infinite longing that conveyed a radical distance from the realm of the
ordinary and above all from the world of power and money could provide access
to the sublime primordial identity of the Volk. Particular rituals of discourse, like
Romantic irony and the exaltation of sentimental life {love, madness), reflecied
and reinforced the detachmenr from idle business and ordinary society and the
orientation toward the sublime. This ambitious conception of national identity as
the sublime ineffable essence set the stage for the subsequent imagining of Ger-
man primordial identity reducing demos to ethaos and politics to aesthetics.

The Vélkische Bewegung' in the second half of the nineteenth century re-
vived these Romantic ideas in a trivialized way. Again, the movement was pro-
pelled by heterodox intellectuals who marked their distance from the center of
imperial Germany. Like the Romantics, the vélkische intellectuals, such as Dahn,
Freitag, Lagarde and Langbehn, and their petit-bourgeois audience opposed the
world of art to the world of money. Instead of focusing on sublime essences,
however, they had more tangible and earthly matcers in mind. Berween 1880 and

1910, Germany underwent a process of accelerated modernization and
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mobilization. Every third German changed residence, mostly from the rural areas
to the emerging large cities. Germany became the leading military and industrial
power on the continent, challenging even Great Britain. The intellectuals of the
Volkische Bewegung reacted to the rapid social changes by depicting the idyllic life
of free Germanic peasants and warriors, who were seen as sane, vigorous, and
bound to the natural soil.’

The lost ethnic paradise was contrasted to the decadent, unhealthy, and
alienating world of the large cities (Bergmann 1970; Lees 1979). Criticism of
modern decadence and disintegration was combined with a longing for a primor-
dial, bur lost, unity between body and land, blood and soil.

Outside of intellectual circles, the attempt to get rid of the decadence of
modernity and the disruptive forces of industrialism led to particular forms of
retreat and special patterns of ritual purification. New rural communities revived
seemingly ancient Germanic forms of economy without money, and worshipped
the sun or other Germanic or natutal deities. Reform movements promoted veg-
ctarian diets and so-called natural clothing; nudism gained followers and was prac-
ticed with almost religious devotion; youth movements like the Wandervogel soughe
to flee the cities and to live in close contact with narure.® Public discourse was
preoccupied with sexual diseases and decadence; the ambitious reform movements
in music (Richard Wagner) and art (Jugendstil) found widespread attention. All
this was patterned by a discourse about purity and pollution and aimed ar recon-
structing indisputable boundaries in a society where traditional structures were
blurred and dissolved.

In the third model, merging culture, community, and nature was also based
on a discourse about purity and pollution, but it was not moved by nostalgia for
a bygone folklore, Instead of pursuing the sublime, it was couched in the objectiv-
ist language of scientism. At its core was a quasi-scientific conception of racial
differences. Distinctions between races had been quite common in intellectual
. discourse since the eighteenth century, but now they were based on biology in-
stead of culture and were thoroughly medicalized. At the end of the century, this
new racism merged with anti-Semitism and the eugenics movement.” It attempted
10 organize societies around the order of nature as revealed by science. The recall-
ing of lost paradises consists here mainly of the statement of the primordial purity
of the Germanic or Aryan race, which was endangered by migration and lost in
the increasing mixtuire of races.

"The Nazi ideology blended this racism with elements of the viilkische move-
ment®—in particular with the cult of the heroic warrior whose superiority and
dominance over others was considered as natural, original, and unalienated. Again,
the everyday life of liberal capitalist democracies was seen as decadent and artif-
cial and contrasted 1o the natural harmony between the people and the land, the
primordial violence of the Germanic hero, and invested the triumphant beast
with sacred qualicies.

A fourth model of a primordial harmony between nature and culture can be
seen in the ideas of ecological fundamentalism, which has an extraordinary strong
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resonance in Germany (comparable to the wildlife protection movement in the
U.S. or the animal rights movements in Britain). Although the political orienra-
tion of its social carriers shifted from the right to the left, ecological fundamental-
ism clearly uses, not only elements of Romanticism, but also motifs of anti-indus-
trialism and radical “retreatism” that could also be found in the heritage of the
Vilkische Bewegung (Knaut 1993; Linse 1986). Evidenty and understandably, any
reference to this heritage is taboo in Germany. When Rudolph Bahro, one of the
most popular fundamentalist intellectuals of the German Greens, mentioned this
heritage in an affirmative way, he provoked a public scandal and was immediately
excluded from the Green Party.

German ecological fundamentalism pushed the contrase between past and
present even furcher than the Valkische Bewegung it is not only the primordial
purity of a particular nation that is at stake but the fate of humankind in its
entirety, and it is not only the primordial paradise of preindustrial life buc narure
itself that is endangered and jeopardized by industrial society. As in preceding
imaginings of a lost paradise, nature is here considered as the nonmalleable funda-
ment of identity. It will decay when subjected to exploitation and instrumental
use. Again, these fundamentals of identity are approached mainly from an aes-
thetic point of view—-but in a trivialized form. The Romantic wilderness is inten-
tionally produced and carefully preserved in the suburban gardens of the ecologi-
cally minded Bildungshiirgertum, the most important supporters of the German
Greens.

Nevertheless, the striking continuities between nineteenth-century and con-
temporary imaginations of a lost paradise should not blur a very important differ-
ence: Although local, regional and occasionally even national boundaries show up
in the discourse of ecological fundamentcalism—when, for instance, foreign plants
and animals are banned from the territory as polluting the original ecosystem—
the national coding of the lost paradise is here clearly replaced by a global horizon.
Ecological fundamentalism is a global movement and aims ar a global scenario;
national boundaries appear only as differences of sensitivity with respect to eco-
logical issues. The strength of the ecological movement in Germany and the Neth-
erlands can thus be contrasted to its relative weakness in Italy and France, for

example.

FAILED REVOLUTIONS: DEMOCRACY WITHOUT A TRIUMPHANT MYTH

More striking than these memories of a primordial paradise, however, are soctal
rituals char try explicitly to revive the memory of a particular event of the histori-
cal past: days of remembrance and monuments, dates and places of memory vis-
ited and venerated by members of a community, pictures and narrations present-
ing the past for the following generations and the presentation of its relics in
museums for the educated public. Even rituals that construct and continue a tra-
dition emerge not as effortless and evident remembrance of an unquestionably
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given past but as a social construction that may be in principle objected to, de-
bated, and questioned. Outsiders do not have to share these conceptions of the
past, and their presence in rituals of remembrance is often seen as disturbing or
even offensive—it is our own past and we consider ourselves sovereign with re-
Spect to our common memories.

This is especially true with respect to the triumphant memory of past victo-
ries and acts of liberation, by which a political community construes its own ori-
gin. Liberation from foreign domination, the birthday of the ruler, or the enact-
ment of a national constitution are ritvally remembered and celebrated; monuments
recall the victories of the nation over its enemies; poems and anthems praise the
great deeds of the sovereign or the liberarion of the country; public marches and
rallies revive the triumphs of the past.

Even the seemingly unprecedented rituals of modern revolutionary mave-
ments that attempt 1o establish an entirely new society and intend not to repeat
the past but to accelerate into an open and undetermined fiture—even these
rituals are founded in memories, consciously or unconsciously. The rhetoric of
the great French Revolution recalled the republicanism of Roman antiquity,® the
European revolutions of the nineteenth century took over the symbals of the
French Revolution, as well as the national traditions of citizenship and bourgeois
self-consciousness, the Russian Revolution referred to the patterns of the preced-
ing revolutions in the ninetcenth century, and so on. After defeating the ancien
régime, the revolutionaries strongly traditionalized their own historical success;

the French, as well as the American and Russian, revolution quickly spawned
annual memorial celebrations.

Such highly elaborated rituals of remembering the revolution are not mere
follkdore and remainders. Instead, the triumphant memory of the revolution must
be considered indispensable for the construction of a modern demos (Eisenstadt
1976). Only if the people can imagine themselves as rebelling and rising up against
the personal regime of the prince, is a nation constituted as a sovereign political
subject. Hence, remembering the revolution provides a ritual basis for a demo-
cratic identity. In order to create such a triumphant collective memory of revolu-
tions, even relatively harmless insusrections and upheavals are hailed as heroic
actions—the famous scizure of the Bastille by a large street crowd liberated onlya
dozen apolitical prisoners. Consequently, the French king could write in his diary
on the evening of the Quatorze Juiller: “Aujourdhui rien.”

Indeed; it is not the factual political success but the collective memory that
constitutes the eriumphant origin of a nation. Only in exceptional cases like the
American, the Russian, or the Chinese revolution can the uprising of the people
really establish a relatively continuous and uninterrupted new government. The
French revolutions of 1830 and 1871 failed in this respect, and-—strictly speak-
ing-—even the great French Revolution of 1791 cannot be regarded as successful.
But their factual success and uninterrupted continuity arc less important than
their perception in cultural memory. The collective memory of the French Revo-
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lucion is marked by a deep divide between trauma and triumph that was at the
core of French politics in the nineteenth century. The gens de robe and the upper
bourgeoisie perceived the reign of the samscudottes between 1792 and 1793 as a
trauma, whereas the petite bourgeoisie and the emerging working class remem-
bered the revolution as the criumphant beginning of a republican tradition. This
class coalition was the major carrier of the long-lasting Third Republic and could
hence treat the return of the ancien régime as an interruption of its own successful
tradition.

In contrast, the German revolutionary uprisings not only failed to establish
a lasting regime but also to engender a memory of a triumphant constitution of
the nation. The short-lived Weimar Republic and the enduring Bonn Federal
Republic were both the result of defeats after devastating wars that had caused
millions of victims. Hence, the beginnings of democracy were remembered as
trauma rather than triumphs. In this respect, they continued a tradition of trau-
matic origins that started with the Thirty Years War that had devastated Germany
three and a half centuries ago. A third of the German population dicd in the
confessional war, and the always fragile unicy of the Holy Roman Empire of Ger-
man Nations was dissected into a multitude of princely states, most important
among them, Austria and Prussia. While England and France emerged out of
their bloody confessional wars as powerful nation-states based on the dominance
of one confession, the same turn toward monoconfessionalism decided by the ruler,
the same expulsion or repression of religious minorities, and the same legalist mod-
ernization of the state occurred in Germany on the level of small princely states.

Therefore, the revolutionary constitution of a narional demos in 1848 was
not framed by an already existing nation that just had to decapitate its ruler, bur,
1o the contrary, it had to create the nation state by itself. In its desperate attempt
to carch up with the Western lead, the German revolution in 1848 even consid-
ered establishing a national monarchy—not the decapitation of a king, but the
very creation of one was one of the solutions debated in the German parliament
in Frankfurt. The radical left opposed this turn backward toward monarchy. In-
stead, it suggested replacing the traditional rivalry between Prussia and Austria
with embedding the German nation in a European conflict between the culture
of the West (which included Poland and Hungary) and the “barbarism of the
East,” which means Russia. A century later on, new national mythologies could
refer to this opposition again.

Overly burdened with the task of establishing the state and forging the iden-
tity of the nation at the same time, the revolution of 1848 collapsed; its radical
continuation in the sourhwest was soon crushed by Prusstan troops. More impot-
tant than its factual breakdown, however, was its failure to give rise to triumphant
memories. Disappointed and traumatized by their political failure, the carriers of
the revolution, the German Bildungsbiirgertum, left the country or converted their
former enthusiasm into culrural oblivion and even into contempt for the idea of
revolution.
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In contrast to 1848 and 1918, the wars of liberation against the Napoleonic
occupation could well be regarded as a successful revolt of the people and could
have become a powerful founding myth for the German national movement.
Although its initial impact was limited, it nevertheless preluded the military de-
feat of the French emperor some years later. The democratic potential of this
movement faded away, however, in the course of the nineteenth century, and the
final realization of the German nation state by Bismarck would dispense with any
kind of democratic legitimization.

In imperial Germany, the myth of the wars of liberation fuelled hostility
against the archenemy Frankreich rather than supporting democratic construc-
tions of identity, and this hostility was reinforced by the defeat in the First World
War.

Thus a connection between the first German democracy in 1918 and the
revolution that had failed seventy years before was hard to establish. When the
Arbeiter und Soldatenbewegung entered the stage in 1919 as a new carrier of the
revolutionary project, the educated bourgeoisie refused to join the ranks of the
revolutionaries—the class that had achieved 1848 felt thar it had lost control over
the project of revolution and even adopted a hostile attitude to it. The democratic
uprising of les classes dangereuses did not give birth to a triumphant founding myth;
instead, it was held responsible for a military defeat (T Felde unbesiegt. . .},

In addition ro this shift of the carrier group, the frightening example of the
Russian Revolution, its turmoil and chaos, deterred even Social Democrats from
supporting a radical revolutionary course. Finally, the level of economic, social
and even political modernization to which Germany had advanced by the rurn of
the century alleviated the fundamental tension that is at the core of successful
revolutions. Whereas in 1848 the lack of the nation-state prevented the revolu-
tionary constitution of the demos, in 1918 it was the existence of a relatively
modern state that weakened its thrust. The revolutionaries could only extend the
already existing institutions by establishing the women’s right to vote or they could
radicalize the revolutionary project according to the Russian project and opt for a
global revolution-—a turn that not only affected their support but also failed to
support a specifically German demos. The revolution collapsed and was remem-
bered as a failed local rebellion instead of a triumphant uprising of the German
people against the reactionary imperial rule.

