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In 1991, in his Legacy of Silence: Encounters with Children of the Third Reich, psychologist Dan Bar-On presented the findings on his investigation into the inter-generational memories of those families in the Second World War perpetrators.  In doing this, he focused on the post-WWII generations’ of victims and perpetrators of  both the Holocaust and genocide in the Third Reich, and how these perpetrators and victims as well as their own children (and even grand children) have related to one another.  He also focused on the memories of the Holocaust by both victims’ and perpetrators’ families, including those residing currently in Germany as well as those living abroad.  In contrast to Bar-On’s efforts, “A Focus on Second and Third Generation of Perpetrators and Victims in Post-WWII in German Historiography”, seeks to extend understanding of that current research further by investigators and historians reviewing the current inter-generational debate by discussing the recent history thinking, and public debates on the appropriate modes of interpretation, remembrances, and appropriate public commemorations of  acts of perpetrators and the post-war role of victims from the post-WWII Holocaust generations in Germany.  The special contribution of this historiography should be understood as its focus on how the second and third generations in Germany, in the wake of the most recent decades-long processing of images and memories of the Nazi-era of their fathers and grandfather’s generations, have proceeded in their own studies of the Holocaust era--as well as in the remembering of and memorializing of the Holocaust era and the period of Nazi internments.  
This historiography, “A Focus on Second and Third Generation of Perpetrators and Victims in Post-WWII in German Historiography”, is undertaken by reviewing articles and book publications which have mapped out this debate over the post-war decades.  One area of special interest, which will not be included in the review in great detail, is the continuing traumas resulting from the Holocaust within and outside of Germany.  In contrast, the response to Nazi crimes against humanity, as discussed in public debates and in writings by historians of the second and third generations, are to be considered--as are personal testimonies and letters.  Finally, there will be a focused consideration of commemorative activities and pedagogical guidance at sites of mass internment, persecutions, and genocides in the form of memorials or museums at concentration camps, ceremonies, and holidays recognizing the Holocaust and acts of genocide.  As well, the teaching of the Holocaust and crimes against humanity in German public education in the post-war era will be considered.  The main works which are historiographically reviewed in this essay include two selections Dan Bar-On’s aforementioned Legacy of Silence, Harold Marcuse’s book (2001) Legacies of Dachau: The Uses and Abuses of a Concentration Camp, 1933-2001, selections from Bill Nevin’s (2002)Facing the Nazi Past:  United Germany and the Legacy of the Third Reich,  and Jeffery Herf’s book (1997) Divided Memory:  The Nazi Past in the Two Germanys . 

In this work, Marcuse distinguishes  among behaviors, experiences and attitudes of generational cohorts (rather than 20-year generations).  This historiography will refer to this concept of cohorts consistently in discussing other recent histories in Germany the post-war era providing narratives which respond to the Holocaust and Nazi-genocide.  By applying Marcuse’s concept of generational cohorts, one is enabled to more coherently compare historical memory in the post-war era amongst the different generations as well as amongst the authors considered in this paper.  In addition to those aforementioned authors, selections from several other authors of comparative works on history, memory and education are discussed in this historiography.  These include Ian Burma’s (1995) classic Wages of Guilt  and Hanns-

Fred Rathenow “Teaching the Holocaust in Germany” as well as Yasemin Nuhoglu Soysal’s (1999) “Identity and Transnationalization in German Textbooks”and  Gregory Wegner’s (1999) “The Power of Selective Tradition: Buchenwald Concentration Camp and Holocaust Education for Youth in the New Germany”.  Both these latter works are from Lauren Hein and Mark Selden’s edited collection Censoring History: Citizenship and Memory in Japan, Germany, and the United States.  Hein’s and Selden’s comments in the introductory chapter of their edited work will also be discussed.

Hanns-Fred Rathenow helped oversee the production of the quasi-official Learning from History: The Nazi Era and the Holocaust in German Education along with its CD-Rom.  This work was sponsored by the Robert Bosch Foundation, the Goethe-Institute, and the Press and Information Service of the German federal government.
  Several myths of modern German memory are presented by the various authors. Further, historical background for illustrating historical trends (and trends in research) on personal memories is found in Lutz Niethammer’s “Normalization’ in the West:  Traces of Memory Leading Back into the 1950s”.  The author, through extensive usage of personal interviews, presents an alternative means to Bar-On for narrating, interviewing, and reflecting on responses of the earliest decades of the post-war era. Similarly, Dorothee Wierling (1992) executed the same type of research in “A German Generation of Reconstruction: The Children of the Weimar Republic in the GDR”,  an article which reflects her research which began in 1987 with interviews taking place in the former East German state.
  

Finally, an important reconsideration of the recent history of the commemorative and educational debate on the Holocaust is undertaken by reviewing Karl Jaspers’ classic early post-war lectures, The Question of German Guilt,  partially published in English in 1961,  in which Jaspers defined criteria for discussing German guilt after WWII.   In The Question of German Guilt, Jaspers suggested how reflections on and appropriate responses to Nazi crimes should proceed in the post-war era.  With what sense of guilt and sense of responsibility should coming generations of Germans respond to Nazi-era actions, inactions, and guilt?  In light of the arguments and points of discussion presented by the aforementioned authors, Jaspers’ arguments and criteria seem every bit as applicable over a half a century later.