There was only one German “revolution” that can claim to have established
a new regime which endured for some years: National Socialism. The Nazis—Iike
the Iralian Fascists before them—presented and remembered their seizure of power
as a vilkische revolution. They considered their regime to be the reconstruction of
the free Getman nation, constituting itself by violence and heroism, triumphantly
rising over the forces of decadence, of money and of foreign repression. The Nazi
“revolution] claimed to reverse the defeat of Wotld War I and to abolish “the
shame of Versailles.” Consequently, their rituals of remembrance focused on the
triumphant rebirth of the nation out of the sacrificial death of the heroes of the
past (Mosse 1991; Connerton 1989).
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Bur the rituals of the Nazi revolution nort only remembered the fallen soldiers
of the First World War and the casualties of their own early years, bur reached also—
especially at the end of their rule—back to the wars of liberation agail?st the Napole:
onic occupation (e.g., the movie Kolberg). Because of its tight connection to the N.azl
culs, the memory of the wars of liberation disappeared with the collapse of the Thl.rd
Reich. The very fact that the Nazis could claim their regime to bea rev.olutionary rise
of the people contaminated the idea of a triumphant sclf—const.imuon of the na-
tion—in pardcular after the defeat of 1945, when a new democrartic government was
founded. This new German democracy did not result from a revolutionary upheaval
of the people but was decreed by the Allied lorces. Tt ran counter 1o the concept‘ion .of
a people determining its own fate, empowering its own government and.deﬁnmg its
own identity. Indeed, only a small part of the German populatdon considered their
military defeat to be a liberation from repressive ruless. -

In this embarrassing situation, the various resistance movements against the
Nazi tyranny (the Munich students around the Scholls, the Kieisauer (?lrcle and,
most prominently, the coup d’étac of July 1944) were used as a substitute for a
people’s revolt, Thus the German nation that—at least in the western Federal
Republic—tried o enter the political arena as a sovereign democratic stfbjecr fsould
uphold an image of innocence: Not all of them had been collaborating with or
tacitly accepting the ctiminal regime, but quite the contrary—the good German
people were forced to keep their mouths shut by the Nazi tyrants.'® _

In chis construciion of a substitute resistance, it was widely ignored char
many members of the German resistance against Hitler (e.g., Stautfenberg and
Moltke) did not have democratic ideas in mind when they planned for the new
Germany to come alter the successful overthrow of Nazi rule. Also ignored was
the brutal fact thar dhe good German people had voted Hider into power by
democratic elections and that a majority of them supported the Fithrer %z Trene
Jfest,”even when the prospect of military defeat could hardly be ignored.

In the following sections, we will outling a repertoire of responses. to. the
German travma of 1945, They are Vﬁfesented in a sequential order, and, indeed,
there is a certain inherent logic of succession in these responses to a cultural trauma.
It is difficult—if not impossible—to arrive at the subsequent stage without_ pass-
ing through the preceding ones. Some stages may be passed 50 quickly that it will
hardly be noticed in the historical record later on, and there is no guarantee thata
society will proceed to all stages of the sequence or do so in a coordinated and
simultaneous manner. Instead, different forms of response may coexist in the same
society—"“early” patterns of response may remain dominant in Cel‘te?.in social groups
while others proceed to a subsequent pattern. For the sake of clarity, hov_vever, we
will disregard these coexistences and present the responses in a sequential order.
Passing {rom one stage o the other is frequently, bur nor always, rel:ated w0 a
generational turnover and a change in the mode of memory—irom direct per-
sonal memory to public reconstructions or historical research. These connections
berween modes of coping with a trauma, generational turnover and shifts in the
mode of collective memory are at the core of the following chaprers.
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THE DENIAL OF THE TRAUMA

The defeat of 1945 and the disclosure of the Holocaust resulted in the ultimate
trauma of recent German history. First were the obvious and catastrophic Ger-
man losses—more than ten million Germans lost their lives as soldiers on the
batilefield and in prison camps, as casualties of the Allied bombing raids or as
refugees on the trek westward to escape the Red Army, In the bombings of Dresden
and Hamburg, tens of thousands died in a single night. More than two million
Germans were killed as victims of ethnic cleansing in the lost eastern provinces
after the war (Naimark 1997); hundreds of thousands of women and girls were
raped; twelve million refugees were displaced in the wake of Russian invasion or
expelled from their homes in the eastern provinces; most German cities were turned
to ruins. At the end of the war, the Grofdeutsche Reich was in shambles and most
survivors had to face atrocities just to save their bare lives. All these experiences
were traumatic in their own right, but amazingly they did not engender a broad
public movement of mourning or public rituals of collective memory. Hannah
Arendt (1950) noted carly the remarkable absence of mourning about the devas-
tations of the war in Germany.

As horrible as defeat and death in war may be, their atrocity would have
been alleviated by the moral wivmph of a collective project that could have per-
sisted even after a defeat and could even have earned the tacit respect of the vic-
tots—a hetoic war of liberation and independence, for example. But moral j ;usu—
fication of the war was entirely and radically denied for the Germans. The aim,
the form and the circumstances of war were criminal and were so-labeled by the
victors, The shame connected with the German name from then on was a matter
of collective identity. The trauma of 1945 resulted, not only from ruin and rape,
death and defear, but also from the sudden loss of self-respect and moral integrity.
The utmost barbarism had happened in the nation that had previously grounded
its 1dcntlty]0n Kultur and that, at the beginning of the century, could claim to
have fiirthered and supported Jewish emancipation more than its European neigh-
bors (Diner 1988). The triumphant notion of a German Kulturnation was re-
placed by the traumatizing disclosure of the Holocaust; the nation that gave birth
to a prodigious Weltliteratur had procreated also the unspeakable and inconceiv-
able hotroriof the extermination camps. Faced with Auschwitz, there was no place
left for poems, Adorno (1992) wrote.

The coalitg'on of silence

Traumas result from a sudden unmediated conversion of inside and outside, good
and evil, security and destruction. In the Freudian tradition, they are defined as
violent events that were ignored or disregarded at the time when they occurred—
the individual mind cannot perceive the p0s51b111ty of its own death (Caruth 1996,
p. G0). In a similar way, collective consciousness tends to reject perceiving the
actions of its own community as barbaric in the moment when the barbaric vio-
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lence occurs. Therefore collective traumas, too, require a time of latency before
they can be acted out, spoken about and worked through. Postwar Germany re-
sponded to the disclosure of the Holocaust by an “inability to mourn” (Mitscherlich
1994) or “communicative silence” (Liibbe 1981) about the unspeakable or incon-
ceivable horror, the dark abyss into which the German nation had been precipi-
tating. There was no way of telling a story as to how it could have happened.
Nobody could bear to look at the victims. All those who had devoted years of
their lives to a movement whose members had to consider themselves as collabo-
rators in a mass murder could not repair their ruined moral identity, even if they
had been ready to confess their guilt: There would be no second chance, life is
spoilt. The trauma is insurmountable. As a moral subject the person is dead. He
or she can only remain mute, look away, turn to other issues and hope that no-
body will ask the wrong questions. A tacitly assumed coalition of silence provided
the first national idendty after the war. Everyone assumed that the others, wo,
had supported the Nazi regime and would therefore agree to be silent about their
commoen shame. No one mentioned his or her relationship to the Holocaust in
informal communication—even if their involvement was only that of bystanders
of history who never knew exactly what was happening. This muteness and si-
lence contrasted to vivid informal communication about the personal involve-
ment of the war. Even experiences like the escapes from the eastern Heimat, the
nights in the bomb shelters and the struggle ac the Ostfront during the last monch
of the Third Reich could be addressed by those who did not suffer personally
from traumatic shocks. But only very few spoke even of their responsibility as
bystanders, collaborators and party membets with respect to the Holocaust; those
who had directly participated in the genocide, obviously, kept their silence in
order to avoid imprisonment. Neither the individual trauma of rape, death and
dehumanization, nor the collective trauma of guilt and defeat could yet be wurned
into the theme of conversation. There was a moral numbness with respect to the
horror.

The postwar coalition of silence extended 1o two subsequent generations,
both of them entangled in the Nazi regime, but with different perspectives on it.
The first generation consisted of those who were born between the turn of the
century and the First World War. They had experienced the economic crisis of
1929 in cheir most formative years, some of them had memories of the First World
War, they had voted Hitler and his party (NSDAP) into power and they provided
the backbone of the NSDAP before its seizure of power, but also during the war.
Most younger leaders of the party and most of the SS leaders were members of
this generation. For them, Hitler was the political redeemer who miraculously
solved Germany’s economic malaise and wiped out the “shame of Versailles.” Their
family backgrounds, however, were not yet patterned by Nazi ideas and, hence,
they had memories of a different social and cultural world, not yet dominated by
Nazism. But many also despised this world of their parents who were related o
the assumed decadence of the Weimar republic. Some had turned at the end of the
twenties to radical racism and anti-Semitism and regarded themselves as a radical



122 Triumph and Trauma

avant-garde d.?voted toa mission of saving the world from the “Jewish disease.” Tn
contrast to 'thxs generation that grew up in a Germany of deeply divided camps
the generation born between 1920 and 1933 were raised in a world that provic[ed,
few afternat.wes to National Socialism. In a certain way, they had few choices to
oppose Nazi power. This generation of Hitlerjungen, Flakbelfer and young soldiers
was §haped by the war experience, educated in a radical militaristic system and
considered themselves frequently to be the charismaric carriers of a future Nazi
Germany. For them, the defeat of 1945 resulted in a sudden and radical brealk-
down of a taken-for-granted worldview. For the first time, they were faced with a
world that was not totally dominated by the Nazi ideology.

As di_fferently as these generations may be related to the regime and ideol-
ogy of Nanonal Socialism, they responded to the disclosure of the Holocaust ina
very sm-l.llar way: The generation of 1933 remained muted because they had backed
{Flﬁ Nfa.zl regime although they could have known better, the Hitlerjungen genera-
ltlon, in contrast, remained silent for the very opposite reason—they could not
;gz:el;r'lown better; their world had collapsed, many of them felt betrayed and

If the unspeakable issue could not be avoided in informal conversations
among Germans, those who had been enthusiastic followers of National Social-
ism could sometimes cope with the trauma of total defeat and the dismandin of
the hor_ror;only by simply denying obvious facts—they considered the documgcn—
tary ewder;lc“: to be faked by the Allied forces. Others tried to separate the pro-
gram of National Socialism from its realization or insisted that “der Fz‘i/yrer”[')did
not know about the Holocaust. At the beginning of the fifties, a shocking figure
of almost fpfty percent believed thar the merits of National Socialism outwe ghed
the damag? it had d?n(? to the German people (Institue fiir Demoskopie Allens%ach
1950). The vast majority maintained that they had not known anything about the
mass murdets or that they had been oo preoccupied by mere survival to care
about the monstrous rumors. “Wir wussten von niches, . ”

Mos_.t]‘ of the horrots certainly were concealed from the German public.!t
But even xﬁ the “final solution” was declared to be “Geheime Reichssache,” tholu—
sands of Gle;‘rmans participated directly in the genocide, the anti-Semitic ;hetoric
o'F the Nazi press continuously increased its fervor, rumors were spread, and ques-
tions cot'lldghave been asked even by those who were not directly invoived i?] the
deportation and killing (Mommsen and Obst 1988). Few knew all the hotrible
facts, but almost everybody knew something. Most Germans deliberarely or inad-
vertf{ntl).z avoided focusing their attention on the disappearance of the Jews from
public hf}i. Tiley did not want to get involved in piercing moral questions, for
fear, neg!lgqnce or resentment. Thus, what, later on, became the crucial chall;n e
for the German self-consciousness was removed to the diffuse and dim peri he%
of awareness and perception. PRy

In some respects, the silencing of the past after 1945 continued the i no-
ranc-c.and dl_sregard that existed before 1945. And, to a certain degree at least gthis
coalition of silence included even the victorious allies (Lagueur 1980). Neith,er in
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the Soviet Union nor in the United States was the Holocaust centered in public
debates during the fifties. An increasing awareness of the immensity of the geno-
cide did not start before the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem.

The coalition of silence was not limited to informal communication in in-
timate spheres shielded from public control but left its traces also in the political
rhetoric of Germany’s public discourse (Dubiel 1999; Herf 1997). The German
chancellor Adenauer, a sober and pragmatic politician, mentioned the Holocaust
only rarely in official speeches. On the few occasions when he addressed the Ho-
locaust, he referred to it in the passive mode as “the immense suffering of the
Jewish people” and did not mention the perpetrators. The Judeocide was, of course,
not denied, buc it ranged among other vicdms like fallen soldiers and refugees
(Vertriebenen) who had lost cheir eastern Heimat. Instead of mentioning the crimes
directly, the polirical rhetoric referred to thepast as the “dark times of the recent
past,” as the “time of unfachomable barbarism,” as the “catastrophe of German
history” (Dubiel 1999). And even the German movies and TV series in the fifties
and early sixiies focused much maore on the fate of prisoners of war in Siberian
camps than on the Holocaust. One of the most popular series was Soweit die Fiifie
tragen (“as far as the feet will carry you™), which presented che story of a German
soldier escaping from a Russian prisoner camp and trying to return to Germany.

Thus, the crimes and cheir perpetrarors were removed to a realm of unreal
nightmares beyond conception and description. Similar to the period of latency
in the case of individual traumata, here, too, the traumatizing event—rthe Holo-
caust—is removed from collective consciousness and shifted to the level of haunt-
ing dreams which occasionally found their way into cultural representations—the
popular movies about Doctor Mabuse, who uses men like string puppets to com-
mit horrible crimes, hinted at the collective nightmare, but never spoke out its

direct reference.

Blaming the outside: The demonization of Nazism

Not everyone, however, consented to the coalition of silence. Some intellectuals
raised their voices and asked the inconvenient question, “Where have you been,
Adam?” (Bsll 1972). Some situations required an explanation to outside observ-
ers, to schoolchildren, foreigners and those Germans who never supported the
Nazi regime. Faced with these outside observers who could not be co-opted into
the coalition of silence, Germans required a new exculpatory narrative. Postwar
Germany constructed this narrative by primordializing the opposition between
oppressors and the people: The Nazi rulers, Hitler in particular, were depicied as
insane barbarians, as wild beasts, as satanic seducers who had approached the
good and innocent German people from outside and deprived them of their com-
mon sense like a drug, a disease or a diabolic possession. The criminal domination
was represented as pathological, inescapable and fatal, whereas the people were
imagined as seduced into blindness, as unsuspicious and completely ignorant of
the atrocities of genocide. Demonization of Nazi rule removed the nation from
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the rea.lm of moral responsibility and culpability. This reference to intoxicati
seductron', a.nd blindness allowed Germans even to regard the German nari v
the true victim of Nazism. This narrative of victimization was not only h'mitzg ;{cf
the ﬁrst postwar years. In 2000, a documentary series on German television had
the title The Refugees: Hitler’s Last Victims (this demonization of the Nazi rule w:s
of course, not supported by the approximately fifiecn percent of the Germ ,
population that, even in the early fifties, considered Hitler to be one of the -
est German. politicians of the century [Institut fiir Demosko pie Allensbach 19%?)?;_
In this new exculpatory narrative, primordialization was again used to !
cludfe _the outsider, but its direction was radically reversed: Before 1945 ai:::
Semitism considered Jews to be poisonous demons sectetly invading and ;ed l:
mg‘thc Qerman nation; now the same primordial exclusion and ?ts ritua.lsucf
purification a_nd decoupling (Abspaltung) turned on the Nazis themselves. Hitl :
once the c‘llar1§matic redeemer and savior of Germany, was converted into‘a dev?
a crazy epileptic, a monster, the immense misfortune of German history. an ali ’
de.mon sedgcing the innocent German people. In a way, the demon)ir;ation el}
Hitler continued his previous position as a fascinating superhuman individ 0l
beyond the‘ ordinary rules, powerful and dangerous, mad and seductive—but ;13
hero was con.verted into a demon, a sorcerer, a devilish monster, The charismat'e
hero of Nazi Germany had turned his followers into victims who awakeni -
frqm a dreqm,_ had to recognize that his crusade had left nothing bl,lt ashes a:(%
ruins. Dem9n1zation is reversed heroification; it keeps the superhuman individual
asa fefercn?e of historical meaning, but it demands radical conversion on th -
of his or her previous followers—what has been the embodiment of the . Parc;
before is now turned into the embodiment of the demonic. o
The pattern of radical conversion was put to the extreme by Nazis who tried
o change. their personal identity, assumed new names, and after several ve »
emerged into public life as faithful and respected democrats, supportinygil:cri;

democtacy and takin i i
| j g over important public offices befe i identiti
as SS officers were disclosed (Leggewiepl 998). e belore their former idendicies

Decoupliné: Expelling the perpetrators

The Nazi demons were usually regarded as figures of the past, but some of th

had uncloul?tedly survived undercover or even under their p’roper names a o
spected persons of postwar society. If their Nazi past was publicly discloscds :}f‘
German nation could not simply fall back to the narrative of demonization "J:h ;
had ro .be‘e%pelled from civil society in order to reaffirm the boundar be.tw o
the majority of decent Germans on the one side and the few survivin ymon te s
on the thexg. A new narrative was needed. It was provided by the moc%el of 5 ;‘:5
vidual ?rlmiénal guilt. The Nazi consociates could not be considered as alien riln .
sters—instead they appeared as individual perpetrators who had committed hon-
rible cs‘lpxtalgcrimes and had to be treated as criminals and sentenced t prison
according to the rules of law that were proclaimed in the name of the (()}5::1:22
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people “fm Namen des deutschen Volkes.” In the narrative of individual criminal
guilr, the German people were no longer in the position of the victim, as they
were in the narrative of demonization. Instead, they took the position of the third
party; defining the relationship between perpetrators and victims with respect to
impartial rules of justice. In this narrative, the collective trauma was moralized,
but there was no acceptance of colleciive guilt yet. To the contrary, the public
discourse of the ffties insisted on a strict rejection of any idea of collective guilt
and a strict boundary between the few unquestionably criminal perpetrators and
the majority of seduced cirizens and soldiers.

OF course, the position of the boundary was debatable. The oppositional
Social Democrars were willing to include a larger group of higher officials in the
circle of perpetrators—targeting especially Globke, the previous commentator of
the “Rassengesetze,” now a member of the government. In contrast, chancellor
Adenauer—unquestionably an anti-Nazi himself —and his conservative coalition
insisted that, although the criminal perpetrators should be punished, there should
be no distinction between two large classes of Germans—those with blemishes
and those without (Dubiel 1999). Sometimes, even the leading generals of the
Wekrmacht who had been sentenced to prison and the young soldiers who did
their military service in the Waffen-S$ were included in the community of abused
people.'? Despite dissents and debate, most politicians of the new democracy agreed
in the denial of any collective guilt of all Germans and supported the new narra-
tive of individual criminal guilt. The parliamentary debates about de-Nazification,
about wearing military decorations in public, about paroles for mass murderers
and the end of prosecution of Nazi crimes, and even about the Auschwitz trial in
the early sixties, aimed at demarcating a clear boundary between the majority of
normal and “decent” Germans on the one side and the few criminal perperrators
on the other (Dubiel 1999)."* This demarcation not only allowed for a new con-
struction of national identity but also stressed, by expulsion and oblivion, the
radical newness of the political system and the departure from totalitarian rule.
Expelling the condemned perpetrators from civil society and ending the prosecu-
tion of newly discovered Nazi crimes represented just different sides of the same

thrust to ger rid of the past.

The law court was the institutional arena where the demarcation of indi-
vidual criminal guile was staged, ritually constructed and reaffirmed. Although in
the eatly fifties the imprisonment of Nazi criminals at Landsberg and the refated
¢rials was still much criticized by the conservative right, there was no way to avoid
the trial if discontinuity between past and present was to be constructed. Here,
the roles of the accused perperrators and the accusing public represented by the
prosecutor were strictly separated, just as the rules of law on the one hand and the
criminal action on the other were clearly distinguished. Both oppositions sup-
ported the demarcation berween an innocent nation and treacherous criminals,

Denying any collective responsibility, the ritual of trials confined the ques-
tion of guilt strictly to individual acts, in particular, as testified by formal deci-
sions within organizations. But even if crimes were committed beyond any doubt,
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th:e_perpetrators tried to relativize their guile by referring to the inescapability of
military orders: Befehlsnotstand, Even the commanders of Auschwitz anderebfti}:;Ea
presenu?d themselves as performing strictly within their formal com petences; the
emphasized that they never participated in personal cruelties (which was a l,ie)—y
these, they arg'ued, were committed by subordinate Kzpos from Ukraine, Lithuania
and Poland (in passing the blame, they adapted their contempt for,the Slavi
Untermenschen to the new situation) (Langbein 1965), -
Demarcating the perpetracors and denying one’s awn involvement and guilt
was not only the Federal Republic’s way of coping with the past. It was also Es d
in the new socialist republic of East Germany. Here, the founding myth of l';:l
new state focused on the idea that the repressed German people hagw—:z;sisted bc
the glorious Red Army—succeeded in overthrowing the fascist regime. The bound)-r
ary bitween the past and the present was declared to be radical and }nsurmount—
?ble, der neue sozialistische Menseh” (the new socialist human being) had nothin
in COI?lmOH‘}’Vlth “Hitlerism” and “fascism.” The socialist rhetoric carefully avoide?l
speakmg of “National Socialism.” Any traces of continuity between past and present
were shifted across the border to the “tevanchist and fascist” Federal Re Lf)blic of
West Germany. The Federal Republic, indeed, could not deny that it waspthe legal
successor of the Nazi state, because it had to provide a legal basis for the c:itizeg
ship of refggees and for its claim to represent the entire Germany. The new GeI:
man D?mgcratic Republic (GDR) considered the Federal Republic to be a fascist
society in bourgeois disguise. This demarcation between good, antifascist and so-
f:lahst east gnd.thc fascist and capitalist west was also used to de’ny any res onsibﬁ—
ity for the survivors of the Holocaust—hence no restitutions and reparatiro)ns wer
paid (Lepsius 1989). The public rituals of the GDR focused on the fascist barba:
ism of the past and the heroism of antifascist resistance, bur the Judeocide was
rarely mentioned. Based on the antifascist ideology and the constitutional rup-
ture be'tweqx? past and present, the politics of the GDR did occasionally even tal[c)e
an anEI-SCH?'lth turn. In socialist East Germany, the Stalinist waves ofy urging in
the early ﬁﬁ{les targeted Jewish communists like Paul Merker and Leo Zulj:kegrmgnn
whf), .aftexj returning from a Western exile, had tried to merge antifascism and
socu.ahsr'n in the new Germany. Like leading Jewish members of the communist
pame?.m Ijuzgary, Poland and Czechoslovakia, they, too, were accused of “co:—
T‘;g;;(;ltanlgm and secret espionage with imperialist and bourgeois forces (Herf
Ina sgmila.r and even more self assured way, Austria tried to get rid of its
Nazi past. Austrias founding myth turned the Anschluff of 1938 into a militar
occupation by foreign forces and tried to position Austria among the lil)erate()ir
nations like F.zechoslova,kia, Holland and Denmark as “Hitler’s first victim.” Here
too, respons}bility and guilr for the Holocaust was simply pushed across tl.le bar-
derand the Ec?:pctrators were defined as non-Auserian cutsiders, and its own people
were seen as “innocent perpetrators” (Wodak 1990). And here, too, decoup!i[flg

the i i i
new nation fmfn the.h.xstory of guilty perpetrators weakened its alertness with
respect to new anti-Semitism,
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But the thrust to shift the guilt across the border and to turn collaboration
into victimization was not limited to German-speaking nations. laaly rapidly for-
got its own fascist past and its complicity with Nazi Gerinany and presented irself
s a nation of resistance heroism; the Flemish, the Slovakian and the Croatian
participation in the Showh was blurred because they were parts of new nation-
states that emerged out of anti-Nazism resistance movements.

And even within Germany;, the process of coping with the past by expelling the
perpetrators was repeated half a century after the Holocaust: The “destasification,”
which took place in East Germany after the German unification in the early nineties,
shows a striking similarity with the de-Nazification of the late forties. Again, the issue
was to demarcate the line between the perpetrators and the majority of the decent
Germans who had suffered from repressive rule, but this time it was even more diffi-
cult to turn the filthy grayish web of collaboration into a clear-cut black-and-whire
picture of guilt and innocence: Almost a third of the entire population had been
involved in Stasi activities, and the system of surveillance and conrrol had expanded
during four decades to reach a perfection the Gestapo never achieved. However, the
Communist system in Fast Germany did not produce genocidal practices compa-

rable to the Shoah or to the Stalinist mass murders.

The pateern established in the postwar period was to be repeated; the dis-
closure of previous Stasi collaboration and the public debate about it were in
many respects similar to the earlier de-Nazification. It ousted many rising politi-
cal stars from office bur kept some of the former collaborators (such as Stolpe} in
prominent positions. A successor party of the old regime, the PDS (like the
Deutsche Reichs-Partei in the fifties) could profit from the resentment of the old
elite now deprived of their old power and privilege. Rumors about clandestine
nerworks of the old secrec police spread.

And even the militant members of the 1968 revolt—who had tried to dis-
close the hidden “fascist” heritage of postwar Germany—could not entirely es-
cape this pattern of decoupling and expulsion with respect to the evil of the past.
In 2000, they, too, became the target of public debates and some of them—now
in their fifties—had to show up in court. After coming of age, many of them had
become members of the Green Party and some of them even succeeded in raking
important public offices, like the popular German forcign minister Joseph Fischer
or his colleague Jiirgen Tritrin. The public disclosure of photos showing the young
Fischer as a street fighter battering a policeman triggered off a public debate about
the violence of the militants twenty years before. This time it was the generation
of ’68 that had to publicly denounce and outdistance its past. Leading members
of the militant movements pointed to the spirit of the time and recalled the best

intentions of the “revolutionaries,” and those in public office stressed again and
again in public that they had never consented to violence against human beings.
Again, a strong demarcation was publicly staged between those who remembered
their past as democratic revolutionaries and those who engaged in terrorism and
criminal activities. Thus the attempt of the generation of *68 to cope with the
Nazi past became itself a paradoxical issue of contested memory.
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Withdrawal: The timeless German virtues

Excluding the perpetrators by legal trials continued the de-Nazification——origi-

nally decreed by the Allied forces—as an autonomous act of the German nation,

but it did not provide a positive, let alone triumphant, construction of identity.
Still, the collective trauma could not be addressed directly. Any prospect of a
unified German nation state seemed to be barred by the stable partition of Ger-
many. Like traumatized individuals withdraw from actjve engagements thart pre-
suppose a basic trust in the environment, fraumatjzed communities, too, can with-
draw from risky and threatening engagements to a secure realm of identity. Thus,
postwar Germany turned from its recent past to timeless German virtues as the core
of a new sober national identity that blended traditional and primordial elements.

These virtues varied depending on social carrier and context. The genera-

tion of Hitlerjungen who were raised in a militaristic life world and who were
teturning from the prison camps in Siberia stressed the discipline and the spirit of
sacrifice of the German soldiers and disregarded entirely the ideological context in

which these virtues were used. They felt betrayed and abused and remained decply
suspicious toward the lure of ideologics. But they kept the practical virtues that

provided the backbone of their wartime experience. The petite bourgeoisie fo-
cused on honesty, reliability, and industriousness, virtues that fit the functioning
of modern organizations but do not ask for a legitimization of their aims (Bauman

1989). In a weird way, the shifi to discipline and work as the core of national
feconstruction inadvertently continued the Nazi cult of the Valk as the merging of
“Arbeiter der Faust und der Stirn,” and hinted even at the infamous slogan “Arbeit
macht frei” (Hamacher 1996). The culture of the “economic miracle”
(Wirsschafiswunder) was predominantly of petite bourgeois origin, carried by crafis-
men and clerks, holders of minor public offices and skilled workers.

These German virtues seemed to be exem pred from the changing tides of
history, the decay of the German nation state and the shame of Nazism. They
were strictly decoupled from the historical context that could question and dis-
credit them and separated from the level of stace and politics. Thus the new narra-
tive of national virtues fostered the creation of a German nation that lived below
the level of politics and the state in associations, enterprises and neighborhoods,
The German mark became the calrural symbol for this prepolitical identity of the
Wirtschaftswunder. Tn a certain way, this turn toward the sober virtues of working
citizens could even be regarded as a belared Westernization of Germany-—no high-
flung political Romanticism Aty more, no nostalgic look backward, just practical
reasoning about rebuilding the cities and integrating the refugees. Based on and
backed by this new self-consciousness, the Germans could even—albeit indirectly—
face the survivors of the Holocaust, The Adenauer government decided relatively
carly to pay large sums to Israel (ill 1995, almost 100 billion German marks) as
restitution for Jewish property and reparations for the crimes.

But retreatism from politics was not only a matter of the perite bourgeoisie,
of ordinary people. It extended also to the traditional Bildungsbiirgertum. The
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educarted classes emphasized Bildung (education), ffmzer!ic/?keir (selnf;lfméy) and
Unbestechlichkeir (impartality and devotion to Pubhc office) and'cu tnlzate :‘1 1’116\2{4’
Biedermeter, which did not challenge the political rule. Retreatasmla S0 n;ar clee
the atritude of those intellectuals who—in the case of Namsm,“;'as well as _un' er the
Communist regime—I{requently sought r'e{"uge in so-called inner Cn}lgmff:{;_
This inner emigration was essentially apolltlca.l, and many of the [iroc;mlnen o
grants who returned from their Amerit?an exile afrer 1945 detac 1'e t ;:n;s;this
explicitly from politi:ls;iThoma?Mal{n.] isl;)ne of the best known examples
: om and despise of polirics. N
demd}]ljl]:s?rt rieiaﬂcholic al[))stentioFl}l from politics continued a tradition oi the GFE:F
man Bildungsbiirgertim, which during its Formative century w;ts e.xclti;iec(;lu ;;)i':acc)i ! 11;
cial politics and confined to che realm of culture and reason. tz III\l]t'e al leaders
converred abstention into a virtue. From Kang, Schopenhauer an \ 1e125;:‘ e to iy
Jiinger and Carl Schmitr, German inteflectuals rarely accepted 1re:g‘u a:i po 1:::1, }‘:; hieh
they found a tiresome, mundane chore. T}‘le educate(il _and cu mlfla'te fpcers on had 1o
detach himself from the superficial exaltations of politics, as well as lI‘O_?:l he anal
calculations of money and markets. Politics cou@ attract attt‘int.lon.o.r::l Y.ll 1tI appea e
as an extraordinary charismatic event challengmg. the.hero'lc mc'hw }u;a . 1;'11 revond
tions and wars, the Bildungsbiirgertum discovered situations in which ll(ti suf ime :;\:1
the sacred invaded and overwhelmed the mu.ndane and. profane ﬁe ! o ;Vfiry ta);
business. As soon as political decisions lost their f:xtra-ordlnar.y chjnsmanc 1,11;::::1 :S
and gave way to routinized craﬁsmaf}ship and Professm nal sklll(sl, hey werrji;L::a
dirty business—character and identity are SpO-llF by polmc_s and compro ' d "
In the fifties, the concept of a subpolitical, associational German ;3 e t)e/
responded to the exigencies of the day as well as (o the trauma of the'pa'sn (?:2:.22 1
the narion was seen as based on kinship and neighborheod, and notasa terni :
state, it was able to integrate millions of refugees from the lost eastern prgv ncsee
and even an increasing stream of migran'ts from the'se&.:ond Germzclin’ ste:{te.b eczt;J
the people considered themselves to be innocent victims betraye‘g7 an )a_ use ang
the Nazi rulers, the new German identity betyv'een G'aerd eveﬂn ztn:lnm nd
Wirtschafiswunder had to keep its distam-:e from pO'htICS. Nol;lo y v;fan ‘el o x
peat the fatal mistake of a strong ideological comumitment in ¢ 1(:) po l.ti[cad'ff en.t
The same coping strategy applied to the situation after 1989, but with bl er )
resules. This time, the retrear to personal networks gave way to a c%eavag‘e eftwee i
East and West Germans and the construction of a pam‘cul:}r eastern 1de1;nt}lf ;9 ;;)rlr;
mon memoties and lifestyles beyond politics and public discourse (Engler .

CHANGING SIDES: PUBLIC CONFLICTS AND RiITUALS OF CONFESSION

Generational conflict and collective guilt

The fragile combination of a new political start and the enduring identity of cie»
. . ) .
cent Germans, who considered themselves to be the true victims of the catastroph
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and just wanted to be proud of their economic miracle, persisted until the sixiies,
when a new generation entered the political stage. This generation was born after
the war. The young men and women of this generarion did not have personal
memories of the Nazi past; they broke the coalition of silence and faced their
parents with inconvenient questions that until then had been the mark of outsid-
ers. In their zeal to find out about the guilt of their parents, they constructed the
boundary between insiders and outsiders in the midst of their own familics, The
trauma was now considered from an outside perspective. It became the stigma of
the entire German nation. The new generation did not want to be a part of this
nation that bore the stigma of perpetrators—they shifted sides and identified wich
the victims; it became fashionable to give children Jewish names. Thus, the re-
pressed otherness of the victims not only had a voice again but was represented by
personal names within the German nation. This advocacy for previously excluded
otherness extended to political opposition. In contrast to the Hitlerjungengeneration
who, returning from the Russian prison camps, could effordlessly continue their
hostility by focusing on Soviet totalitarianism, the new generation turned enchy-
siastically to socialist ideas—they not only attacked their fathers’ tragile construc-
tions of national identity but also became the declared ally of the enemy. Partly
because the young Germans felt the stigma of collective shame and guilt, they did
not want to belong to their fathers’ nation: they favored everything foreign and
were afraid to be treated as typical Germans abroad.

The students’ rebellion of 1968, however, was not only a generational revolr
or protest. Its anger and rage addressed the traumatic origin of German national
identity and it tried to reconstruct this identity. Suspicious of remainders of the
old fascism and hidden signs of a new fascism in the Federal Republic, the new
auflerparlamentarische opposition tesponded to the trauma by repeating furious
hallucinations of the event that had caused the collective trauma and the collec-
tive fright. But it also spoke out the trauma and crushed the carefully construcred
boundaries surrounding the postwar identity of Germany. The angty young men
and women attacked the myth of 1 democratic start, brought the issue of guilt to
the fore of public debates and replaced the narratives that had presented the Ger-
mans as the victims of Nazi tyranny with a charge of tacit and overt collaboration.
It was, of course, not their own guilt that required reassuring illusions, but the
guilt of their fathers, from whom a moral distance must be constructed. The new
narrative turned the trauma into the stigma of an entire generation. Beyond the
narrow limits of individual criminal guilt, the preceding but still present genera-
tions, the voters of 1933 as well as the Hitlerjungen, were considered collectively

tesponsible for the national trauma—vorers, party members, bystanders, collabo-
rators, fanatic supporters, as well as all those contemporaries who had not pre-
vented the horrible crime that was committed in the German name. In stigmatiz-
ing the generation of their fathers, the young Germans were not entirely
impartial—they represented the victims and in doing so they could cut the

links to the nation of perpetrators that was identified with the preceding genera-
tion.
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The tension between the generations produced a merciles§ public mvestigla—
tion and, for the first time, a clear public statement fnc a.couectlve Ge'rmafn gtln;l ltc
More than ever before, the Holocaust entere_d the_mstltut;onal gre‘rlla o lp-u e
debates in which every citizen could partake, in which secrecy an sdl Snce hinte :
at hidden crimes and in which the privilege of perso.nal experlencz i Ilmt (;](erllré_
anymore. From now on, the crime Of.tllf: past was dlrect.ly referred to, Ll:es& e
ing and ignoring, the covering and .dlsgulsmg of the cnm'es, vx.f:{re :{pm incl,};[ :
dismantling of collaboration. The circle of perpetrators wasc;m_ en 1 1o Include
the entire generation of fathers and mothers and the boundaries o
were Ct;?eg;?l%'er major changes of boundary construction aﬁo, tll'u:q f;l!uf; l;es::l(t)ec}
in strong political conflicts and prf)duced deeply emrel;che pcz 1{::;1vecca£p ii_
posing each other in public (Dubiel 1999). .‘th?reas the C;:ons:-;lr\;1  camp in-
sisted on an unmasked pride of the economic mlra.cie and tended to render the
past to oblivion, the New Left (that carefully avollded referring tol tbe pasmh
“Narional Secialis”) used the rerm “fascist” sometimes as a ruccllc c ;1 uto zis o
the civil reputation of its opponents. Even some of the most [ar ‘.ent -c.) c[)l\;ve oo
the *68 rebellion got lost in the outland of violence and capita .cumlc;.f{;) nsti_,
the Baader-Meinhof group and the so—callec‘l Red A'rmy Fractfoin ( co.Sion

tuted their soveteign subjectivity no longer_m pursuing an enlig 1331'1memmviles "
of society but in trespassing the law. Their aim was to be persecuted as ene
e Std};‘;;hough it was unquestionably the New I:CFt th:at esta[fhs'hed the _Ij]oolz-t
caust as an issue of public discourse in Germany, its radical zeal was not Wll ‘
ambivalence with respect to the Nazi heritage. Habermas and Mar‘cus;a,lt fmmf
selves intellectual leaders of the New Left, accu§e‘d the radllca' f:-l ihzt
*Linksfaschismus” (leftist fascism) and, later on, the ];:)o.htlcal center ms:ste; Lar
the totalitarian character of the milicant feft was strikingly reminiscent o :
politics. Moreover, the strong antifascist move of the new left did not pr(}v;r'u the
lefiist movement from opposing the state of Israel, which was a_ccuse-dlo‘ l‘lotmrsr;
imperialism with respect to the Palestinians.’” In response (o this am:l-dsrae 1d{|;1n
of the New Left, some liberal Jewish intellectuals in Germany could nor deny
being afraid of a new anti-Semitism—this tim-e from the l;ftl; e
‘Twenty years later on, some of the_ leading actors of t ‘efrm ita left even
changed sides and became right-wing rad{l‘cals. Horst Mahler, af ?lrm‘;?r m mhere)
the RAFE, declared on German television: “The young people of the a‘ r:;{e Sand
the RAF have a lot in common” (ARD Panorama, Sept. 2, 1999)ci e'm 2)'
Oberlercher, once a leader of the 68 Hamburg student movemenft, a volcatf bu;
1999 the Fourth Reich that bans foreigners and excludes t.lllem rom the la O(‘)V
market;'® Rainer Langhans, previously a member of the Berlm.ei: Ko:lmmzmc;,l IL "
watns against “be-devilishing” Hitler, whom he regards as a splrlltua 1 pc’erso fateci
The shift to a public discourse about t'he Holocaust was closely a'ssloa <
with a change in the construction of memories. The ﬁrst.posn}learlgener:mocrll :nd
had immediare experiences and strong personal memories, which persiste
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were sometimes traumatic. They did not need an explicit discourse to revive and
reconstruct the Nazi past. Tiny hints in the informal conversations between them
were sufficient to recall the past and to signal the side they had been on with
respect to Nazism. Recalling the past was not their problem—it was always linger-
ing, haunting their memories. These personal memories were missing in the new
generation; they had to rely on an elaborate public discourse to cope with the
Nazi past. Hence, it was not only the conflict between generations, but also a shift
from personal memories, silenced or reconstructed in microconversations, to the
remembrance of the past by public discourse carried by those who did not take
part and could not refer to personal memories.

Accepting the guilt of the nation: Rituals of confession

The new narrative of the collective guilt of an entire generation changed the no-
tion of guilt. It was no longer limited to the voluntary acts of individuals who
decided deliberately to vieolate the basic moral rules of a community. Instead, it
now extended also to those members of a political community who, although not
actively engaged in crimes, did not prevent these crimes that were committed in
the name of the community. Because the new narrative decoupled the collective
guilt of a political community from the active involvement of each individual
member, it allowed for a ritual admitrance of guilt by representatives who were
innocent as individual persons. Rituals reconcile and reunite oppositions and rup-
tures and provide ways to overcome traumas and losses (Soeffner 1992). Public
rituals of confessing guilt for the Holocaust were performed rarely in the fifties
and early sixties—and they addressed mostly a limited audience. The only excep-
tion was the German president Heuss's speech at the memorial site in Bergen
Belsen in November 1952. This ceremony was broadcasted, reported in the na-
tional press and attended by several representatives of Western nations. Here, Heuss
spoke the famous phrase “Diese Schande nimmt uns niemand ab” (“None will lift
this shame from us”). But Heuss remained—in spite of all his reputation—in the
position of a respected critic, rather than being carried by a majority movement
{(Herf 1997, p. 327). Other gestures, like the visit of ambassador Allacrt to Auschwitz
in March 1963, were barely noticed by the media,'?

More important in this respect was certainly the famous kneeling of the
German chancellor Willy Brandt in Warsaw in 1970. In a spontaneous gesture,
the head of the German government visiting the monument for the victims of the
Ghetto uprising against German occupation knelt down in silence and remained
so for some minutes. This representative confession of collective guilt was no
longer relativized by reference to the sufferings of the Germans or to a fatal blind-
ness and seduction. Neither could it be scen as a youngster’s untamed revolt against
his or her parents” generation. In distinction to the generational revolt that estab-
lished a cleavage between the carriers of collective guilt and the accusing genera-
tion, Brandt took the burden of the collective guilt of the nation although he was
innocent as a person (he was persecuted by the Nazis and joined the Norwegian
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resistance army). Thus he enacted a new narrative that confessed the collecrive
guilt of the German nation with respect to the Jewish victims facing an interna-
tional public that acted as a third party.

This narrative of national guilt was not presented in a public speech bur as a
spontaneous and mute gesture that did not require further explication and did not
allow for objections and criticism. There was no public announcement or plan to
perform this gesture; even the personal staff of the chancellor did not expecr it, and
no large Polish audience attended it. But by its very unexpectedness it was globally
noticed and immediately reported on the front pages of the major Western newspa-
pers: The New York Times as well as the Corriere della Sera or the Daily Telegraph and
other foreign newspapers showed on their front pages the picture of the German
chancellor kneeling at the Ghetro memorial. Their comments stressed unanimously
the importance of the gesture: This “touching incident” overshadowed the signing of
the German-Polish treaty on the same day (New York Times); iv was “il momento
culminants” (“the peak moment”) of Brandt's visit, “un auove rimale” ("2 new ritual”)
that marked a turning point in German postwar history {Corriere della Sera}.®

Although the issue of the Holocaust had been addressed already in public
by some polirical representatives of the Federal Republic {for example, by Presi-
dent Heuss, Mayor Reuter of Berlin, and Schumacher, the leader of the Social
Democrats), it was the kneeling of Brandt in Warsaw that became an icon of
recent German history—Ilike the mass rallies of the Nuremberg Parreitage, the
Soviet soldiers erecting the red flag on the Brandenburger Tor in 1945 o, later on,
the fall of the Berlin Wall.

This global resonance was not only due to the context of an official visit
abroad. More important was the fact that it added an innovacive element to a
well-known ritual. Visiting the monuments of unknown soldiers who sacrificed
their lives for a nation was nothing new. Originally it was performed only by the
representatives of the nation to which the dead belonged. Later, it became part of
the rituals performed by heads of state visiting another state and paying respect to
the dead of the host nation. In this ritual, the fallen soldiers who were revered as
heroes before are regarded as victims and the hostility of the past is blurred in a
common act of mourning.

Brandcs kneeling transformed this ritual in a profound way. Ir added a ges-
ture of repentance with respect to victims killed by the chancellor’s own nation.
Unlike the famous gestures of reconciliation performed by the French president
Mitterand and the German chancellor Kohl at the cemeteries of Verdun later on,
Brandt’s gesture did not ignore the difference between perpetrators and victims,
Although the monument of the Ghetto upheaval in Warsaw depicts a heroic act
of failed resistance, it was not the death of soldiers who were casualties of a war,
but the death of innocent victims that he was mourning.*' But it clearly differed
also from a simple Canossa ritual or a voluntary personal humiliation of a repent-

ing individual who is personally guilty. When guiley people repent in public they
can never avoid the suspicion of hypocrisy. Brandt’s Warsaw kneeling separated
the individual guilt of the ritual actor from the collective guilt of the German
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nation. It could be performed and was beyond suspicion of hypocrisy for the very
reason that Brandt was innocent as an individual person. He was believable as the
representative of the German nation because he had no personal interests or past
involvements to be disguised and masked by this gesture.

The decision to humiliate onesclf and take on the burden of collective guilt
gained immense respect for the individual person of the German chancellor and gave
way to a reconciliation between Germany—the nation of the perpetrators—and the
nations of the victims. It ended the postwar period. This gesture, not the many an-
nouncements of German politicians, ended the status of moral occupation for the
Federal Republic and opened the path to a new political identity recognized by its
neighbors. It substituted the missing revolution and prepared the ground for a new
German identity, one not imposed from outside but emerging from representative
acts of the nation defining itself and accepring its guilt. Thus it is no coincidence thar
the chancellorship of Willy Brand also gave way to 2 normalization of relations be-
tween Germany and its eastern neighbor states and that the new Oszpolitik supported
Germany's entry onto the stage of global politics. The public confession of the guilt of
perpetrators even opened up a path to a rebirth of the nation.

Three decades later, remembering the thirtieth anniversary of Brandt's kneel-
ing in Warsaw, the commentaries in the German media almost unanimously pro-
claim this rebirth of Germany as a consequence of the Brandt gesture: Instead of
questioning it as a moment of public humiliation like thirty years before when it
was referred to as a “Canossa ritual,” it was celebrated as Germany’s reentry into
European politics. The trauma of perpetrators who confess their guilt was turned
into a triumph that could even be regarded as a new model for public politics.?

The extraordinary media tesonance of the Brandt kneeling was not only
due to the particular historical setting in which it was performed. It was also
related to a deeply rooted cultural pattern of self-humiliation and self-sacrifice in
the Christian tradition. In this tradition, an innocent petson can, in an extraordi-

_nary public act, humiliate himself in order to relieve the burden of collective guile
from his people. Although this mythical pattern can be found also in Mesopotamian
cultures, the most famous elements of this tradition are the idea of the original
guilt as elaborated by Augustine, the sacrifice of Isaac and the self-sacrifice of
Christ. Christ is the ultimate innocent individual, the king of divine descent, the
hero who is killed in order to save his people. Christian liturgical rituals remem-
ber or even repeat (cp. the Catholic ritual of transsubstantiation) this sactifice of
the innocent: Jewish and Christian symbolism represent it by the figure of the
innocent lamb that replaces the human sacrificial object; early Christian martyrs
and, later on, religious virtuosi accepted suffering and death in order to do pen-
ance for the sins of others and to repeat the model set by Christ. This cultural
pattern of Christomimesis underlies also the confession of collective guilt by po-
litical leaders, although they might be raised in a largely secularized environment
like Willy Brandt. Myth and ritual form and guide our actions in liminal situa-
tions, even if we are not aware of the original version of the mythological or ritual
pattern—like a rule of grammar that structures and directs speech acts also for
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those who are unable to name the rule. This holds true not only for the perform-
i t also for the audience. '
e GC;?;‘S::;‘LC revealing to compare Brandt’s gesture in V_Varsaw Wlthll‘he éamo'u;
ritual of remembrance performed by Reagan and Kohl in 1985 at t 1C’ : f:n'l;mr~
war cemetery in Bitburg, where soldiers of the German Wiaffen-S$ w;re a, so‘ u -
ed. "This ricual of remembrance was staged to support the postwar enla'rca.t:o
between the few Nazi perpetrators and the innocent German peoplo)le#—; nis tm:i
however, not only the regular soldiers of the Gerfnan Wehrmacht, ; ut also n;:e
bers of the Waffen-SS, were to be included in the immense group o \ftctm}s.h vgg
if not all of its members had joined voluntari.ly the Waffen-S5, the 51%11 of t f:s S
was rightly seen as the epi(tiome of Nazism—it marked a monstrous elite corp
-blooded murderers. '
mOSd}E:?r{:lequently, the international community was outr_agf:ddb'y the ﬂtL;ailsa‘i
Bitburg, Beyond a vivid sensitivity toward the sy’mbols of Nazism, 35 rlespons >
indicates che clash between two general tendencies. On the one han |, the é:ocnil§trulc
tion of victims is bound to inclusion. More and more new groups are inclu z Lin the
mass of victims. On the other hand, this construction of victims canngt' ispense
with perpetrators; it is ritually staged .by public acts o.f repenra'n;e an ;icez:;gr
collective guilt. The Bitburg ritual was mcon."xp.lete in tl}ls respe;;)t. : repen en%a et
representing the group of perpetrators was missing, Noung that. oth repres o thé
Kokl as well as Reagan, were personally innocent mllssed tl_le point. Iclil co;_tras e
Brandt gesture in 1970, Kohl did not take on -collectlve guile but tried 1o ¢ 1sp§rse tin
the untraceable space of history, or to charge it to demons, thereby revmng' he p[ -
war narrative of the seduced nation. But remembrance and repentance canno

separated if the collective identity of perpetrators is 1nvolv§id. . .
in a ritual of repentance in a believable way is fos-

enting the nation i .

tered E;F;ff; innofence of the rcj)resentative as a person. Kobl failed to see the
ity in what he presented as an excise. .

Oppor[Bththie heritage ofpthe Brandt ritual of aconement and' rfp;ntance prcval;clt;:il;
Shortly after the visit to Bitburg, the German pre§1dcnt Wm;zac _er} gave omn: n(i s
most impressive memorial addresses on the occasion of the fortier fl com o
tion of May 1945; solemnly, he recai%e.d the different groups 01 v;:;lmsi; most
pr'ominently among them the Jewish citizens. Ten years later, at the fi taet.' com
memoration, thousands of Germans actended observances at the meinona s :
of the concentration camps, and the 27® of January, the day when the camp })l
Auschwitz/Birkenau was liberated, was officially instituted as 2 German memoria

- . e
day for the victims of Nazism.

THE OBJECTIFICATION OF THE TRAUMA!
SCHOLARLY DEBATES AND MUSEUMS

In the first postwar period, the trauma was embodied in haunting personal memo-

for example, Mitscherlich’s book Dse Unfiihigheit zu trauern, 1994). The

ries. (see,
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“inability to mourn” resulted in public silence and the social expulsion of the
perpetrators. The institutional arena where the Holocaust was spoken out was the
law court. In contrast, the second period was patterned by political conflicts and
public debates carried by a generation who had no personal memories anymore
and by P};blic confessions of guilt, Tts arena was the political space of civil syociety,
Every citizen could participate, engage in ardent debates, be a passionate partisan.
on the public issue, and join political camps. It was national identity that was at
stalcfe and—even if the participants try to surpass each other in laying claims on
t}‘le issue—there are no a priori privileges in defining collective identity in public
d1§course. But claims to be close o the moral core of collective identity will be
raised and contested, stigmas are attached to those who are regarded as the qutsid-
ers of. the moral order and who, in turn, are trying to defend themselves against
the stigma of perpetrators. The trauma, unspeakable in the years after 1945, had
been turned into the stigma of collective guilt, publicly contested and dcl;ated
b.etween generations. In the next stage, the stigma will become the theme of sto-
ries and histories that can be narrated and represented to an audience that is no
longer haunted by personal memories or stigmatized by collective guilt.

The professional historians take over

Durin‘g th'c cighties, the memory of the Holocaust was increasingly transferred to
a new Institutional arena: scholarly debate and historical research. When the number
o.F eyewitnesses is shrinking and personal memories are fading, when new genera-
tions can no longer listen and respond to their fathers’ stories, then historians and
oth'er professional custodians of the past have to preserve relics reports and re-
mam'ders. ?cholarly reconstructions extend the range of mcmory’and submit it to
seemmg.ly impersonal methods of investigation and evaluation.

' Hxstqru_ms can investigate their objects even if they are not studying the
history of their own group. In principle at least, the memory produced by histori
cal research is disembodied, abstr: Ldentiy of th schotar

led, abstract and detached from the identity of the scholar
If t.b(: past is rendered to the professional experts, it becomes an object of com-
parisons, it is explained by particular conditions and understood by imagining a
.specxa] context. In distinction to the narrative of national guilt, the past isg turngecl
into a field of objective causes and conditions thar move history and result in
historical events. Questions of guilt and responsibility are shifted into the back-
g‘mu‘nd and moral commitments are to be separated from the professional inves-
tigation of the case and the impartial assessment of truth, The professional expert
acts on behalf of the general community, and this community extends to inclide
all reasonable subjects in the case of the scientist and scholar. '
Assoon as the experts take over the reconstruction of the past, debates about
t%lesc reconstructions tend not only to be decoupled from issues of personal iden-
tity but also to be institutionalized and tempered by the sober rituals of scholarl
nviethods. Therefore the shift from general public debate to the field of profes¥
sional specialists who replace or supplement the judges and politicians as repre-
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sentatives of the nation and as the impartial third party is commonly expected to
produce a mote detached and less passionate perspective.

However, this expectation holds true only if the debate about the Holocaust
is confined within the shielded fields of scholarly debates. But the general interest
in the national trauma could not be banned from the exclusive halls of historical
science. The historians (many of them members of the Hitlerjungen generation,
but also leading liberal intellectuals of postwar Germany) were eager to present
their findings to a larger public audience, and the narional audience showed a
strong and sensitive resonance. As soon as the issue was turned again into a matter
of general concern, the very attempr to deal with the Holocaust as a marter of
normal historical research provoked violent public objections and triggered off
intense debates.

The first important controversy about the Holocaust, however, still remained
largely within the scholarly community, It was the debate berween so-called func-
tionalist and intentionalist explanations of the Judeocide. Intentionalists focused
on the original anti-Semitism of Hicler and the Nazi leaders.* They explained the
Nazi organizations and even the entire war at the Ostfront as a deliberate and
controlled attempt to exterminate the Jewish people. According to them, all parts
of the Nazi’s mythology could be suspended, revoked or mocked at in internal
communication among the Nazi leaders—Dbut not anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism
was the mythomorteur of Nazism. In conrtrast, funciionalists like Mommsen ana-
lyzed the Holocaust as a result of a highly developed differentiation of rasls on the
one hand and a complex field of internal rivalties and tensions between different
offices and Nazi organizations on the other (Mommsen 1983). Far from being a
centrally planned and meticulously executed campaign, the Holocaust appears
here as the result of an organizational chaos where even the high ranking partici-
pants did not exactly know about the genocidal activities of other parts. Nobody—

not even Hitler himself—was in full control and nobody had exhaustive and reli-
able information about the complete reality of the genacide. If the Holocaust is
explained as the—at least partly—unintended consequence of internal rivalries
and conilicts between Nazis or as a function of an organizational system, then,
indeed, the question of guilt and responsibility is suspended and the ties that link
the Holocaust to the narional identity are weakened.

As hefty as the controversy between intendonalists and funcrionalises has
been, it was too complex to enter the general public sphere, and it never ques-

rioned the monsirosity of the Holocaust itsel—whatever its core conditions may
have been. In contrast, the famous German Historikerstreit of the eighties got
tremendous public attention because it addressed directly the question of Ger-
man national identity and brought out the lingering ambivalence with respect to
the trauma. The Historikerstreit confronted the protagonists of German
exceptionalism who insisted on the uniqueness of the Holocaust and its absolute
importance for German idencity on the one side with a new right-wing revision-
ism on the other (Nolte 1987; Hillgruber 1987; Diner 1987; Habermas 1987a,
1987b; Lacapra 1994; Maier 1997). Pointing to some new historical evidence, the
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conservative revisionists tried to normalize the German war crimes and to posi-
tion them in the context of a European civil war in which Stalin, not Hitler, had
set the model of exterminatory crusades. This strategy obviously Iightenec’i the
})urden of moral responsibility and questioned the uniqueness of the Holocaust;
it did not exonerate the Germans, and it did not shift the guilt across the border’
but it dissolved and suspended the question of guilt in a broad display of genoj
cidal practices of the “European civil war” triggered off by Sovier communism. It
blurred the boundaries. Not surprisingly, the reaction of the liberal public audi-
ence led by Habermas was strong, Historicizing the Holocaust and embedding it
into a historical context was considered an act of alienation and misappropriation
of the very idea of German identity that the new generation had adopted.?

In a different way, but with comparable results, the issue was again brought
to the fore of public attention by Goldhagen’s book Hitlers Willing Executioners
(C?oldhagen 1996). Goldhagen attributed the Holocaust 1o a deep rooted exrer-
minatory anti-Semitism in German culture. The debate revived the generational
revolt of the sixties and, again, expanded the group of perpetrators to include
almost all Germans in the Nazi Reich. The public debate was fierce. Even the
professional historians who questioned the scholarly merits of the book were ac-
cused of masking the past and hence of ex post facto collaboration. But both camps
in‘this debate contributed—cereainly without intending it—to a blurring of bound-
arics that constitute a moral discourse. The historians around Mommsen didso in
insisting on the impartial treatment of a national trauma in the public sphere and
on scholarly investigation even if it deals with matters of ideniity. Goldhagen’s
supporters did so because Goldhagen primordialized German anti-Semitism and
thus.remoﬁ'ed it from the range of moral decisions. Furthermore, including every-
one in the group of perpetrators risks croding the distinction between guilt and
innocence that is at the core of moral discourse,?

To a lesser degree, this crosion of the moral distinction by widening the
group of perpetrators could be found in the debate about the exhibition
%brmacbﬁtmusxtellung of the nineties (Heer 1995). The exhibition presented al-
most a thousand documents to prove the many connections between the regular
German army at the Ostfront and the Judeocide, the readiness of officers and
common soldiers to cooperate with the Einsatzgruppen, and, in particular, the
undeniable fact that many of them did know about the Holocaust. Again, the
circle of perpetrators was widened and one of the seemingly safe havens of “i;lner
emigration,” the Wehrmachz, was discovered to be deeply entangled in the crimes.
And again, the large public resonance and clamor that the exhibition received
rf-:sulted not from scholarly debates but from its impact on the new German iden-
tity as the nation of perpetrators. Germany’s response was divided—a clear major-
ity was deeply moved and concerned by the documented atrocities, prominent
Roliticians and public intellectuals gave the introductory speeches for the exhibi-
tions, etc. A strong minority of conservarives, however, refused to admit to the
guilt and the entanglement of the German Webrmach:. Finally, even the German
parliament dealt with the issue in a memorable and impressive debate. Again the
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fundatental demarcation between the majority of decent Germans on the one
side and the minority of criminal Nazi monsters on the other was at stake.

In the case of the Wehrmachtsausstellung, this new German identity was sup-
ported by a scholarly attempt to revise the tradirional master-narratives of the
decent German soldier, and, at first, it was only the defenders of this traditional
identity who rallied against it. But scholarly discourse was by no means unani-
mously supporting the revisionist cause—at the end of nineties, an increasing
number ol historians challenged the scholatly basis of the exhibition. They pointed
to a small number of the photo documents that were mistaken as proofs for the
Wehrmachts murderous actions, but, in fact, showed the victims of the Russian
NKWD or the German SS.% Finally, the organizers closed the exhibition in re-
sponse to scholarly criticism. Obviously the trauma was still ruminating and di-
viding the German public—the diagnosis of the experts was accepted only if it could
soothe the pain or acerbare the rrauma; mosc Germans resisted turning their national
identity into just another object of impartial scholarly investigarion.

Of course, this was not a general ban on historical research about the Holo-
caust and not all attempts to submit the Holocaust to historical research provoked
passionate public controversy. To the contrary, with the number of witnesses fad-
ing away, there was an increasing demand for the collection of memories and
remainders. The turn toward oral history, autobiographical narration and history
of mentalités responded to this demand (Niethammer 1983). It extended the per-
spective to include everyday life and seemingly banal details that reflected the
penetration of Nazism into the life of ordinary Germans.

But here again, the once clearly demarcared boundary between the few crimi-
nal perpetrators and the majority of innocent and abused Germans was blurred. It
dissolved in a history of complex contexts and entanglement; finally, it depicred
the manifold ways of ignoring and tacit consenting, of cowardice and fascination.
It described the subtle ramifications on the way to the Holocaust, but—in con-
trast to the crials of the postwar period—it refused to proclaim a final verdict of
guilty or not guilty: Indissoluble and entangled, all Germans had been guiliy and
not guilty at the same time. The historians’ narrative of the national trauma estab-
lished a strong perspective of a third party, but it merged the positions of perpe-
trators and victims, Finally, there were even German victims and Jewish collabo-
rators. Half a century after the end of the Nazi rule, the Germans discovered their
own victims—the victims of the bombing raids, the victims among the refugees
in 1945, the victims of rape under Russian occupation. It was mainly the Giinther
Grass novella fm Krebsgang that turned the suffering of Germans after 1945 into
an issue of public debate. Because Grass is a liberal and, as such, beyond suspicion
of revisionist intentions, his advocacy for the forgotten German victims was be-
lievable. In 2003, plans for a center for refugees and expulsion in Berlin were set
up by a2 German committee and caused an internadonal debate. The possible

involvement of a Jewish partisan unit in 2 massacre committed on a Lithuanian
village in January 1944 was publicly debated (FAZ 8-12-2003). The once clear-
cur distinction between victitns and perpetrators was gradually blurred.
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Musgums and memorial sites: From laic associations to
official committees

Prof‘essional administration and scholarly investigarion of the past is not an in-
vention of the late twentieth century; instead, it dates back to the establishment
of _hlstoFy as an academic discipline and the institutional conservation of past
objects in the nineweenth century {(Nora 1992; Giesen 1999a). The general civil
concern with the past as organized in historical associations and the idea that the
past can be appropriated by every citizen according to his or her own taste receded
in the second half of the nineteenth century and was gradually replaced by an
e_xclusive professional handling of historical matters that rurned the non-pn})(fes-
sionals in.to a laic audience consuming the past for curiosity and educatian.

‘ThlS transformation of voluntary movements that want to preserve the

remalpde.rs of the past as a matter of general civic concern into a professional
organization was repeated in the case of the Holocaust. Although most of the
concentration camps—in particular, Auschwitz, Dachau, Bergenbelsen and
Ravexllsbriick%had been turned into memorial sites shortly after the war, it was in
the cighties that the Holocaust was focused on by local movements o,f citizens
who tried_ to collect local knowledge and to discover the traces of the national
trauma within their own local community. Frequently organized by teachers of
the 68 generation, these laic associations dug out the remainders, established
local memorial sites and reconstructed the maps of the cities with res[;ect to a past
that their parents had shified to a distant demon in Berlin, But the traces ofpthe
Gestap.o and of pogrom, of vanished Jewish citizens and Nazi riruals, could be
foun'd in evety city—the persecution of the Jewish cocitizens was not ju;t a matter
of H'ltler and Auschwitz, it happened everywhere in Germany. Thus the laic me-
morial movements and associations appropriated the national trauma on a
local level. In the nineties, however, these laic movements were increasingly super-
.sedcd and rePlaccd by professional musealization and by official national );olilcj:ies
to f:onstructgmemorial monuments {Schafft and Zeidler 1996; Puvogel 1989)
”ijlns turn toward professional musealization is not limited to the German collec:
tive memory; Holocaust museums were founded in Washington, Los Angeles and
more tha.n a hundred other ciries; Holocaust archives were sponsored by Ameri-
can movie directors. Tn Germany, the professional care for the national trauma
rcacl.'led its peak in the planning of a large Holocaust memorial in the center of
Betlin as the national monument of the new united Germany, A huge commicree
was assembled to decide about the different suggestions provided by internation-
ally known artists and architects, and each of these suggestions had its ardent
followers and opponents in the committee, as well as in the public debate about
the issue.

On the German, as well on the Jewish side, this shift toward musealization
and monumentalization hints at the thrust to preserve and to appropriate a memor
that is endangered by the passing away of witnesses. This longing for roots car};
lead to individual investigation of the fate of ancestors, but it results mostly in a
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collective construction of a past, first by voluntary associations of citizens, then by
official organizations and committees chaired by experts who act on behalf of the
nation. In the end, the differentiation between past and present is no longer an
achievement of the individual consciousness but a spatial distinction berween fes
liewx de memoire that are exclusively devored to memory and the regular and mun-
dane spheres of action thac are discharged from the burden of the pasg but it is
also rurned into a social distinction between the professional specialists of the past
and the laic audience that faces the past only on special occasions and otherwise
indulges in oblivion. They know: the past is stored and in good hands.

TaE MYTHOLOGIZATION OF THE TRAUMA: THE HOLOCAUST AS AN
IcoN oF EvIL

As a reference for identity, the Holocaust could not be contained within the con-
fines of museums and archives. From the seventies onward, it increasingly entered
a new institutional arena; the media. Most important in this respect is certainly
the television series Holocaust, which atcracted unusual atrention in the German
public sphere. Presenting the Holocaust and the Nazi heritage in the context of a
nondocumentary movie was not entirely new: Wolfgang Standte’s movie Rosen
fiir den Staatsanwalt had addressed the issue of Nazism as early as the fifties, but
this, as well as most other movies dealing with the dark legacy of Nazism, did not
dare to present the Judeocide directly. In contrast, the most popular TV-serials
dealt with the fate of German POWs in Russian camps and their attempts to
come back home (Soweit die Fiiffe tragen). In distinction to the many attempts to
describe the horrors of the war or the persistence of secret Nazi networks, the TV
series Holocaust rold the story of two German families, one Jewish, the other Nazi,
in a convincing, detailed and moving way. Mediated through the movie, the pro-
cess of remembering was shifted again to the German families, to children who
refused to accept the narrative of the seduced nation and o parents who still
defended themsclves occasionally by maintaining that only the participants could
underseand, but mostly felt estranged by their own almost forgotten past.

Far from resuscitating the political debates of the sixties or exacerbating the
scholatly debates, the presentation of the past in German movies like Heimat or
Die Blechtrommel or U.S. movies like Schindler’s List (Loshiczky 1997) or Holo-
canst, wransferred the issue to a new institutional arena that rends to overcome
opposition and conflicts by the ritual construction of communality. Nobody in
the audience could disagree with the fundamental evaluation of the Holocaust
because the movies presented a story and not an argutnent.

In contrast to scholarly research, reconstructions of the past in the mass
media have to abstain from referring to abstract figures and arguments; instead,
they must narrate a story about good and bad people, they have to create suspense
and emotions, and to offer clear-cut anchors for identification {Rosenthal 1995).
Entanglement and indifference, gradual shifts and uncertainties of evaluation can
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be presented only at the beginning of the story and only to a very limited degree;
sheer coincidence and structural constraints are hardly accepted as moving forces
of a story; instead, there must be action and responsibility, heroes and villains,
suspense and—at the end of the story—an absolutely clear decision between pet-
petrators and victims, guilt and innocence. In doing so, the media staging of the
Holocaust succeeds also in the representation of the victims as subjects with a
face, a name and a voice. Those who have been reduced to mere objects are re-
membered as “cohumans,” as suffering subjects, as members of the national com-
municy.

Thus the media staging of the Holocaust not only creates unanimity and
the unification of oppositions but can also construct an identification with the
past even if personal memories are no longer at hand, and it fosters this identifica-
tion because it is based on voluntary decision instead of on traumatic incrusion, It
creates a collective memory that would not have existed without it. In this respect,
it represents the past in the way museums do, as the utmost alterity and without
personal memoties. The vividness and liveliness of the narrated story blurs the
fact that it is not their own personal story that they tell or listen rto. They can
produce and consume this disconnected past as exotic alterity and even as senti-
mental entertainment. In the extreme, the Holocaust is converted into “funny”
entertainment and presented as a souvenir in the shops of museums: In St. Peters-
burg, Florida, a visit to the local Holocaust museum rates among the “40 fun
things to do” in a flyer for tourists; the museum shop offers, for $39.95, a scale
relic of a Polish box car used to transport Jews to the death camps. In Los Angeles,
the famous Simon Wiesenthal Museum of Tolerance is promoted like a Disney
World of horror: “Make the Museum of Tolerance part of an exciting and infor-
mative itinerary for your group. Check us out for group discounts, special bo-
nuses.” The show itsell is praised as “high tech, hands-on experiential unique
interactive exhibits” (New York Times, March 18, 1999). The utmost horror is
abused for selling kitsch (Young 1994).

- Today, the Holocaust has acquired the position of a free-floating myth or a
culcural inf:on of horror and inhumanity—similar to Ghengis Khan's raids, witch
hunting or the slave trade. It is not a particular German problem anymore—every
person can refer to it, regardless of his or her origin, history and desceng; it is
understood by every member of a worldwide audience. Independent of individual
memories and recollections, of collective trauma and personal guilt, the Holo-
caust has ascended to the status of an undisputed master narrative. In a strange
turn, the hell has been sanctified.”® This mythological use of the Holocaust con-
trasts markedly to the traumatic postwar period when the ultimate horror was
beyond explanation and description—an abyss of total inconceivability. Today,
the mythological use of the Holocaust has turned what once was inconceivable
and traumatic into an almost trivial and well known background knowledge in
which new stories are embedded and which is evoked in order to explain, to inter-
pret and to evaluate. It is not only staged in the media, but also referred to by
various political camps and used to raise money for various campaigns and move-
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ments; it disguises strategic action in moral terms, and it ends by creating con-
fices about the righe 1o claim it as one’s own cause. [t was this instrumentalization
of the Holocaust for daily purposes and its trivialization in the media against
which the German writer Martin Walser raised his voice in his provocative public
confession that he switched off the TV if it was showing a movie about the Holo-
caust. But he also attempted to reindividualize German guilt by stating that ev-
erybody has to face his own bad conscience privately, thus criticizing “the inces-
sant presentation of our disgrace” (“Dauerprisentation unserer Schande™). Ignaz
Bubis, the head of the German Jewish community, responded strongly to this by
calling this statement “mental arson.” In 1999, the controversy between Walser
and Bubis divided Germany again into two moral camps——more than half a cen-
tury after it happened, the Holocaust is at the core of the serious public discourse
about Germany's national identity.

Therefore, focusing on the dissolution of collective trauma into global en-
tertainment does not tell the complete story. Certainly, the wansformation of the
repressed trauma into a national discursive universe is a story of disembodiment
and externalization, of decoupling collective memory and identity from personal
memory and individual responsibility, of turning incernal ambivalence into extet-
nal presentarions of common values staged by professional specialises and appealed
to by almost every political actor in the pursuit of a democratic majoricy. Ie may
even be described as dhe transformartion of a collective nightmare ineo a myth of
commercial entertainment.

But the extraordinary resonance of these media events in Germany cannot
be explained by the sheer weirdness and awe-inspiring alterity of their content. It
rather hints ar a collective memory that exists, is reproduced, and can be appealed
to~—even if personal memories fade away. Beyond the manifold ways to exploit
the trauma of the past for present-day interests remains a deep rooted collective sen-
sitivity to racisin and xenophobia. In response to xenophobic outbursts in the mid-
nineties, more than two million Germans rallied in the “Lichierkertenbewegung. " This
cannot be reduced to individual interests or to the shifting tides of mass entertain-
ment. It is a matter of collective memory and identity. It transferred the spontaneous
gesture of Brandt into the ritual of a huge popular movermnent. o

Any awempt to construct a new Germany after 1989 has to rake this into
account. The soil in Berlin on which the new center of German government has
been erected is soaked with memories of persecution and Nazi rule. Again and
again the construction workers in Betlin discovered new remainders and relics
buried by a thin layer of sand and shambles. Attempts to get rid of the past and
attempts to remember it coalesced in the debate abour the Holocaust memorial—
appeals to respect the past and to leave the ruins untouched collided with the urge
to turn them into a new construction manifesting the new democratic identicy
after the Holocaust. In all these debates, the reference to the Holocaust itself is
never challenged; instead they are moved and wwisted by the quest for the right,
the most authentic, the most adequate and the most dignified way o refer o the

trauma of the nation.
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THE GLOBALIZATION OF THE TRAUMA:
A NEw MODE OF UNIVERSALISTIC IDENTITY

In Karl Jaspers’ famous distinction between different notions of guile with respect
to .thc Holocaust ranges the so-called metaphysical guilt. Metaphysical guilt re%‘ers
neither to the personal guilt of individual perpetrators nor to the collective guilt
of a political community, but extends to all human beings. After the Holocagust

I?um‘ankind has had to give up its original trusc in the irresistible progress of c:ivij
lization and in its own victorious endeavor to overcome barbarism. Faced with the
Holocaust, we have to consider the optimistic anthropology of the Enlighten-
ment as a—possibly fatal—illusion. If this could happen in one of the heartlands
of modern European culture, then there is no safe haven where a relapse into
.barbarism can be excluded. Instead, the human condition has to be rewritten w0
include a decply rooted and original tendency toward barbaric violence. Viewed
from this perspective the Holocaust is turned from a particular German trauma
intoa global trauma of humankind. This negative anthropology of the Holocaust
h‘mts at religious roots in the narrative of the original sin and the hope for salva-

tion and redemption. Tt was Germany that committed the original sin of modern

history, that had to give up the paradise of the Enlightenment’s modernism and

that had to respond to the question “where have you been Adam?” but the conse-

quences of this exodus extend to all members of the human species—it could al
have happened elsewhere, e

But this extension of the trauma beyond the national identity of German
to humankind is not only the subject of secular theological debates amon intel}j
lectuals. It can be found also on the level of rituals constructing national icglgentit
The pl'ijic confession of German guilt shows a new pattern of constructin na{
tional 1d¢1:1tity. Itis no longer a ritual remembrance of past triumphs or a ren%em—
brance of its own victims as represented by the columns of victory and the monu-
ments of fallen soldiers in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It is no longer
reca!l'mgéthe paradise of a mythical past set up as an ideal for the present Aid
c.ertaml).r,; it is no longer a revival of an endangered tradition or an appeal t.o na-
tional virtues that resist the changing tides of history. To the contrary, memor
aims here at an axiological reversal of history; at a radical rupture in thc,stream 0);
events: We recall the past to prevent it from ever being repeated.

In this insistence on a radical discontinuity between past and furure, the
new pattern of national identity relates to modernism and universalism. Mc:dcr—
nity commonly sees the attractiveness of the future as the main motive of histori-
cal action and as the Archimedeal point of temporal order. In contrast to classical
modernity and the universalistic patterns of identity associated with it, howevet
the new pattern of identity is based not on the attraction of the future l;ut on r.hej
horror of the past. ,

. .Progrf:ss has lost its powerful appeal as the prime motive of acceleration in
historical action, and the moral discourse of Western socicties is much more fo-
cused on the demarcation of evil than on the definition of the common good. The
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one grear Progress of History has been dissolved again into many little progresses,
the side effects and risks of which can be deliberated and debated. The small steps
of progress in technology and medicine, in social reform and ecology, can hardly
be tightened and condensed into a great project of identity thart sets history in
global motion and inspires everyone to aspire to the emancipation of humankind.
Progressive politics is especially impeded by everyday problems; it has lost its char-
ismatic appeal and complains that the voters are bored and even disgusted by
politics. The temporal horizon of history has been reversed. Today, the horror of
the past and the remembrance of the victims replace the attraction of uropias that
once produced the victims. It is only remembrance, and not the uropia, that is
able to provide the unquestionable basis of a universalistic collective identity
(Habermas 1985, 1987¢).

The new parttern of constructing collective identity by public confessions of
guilt got its first and most impressive contour in the German remembrance of the
Holocaust, but later on ir was not limited to the German case. In many Western
nations, political representatives have solemnly admitted the guilt of the past. The
French president has deplored the extensive voluntary French collaboration in the
deportation of French Jews during the war; the former Norwegian president
Bruntland has noted that—conirary to the national master narrative of resistance—
more Norwegians died in the ranks of the Waffen-8S than as victims of the Ger-
man occuparion; the Pope apologized solemnly for the Catholic Churcly’s failure
to intervene in the persecution of the European Jews; in the debate about Jedwabne,
Poland—itself a nation of victims—debares its own genocidal crimes committed
on Polish Jews under the German occupation (Jan Gross 2001); and the Iralian
postfascist leader Fini laid flowers in a cemetery of the victims of the German
occupation (the “fosse adreatine” executions), even though his own party is con-
sidered to be a successor to the fascist collaborarors in Iraly.

The new pattern of public confessions of guilt extends even beyond the case
of the Holocaust of the European Jews. The American president Clinton intended
to confess the guilt of white Americans for racism and slavery, as well as for the
genocide committed on Native Americans; the Dutch government asked for apolo-
gies from the victims of colonial exploitarion; the Australian government did the
same for che genocide of the Australian aborigines; and French public debate—in
spite of the pompous celebrations of its centenary—paid increasing atrencion to

the victims of lz terreur in the great French Revolution. The French president
apologized to the descendants of Alfred Dreyfus; the Pope apologized solemnly
for the Inquisition, the Crusades and the persecution of the Jews; the queen of
England apologized for the wrongs done to the aborigines of New Zealand. Some-
times these apologies are relucrantly given in response to public pressure and some-
times the act of confessing guilt or asking for apologies is still lacking, but a strong
public movement is pressing for it—the massacre of Amritsar in 1919 or the Irish
famine in the 1840s are cases in point for the British public debate. The Pope’s
plea for apology extended even to the victims of the Crusades and of the persecu-
tion of heretics in the Middle Ages.
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The global spread of these rituals of confessing guilt results even in amazing
and questionable acts of taking responsibility: When the American president
Clinton visited Africa in 1998, he asked the African people to forgive the Ameri-
can guilt with respect to the Rwanda genocide, because the American government
disregarded some reports, it did not prevent the genocide by military interven-
tion. In a similar way, the military intervention in Bosnia and Kosovo by Euro-
pean and American troops was justified by the moral obligation to prevent a geno-
cide—we would have been guilty if we had not invaded the territory of a foreign
naton.

This “politics of apology” {(Cunningham 1999), the widespread readiness to
see responsibility and to ask for apologies, does not presuppose a direct and per-
sonal involvement into the crime—it occurs not in spite of a lack of involvement,
bur because of it. The political representatives can take responsibilicy and admit a
collective guilt for the very reason that they are not responsible as persons. It is not
individual moral ot criminal guilt that is at stake, but a ritual confession of a
collective guilt, and the presuppositions of this representative confession differ
from those of a confession of a personal wrongdoing. Again, Willy Brandt is the
paradigm: He who was a political refugee from the Nazi terror and never a citizen
of the Third Reich confessed the guilt of his fellow Germans, whom he repre-
sented as a politician (Weiss 1998). This representation of a moral community—
and in this ritual, the nation is imagined as a moral community—presupposes
that the representative is beyond any suspicion of masking his personal interests
or the history behind his public office. Otherwise the—always fragile and precari-
ous—claim. to represent the nation is eroded by one of the most critical risks of
moral communities: the suspicion of hypocrisy.

Contrary to common assumptions about authenticity, the representation of
the nation succeeds here not because the representative is presented as “one of us,”
sharing the same memories with the other members of the community. Instead,
. individual 1dem1ty and memory on the one hand, and collective identity and
memory on the other, are no longer tightly coupled. As in other universalistic
constructions of identity, the particular identity of the individuals, their biogra-
phies and their life worlds are set apart from the public constructions of identity.
It is because of this very separation that individuality can aspire to autonomy and
public discourse can focus on its own dynamics, on the common good in distinc-
tion to the sum of individual happiness. The separation of individual crime and
collective guilt shows some siriking parallels to the post-axial age distinction be-
tween the impersenal conception of the sacred and the embodiment of the sacred
in the person of the hero. The.charismatic center of society has to be separated
clearly from its representation in pamcular individuals—and the triumphant hero
who merges the public and the private is bound to tragic defeat. In a similar way,
bur with reversed perspective, the public memory of victims has to be separated
from the private guilt of individual perpetrators.

As in the German case, ricuals revoking the old pational myth are frequently
prepared and supported by intellectual debates and scholarly revisions of tradi-
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tional narratives. The new historiography of the French Revolution attacked the
sacralizing view of the Annales school and disclosed the totalitarian character of
the Jacobin rule and the exterminarory goals of the revolutionary crusades against
royalist resistance in the Vendde and other provinces (Furet 1989; Eisensradr 1998).
New French historians scrutinized the history of communism and exposed the
mass murders resulting from the artempt to establish a radically new sociery
(Courteois 1997). The widespread support of the Germans by collaborators in
France, in the Netherlands and in Belgium is no longer ignored and hidden be-
hind a rriumphant history of resistance movements; the refusal to accept and
rescue Jewish refugees by Swiss authorities, as well as che almost complere disre-
gard of reports about the extermination camps in the British and American press
during the Second World War are no longer denied. The new pattern of collective
identity is adopted by ever-maore contemporary societies. It is no longer limited to
official declararions of political representatives or leaders, but extends also to the
level of individual citizens or organizations: church organizations apologize for
abuse of children, South Africans apologize to fellow citizens for apartheid, Aus-
tralians apologize to Aborigines for the assimilative policy of separating aboriginal
children from their parents, ic.

Although spreading rapidly in Western democracies, these revisions are rarely
accepted unanimously by all participants in public discourse. Revisions of na-
tional narratives cannot avoid objections, and the wide public acceptance of a
new ritual of remembrance may even provoke a counteracting revisionist attack
on the new orthodoxy. The carrier groups of the old master narrative cannot deny
the event thar resulced in the rrauma of collective identity, but they mostly try w0
remove it from the core of national identity and to normalize it as a deplorable
side effect of historical turmoil. The piercing challenge to the traditional trium-
phant constructions of national identity is reflected in accusations of shameless-
ness, dishonesty and scholarly incorrectness.

It the debates about revisionism or antirevisionism, the new or the classical
historiography of the nation, the rise of the state or the story of its victims, criti-
cism of the dominant narrative is no longer a privileged domain of left-wing intel-
lectuals. The French debate abour resistance and collaboration, or the French ori-
gins of fascism, and even some publicly presented denials of the Holocaust, show
that the general public as well as intellectuals, liberals as well as conservatives, are
involved in it. Slowly, deconstructivist criricism has invaded the camp of even its
most ardent opponents,

As widespread as the revisionism of national master narratives may be, it is
also hard to deny that cultures and polirical communities differ strongly in their
acceptance of rituals of repentance and mourning for past victims. The public
confessions of guilt have by no means superseded or replaced the ritual celebra-
tions of heroism everywhere—triumph has not entirely been replaced by trauma.
The readiness of the German public to accept the Holocaust legacy contrasts strik-
ingly with the long-lasting refusal of the Austrian public to admit collaboration
and to expel the perpetrators, Evidently, the national identity of Austria was mainly
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based on its demarcation from Germany, to which all the guilt of the Holocaust
was shifted. Austria did not consider itself to be the legal and moral successor of
the Third Reich (Lepsius 1993).

Occasionally, the official refusal to admit guilt and entanglement is backed
by a public conflict about claims for victimhood, by a national master narrative of
heroic and tragic resistance. The public conflicts between the international Jewish
community on one side and the Polish government and the Catholic Church on
the other are a case in point. Should the victims of Auschwirz be labeled as Jewish
or Polish, what matters more: being like Edith Stein Jewish by descent or Catholic
by confession? Both the Jews and the Poles can claim the status of victims, but the
Jews have suffered from anti-Semitic pogroms in Poland before and after the Ger-
man occupation, and not vice versa. The debate about Jedwabne has, however,
increased the awareness of the Polish entanglement in the Holocaust.

Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia have up till now denied involvement in war
crimes, but each has accused its adversary of mass murder by displaying the naked
bodies of unidentifiable victims to the international press. The evidence of Srebenica
cannot be disregarded, but the involvement of the Serbian nation and its govern-
ment is still an issue for public debate and revision.

For different reasons, but also in a striking way, the political representatives
of postwar Japan tried for a long time to avoid mentioning the issue of Japanese
war crimes in China or Korea during the Second World War. The Nanking mas-
sacres were among the most horrible and brutal episodes of genocide in the past
century, but were never included in official speeches by political representatives of
postwar Japan. Only recently, as a result of long negotiations, has the Japanese
government conceded to war crimes commiited by individual Japanese soldiers
and signed a document that contained an official excuse for the war crimes in
Korea.

The Turkish government has never admitted even the existence of the Ar-
menian genocide of 1915 and declared itself to be offended by an official French
staterent about it. This refusal to admit the guilt of the past is even morte remark-
able as the contemporary Turkish nation-state was founded after the event. The
repercussions of today’s Kurdish separatism and the threat of possible Armenian
claims on Turkish territory may support this refusal, but only uncompromising
strategic thinking would accept this as a satisfying explanation. The Turkish gov-
ernment does not deny the death of Armenian victims, but it refuses to accept this
as the collective guilt or responsibility of the Turkish nation. Instead, the death of
the Armenian victims is ateributed to individual perpetrators and considered asan
accidental collateral damage of war.

We may ask now whether there are structural conditions fostering or im-
peding the acceptance of collective guilt. One important condition is certainly
the passing of titne and the phase of latency. In many cases, the politically respon-
sible individuals are still in power and the murderers are still alive, sometimes
hidden, sometimes publicly known. But they are out of reach for criminal pros-
ecution. As long as the perpetrators are at large, or at least as long as their dead
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booodies are not discovered, their followers can continue to admire them as he-
roes and engage in underground warfare such as terrorism or guerilla warfare.
This is one of the important differences between the collapse of the Nazi rule in
Germany and the defeat of the Taliban in Afghanistan or of the Saddam re-
gime in lraq. After Hiter’s death, there was neither organized resistance nor
underground activities against the allied troops in Germany. The Fithrer could
be publicly converted from a triumphant hero into a criminal perpetrator.
Osama bin Laden, in contrast, remains a living hero for his followers. The
global search for him forced him into secrecy and disguise, but this distance even
enhanced his mythical stacus as charismatic leader. As long as he is still alive, he
will inspire terrorism.

A different case of latency occurred in both Cambodia and Rwanda, where
half of the population parricipated in slaughtering the other half. Here, the mass
murder was cerainly not a terrible secret planned by a government and executed
by specialized military units, but, indeed, the voluntary and passionate deed of
ordinary men, women and youngsters. Nobody can deny the evidence of geito-
cide. Although the perpetrators were defeated and driven across the borders for a
time, the trrauma is omnipresenc and its public remembrance risks disrupting the
fragile coexistence of the opposing camps or ethnic groups. Almost every family is
concerned and was involved in the killing as perpetrators or victims, and some-
times as both. There is no way yet to separate individual and collective guilt or to
discuss the horror withourt accusing all.

But the passing of time and the petiod of latency cannot account for the
resistance to admit to the collective guilt in Turkey and Japan. The Nanking mas-
sacres and the death marches of the Armenians occurred more than half a century
ago. In order to explain this difference, we have to account for cultural differ-
ences. Public confessions of collective guilt by political leaders are fostered in cul-
tures that rely on the Judeo-Christian mythology of sacrifice, repentance and re-
demption. This cultural patrern dates back to the Augustinian conception of the
original sin, to the sacrifice of Isaac by Abraham and in particular to the self
sactifice of Christ, the ultimately innocent hero who, by his death, saved his people
from a collective guilt. Western politicians confessing the guilt of the nation are,
hence, relying—mostly without being aware of it—on a pattern of Christomimesis
that is deeply rooted in Occidental mythology.

In contrast to this occidental connection between collective guilt and indi-
vidual innocence, the Confucian rradition can hardly conceive of a collective guilt
or responsibility. In a Confucian perspective, the attribution of guilt to individual
and community is reversed: while war crimes commirted by individual Japanese
perpetrators can be easily admitted to, the nation has to remain without blem-
ishes. This cultural difference accounts for the reluctance or even refusal of the

Japanese government to admit to a national responsibility for the Nanking
massacres.

In a similar way——although for different reasons—the Turkish government
rejects any international pressure to apologize for, or even to recognize a national
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responsibility for, the Armenian genocide. While not denying the massacre, the
official Turkish response is blaming individual perpetrators. The reasons motivat-
ing the perpetrators, however, are closely related to the beginnings of Kemalist
Turkey and might stain the official founding myth of modern Turkey: it was not
for religious hatred, but for reasons of ethnic cleansing in the pursuit of a modern
nation-state that the so-called Young Turks—now revered as the founding fathers
of modern Turkey—sent millions of Armenians on death marches.

However, as convincing as they might be, cultural patterns like the com-
mon culture of sacrifice are not the only conditions supporting the rise of the new
pattern of collective identity in some societies. The Judeo-Christian heritage is a
very ancient one and cannot—taken alone—explain the new phenomenon. There-
fore, we have to look for an additional condition fostering the acceptance of the
new rituals of confession in contemporary socictics and we may find this in the
conditions of international communication and global observation. A triumphant
celebration of past victories or a ritual construction of ethnic purity not only
excludes outsiders, butalso offends them if they are present and have to artend the
rituals as observers,

This situation could be neglected in premodern societies: the excluded oth-
ers had neither voice to object to the offense nor eyes to observe ir. They were
slaves, exotic visitors or simply absent. Up to the nineteenth century, the presence
of outsiders could be widely disregarded given the state of media communication.
The elaborate tituals of the Sedantag in Germany, celebrating the victory over
France, were hardly reported in the French press. International public atrention
was focused on political decisions and economic tendencies; letrers and written
reports arrived with some delay, and telegraphic messages had to be condensed to
the bare essentials. Symbolic politics was not limited to gestures of military threar
or the movements of warships and armies; in order to reach the international
level, it had to be directly addtessed to the head of state. Popular feelings and
triumphant celebrations were matiers of internal affairs. The deos was not yetan
intermational actor.

Given the omnipresence of today’s international media reporting, however,
the presence of third parties and excluded communities can no longer be ignored—
they are pare of the audience that the performance of a national ritual has to
account for. The potential inclusion of outsiders as bystanders is indispensable for
the construction of national identity in a tight network of international coopera-
tion. Bven if the international audience is not directly offended, as in the case of
the famous processions of Northern Irish Protestants through Catholic neighbor-
hoods, the celebration of a past victory has to account for its response, Rituals of
collective identity are no longer a matter of just two parties, the insiders and the
excluded outsiders; instead, they are constantly monitored and morally evaluated
by large international audiences that are in the situation of an impartial third
party.

Faced with a global audience, the celebration of victorious traditions can
survive only if it is shifted from the level of serious and solemn national ritual to
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the level of harmless folklore, which does not offend outsiders, but even attracts
the attention of tourists. Insisting on a positive construction of collective identity
is accepted by outsiders—and that means by the vast majority of others in a glo-
balized world—only if the alleged identity is constructed as a nonpolitical one,
which can be aesteticized by outside observers, or as the identity of a victimized
group. - .

The power of the global public opinion depends, however, on its unani-
mous voice. If the third party is itself divided in supporting one side or the other,
then the two camps are turned into allies with opposing perspectives on perperra-
tors and victims. This was not the case in the defeat of Nazi Germany. In 1945,
there was hardly a foreign voice backing the Nazi cause, and those Germans who
were still devored ro it preferred to keep their mouths shut. In contrast to the
largely unanimous global public opinion in 1945, in 2003, the world was divided
into different camps with respect to the postwar situation in Iraq. There was no
consensus abour victory and defeat, about heroes, victims and perpetrators. Those
who continued to admire bin Laden as a charismatic hero could be sure that a
large public audience in the Muslim world would back them. The sons of the
bourgeoisie in Pakistan wore T-shirts with bin Laden’s portrait in the same way as
the 1968 generation used the figure of Che Guevara as an icon of antl—lmpena.l—
ism. The most wanted terrorist of the West was admired as a mythical hero in
large pares of the Muslim world and both perspectives were incompatible onfy on
a superficial level. 3

There are victims and perpetrators, criumphant heroes and tragically failing
heroes, but the global public opinion is not unanimous on the definition of who
is who. The war is not yet over. This seems to question our general thesis about
the secular turn from the celebration of heroism toward public confessions of
guile. Certainly, zealots and prophets have always attracred followers and were
able to mobilize them even to the level of sacrificing their lives. But today, their
frantic artacks are no longer downplayed as accidents that are deplotable but wilt
not shacer the embracing social order. Today, preventing the accident is turned
into a core concern of international politics. The madmen are able to ser the
global agenda. This sudden shift is not just a natural reaction to the trauma of
September 11 or the rise of fundamentalism in the Muslim world. Undoubiedly,
religion has returned to the fore of politics not only in the Muslim world. The
famous clashes of civilizations are phrased as religious divides. Buc it is not only
the increasing violence for religious reasons that seems to question the shift to th.e
public confession of collective guilt. It is also the hegemonial claims of the Ame.rl—
can government in response to the trauma of Seprember 11 that seem (o revive
the figure of triumphant heroism. The media reports about the war in [raq re-
ferred abundantly to “our heroes”—operating along the lines of wartime routine
was sufficient to be called a hero—the many victims on the Iraqi side were rarely
mentioned. And it was this very self-assured triumphalism of the American ad-
ministration thae provoked resenunent on the pare of other nations. Triumphant
heroism is an alien element in the new culture of mourning,
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Anyway, the inflationary thetotic of heroism in the media reports about the
war in Iraq converted the meaning of heroism into its opposite: “Hero” did not
refer to the unique, mad and rule-breaking lonely individual defying death, but to
the many rule-guided, cautious, and calculating professional soldiers whose risk
of dying on the battlefield was lower than in any other war. It referred 1o the
routine of war instead of the exceptional deed. In this respect, the inflationary
thetoric of hereism continued the democratic symbolism of warrior memorials in
the nineteenth century—every soldier is a hero. The American reports on the war
in Iraq extended even the range of heroism; they heroified not only the actual
victims of war but also those who could become victims-—even if the chance was
rather low. The trauma of September 11 could finally be soothed only by a rigor-
ous reenactment of a collective triumph over the alleged enemy. This conversion
of trauma into triumph resonates in the inflationary use of the rhetoric of hero-
ism. As the rhetoric of heroism compensates for the—compared to previous wars—
relatively low risks for the soldiers, so does the focus on victims with respect to the
relatively low number of civil casualties,

Bur taking revenge and retaliation risks engendering a vicious circle of vio-
lence that cannot be stopped by sheer milirary might. Even the most dominant
superpower cannot prevent thoroughly the fanatic heroism of terrorists, There-
fore, the vicious circle of violence and revenge has to be interrupted by special
institutions instead of waiting for its end to result just from mutual exhaustion.
The public confession of collective guilt is such an institution.

We cannot expect that other countries like Iraq will repeat the postwar his-
tory of Germany. The situation of global public opinion and the culrural tradi-
tons differ, and the passing of time is essential in order to overcome muteness and
rage. But the German case and the spread of the new rituals of public confessions
of guilt have provided an institutional exemplar for the ritual reconciliation.

Cf:rtamly, even these new rituals of reconciliation by confessing a collective
guilt cannot escape entirely from dark inintended side effects. If the memory of
genocide!is passed over to institutionalized public rituals of remembering and
accepred as a national cultural code, it risks also being turned into a decanted and
light-hearted routine that discharges the individual members of the community
from the burden of the past. Sensitive observers may be concerned if haunting
and traumatic memories are transformed into cheap public gestures of routinized
respect, if the immensity of horror is replaced by the omnipresent reference to a
past that never passes away, but has lost its traumatic impact. Thus, for example,
the construction of official memorials of the Holocaust and the firm establish-
ment of a pedagogic of the Holocaust may even produce the tragic opposite of
their original moral intention: dissolving the trauma on the individual level by
externalizing it in official memorials and museums.

But the risk of these paradoxical effects cannot seriously challenge the fu-
ture of new modes of reconciliation. These new modes focus on victims instead of
victots, on the past instead of the future, on the similar fate of the cutsiders in-
stead of the homogeneity of the insiders, on the discontinuity between past and
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present instead of its continuity, on common history instead of a sum of indi-
vidual identities. A reconciliation between the descendants of perpetrators and
those of victims results not from the simple fact that the generation of the direct
and indirect perpetrators is fading away and that their offspring can point to their
individual innocence. Collective identity is at stake, and only collective rituals can
mark the opposition between past and future and heal the fundamental break-
down of commonality between perpetrators and victims. Just as traditions that
attempt to continue the past require rituals of commemoration, ruptures between
past and present, too, require rituals of repentance and cultures of memory. Nei-
ther can persist if we recall them only occasionally; incidenrally, and individually.
Cultivating memories by rituals and memorials creares a collective identity that is
protected against doubts and objections. Therefore, rituals of confession of guilt
are not a harassing duty of political rhetoric in postutopian democracies. Quite
the contrary, they provide the only way of getting the recognition of national
identity beyond reclaiming artificial primordialities and questionable utopias.
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and Kesselring, who are imprisoned in Landsberg and Werl, these men and we are of one kind. We
have to carry the burden that has been put on them as representatives of us). (Prei 1996: p. 202).
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on the Internet. By framing the RAF as “Waffen-SDS,” they relate the 1968 revolt to the NS8-revolu-
tion and the Waffen-S5. See huep:/fwww.deutsches-reich.de/obetlercher/texte-zur-zeit/ 1990-1999/
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23, The ¢entral position of the Holocaust memory for German postwar identity is also re-
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cion.
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CHAPTER 5§
Postscript

Modernity and Ambivalence

The social construction of boundaries is an ambivalent endeavour. Separating an
inside from an outside, marking a threshold, drawing a line, mainraining a dis-
tinction, usuatly goes along with positioning an object or the observer on one side
of the boundary. Both positions are, in principle, possible, but we have to opt for
one and to keep the other alternaiive latent, excluded, even without a name. The
boundary is not a naturally given thing, but a product of our mind. In order to
map and to represent the world, the mind has to reduce its complexity and to
regard a range of phenomena as alike in spite of their manifold differences and in
distinction to others that are treated as different. In ordering our perceptions, we
have to abstract from the manifold differences; in describing the things of the
world, we have to subsume them under categories—we have to treat single and
unique phenomena as cases of a certain type.

But the ambivalence of boundaries results not only from the descriptive
distinctions that could have been drawn in a different way. It is brought out by the
human mind’s capability to question and to negate a representation of the world-—
ar least in our reflexive mode, we know that a representation of the world is not,
by its sheer existence, already true, and we can argue about its truth, Usually these
alternative ways of mapping the world are kept latent, and everyday commu-
nication reinforces this latency. But even if the boundary between normality
and deviance, reason and insanity, truth and falsity is taken for granted, we
know that it is not insurmountable and, above all, we know that there is
another side. It is simply impossible to think of a boundary without an ourside. In
order ro respect the boundary, we have to-—at least tacitly—imagine the outside
and, occasionally, our imaginarion invites us to change sides, to pass the thresh-
old, to cross the line, Usually we resist and repress our secret longing to switch
sides and to go beyond the horizon. Sometimes, however, the tempration be-
comes too strong. This is the moment when ambivalence is turned into move-

ment {Smelser 1998b).
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