Currently, a review of this multi-generational approach to historiography is particularly of interest as the children of perpetrators and victims in Germany have already begun to deal with what it means to be German in the 21st Century.  In other words, as a people, Germans are beginning to try to leave behind the long historical emphasis on Blood Germanhood
 as the basis of a modern nation state and is moving towards accepting a more transnational approach to state building.  It is, therefore, important to recognize and detail what different responses to memory during the intra-generational debates of recent decades have had on other German historical events, such as in the founding myths of each of the three different manifestations of new Germanys (East Germany 1949, West Germany1949, and the United Germany or Berlin Republic 1990) during the Post-WWII era.  By looking both at the individual memories as J. H Reid has done in his “Private and Public Filters: Memories of War in Heinrich Boell’s Fiction and Nonficiton”,  and how other historians, social scientists, and students of cultural studies have interpreted and reinterpreted the responses to these memories in the Post-Nazi German world, it is hoped that a clearer idea will be had as to what it means to overcome, work through, and learn from the past. One  strong critique of the current process comes from another short article reviewed in this historiography, “Fifty Years On: German Children of the War Remember” by Jost Hermand, who claims a whole sphere of memory of the Nazi era involving those Nazi-era children, who were sent from the cities to the countryside for the duration of the war, has yet to be adequately covered in literature adequately in the post-WWII era.  It should be understood that the entire story of how memory is handled in the new Berlin Republic is still currently enfolding and  providing great meaning. This continuing transition is of concern to the entire global community because the relatively short 12-year Nazi-era remains to be felt as one of the most significant episodes of the last three centuries of both European and world history.

Dachau: “Am Ort und Stelle”


In his Legacy of Dachau, Harold Marcuse chooses to look primarily at a single place over time to describe what has happened--historiographically speaking--in the last sixty years.  He does this at that infamous location of the township of Dachau,Germany which has been linked in world-wide prominent memory to the crimes of the Nazi period.  In conducting his narration,  Marcuse provides a particularly useful descriptive framework of  “cohort generations” related to important events which had occurred over the past century
.  Marcuse borrows the concept of “cohort” from sociology and he explains the concept’s importance as follows:  “Sociologists have observed that pivotal experiences between the ages of 16 and 26, in certain circumstances 14-30, are critical in shaping lifetime attitudes. Certain momentous events such as wars and economic crisis may overshadow important events in individual biographies and affect most people born during a range of years.”
  Hence, by using the concept of cohorts, Marcuse is able to classify individuals into groups representing a  particular era based upon commonly experienced events that the cohort is recognized to have experienced.  Because cohorts share similar experiences or ruptures in history, Marcuse’s narration in Legacy of Dachau leads to another important claim, namely that cohort group memberships implies that a particular subsequent dominant historical narration for themselves and their country is linked directly to them by the historian.  Hence, both common individual and ongoing group responses at both national and international levels to a prior historical event are seen as a continuing or ongoing result within and among cohorts.  A metaphor for such interaction  is permitted by imagining memory and interactions between different cohorts over time affect each other much like data in legged time series analysis.  

Example the cohort Germans, introduced by Marcuse, includes those Germans who were of the particular critical age group at the start of the Nazi reign or “Machtergreifung” in 1933.  Marcuse refers to them as the 1933ers and in his narration, Marcuse derives explanations and subsequent expectations for personal and national historical narration, which as a whole are seen as driven by one’s cohort experiences and membership in the post-war era.  One can quite quickly appreciate the juncture or traumas identified from which cohort behavior seems to stems fairly directly by Marcuse, i.e.  those 1933 events and those events in their immediate aftermath subsequently  formed the adult world view for the that 1933 cohort group for most of the membership of that age group for the  rest of their lives.   In turn their relations with the  subsequent 1943ers, 1948ers, and 1968ers.
In all, in his narration in Legacy of Dachau, Marcuse refers to seven different cohort groups
:

(1)the 1918ers, who include the founders of Nazism as well as those non-party member Germans who were fairly disoriented in the Weimar German world they faced after the Kaisar had fled and the WWI was called to an end, i.e. many of these Germans did not feel especially committed to the new Weimar state, (2) the 1933ers, which includes those who not only had no loyalty to the Weimar Republic but who often chose to became careerist Nazis and are considered the core generation of  perpetrators who carried out crimes for the Reich, (3) the 1943ers, which includes the surviving soldiers from Stalingrad and young Nazi careerists who as a group retrospectively felt  particularly deceived by their elders, (4) the 1948ers,  former Hitler Youth and other “Spaetgeborenen”
, who felt betrayed or disillusioned and who became particularly active in rebuilding the divided German state after total collapse in the last weeks of the war in 1945, (5) the 1968ers, who are children of  the 1943ers and who responded to the weaknesses of democracy offered by the formation of the Grand Coalition in the West German Parliament in the 1966-1969 period while often identifying too an extreme with victims of atrocities around the globe and while still continuing to perceive of themselves as victims in some way or another
,  e,g many saw the North Vietnamese soldiers in their war with the USA as purely victims while perceiving the USA led anti-communist coalition as solely acting in the  role of perpetrators, (6) the 1979ers, which include Alltagshistoriker, who, as grandchildren of the 1933ers and children of the 1948ers, made great progress attacking popular post-war myths whiloe researching local history and growing up under SPD governance, and  finally, (7) the 1989ers, who as the third postwar cohort and as children of the1968ers, learned much more about Germany’s Nazi history from media and school than their elders had.  Particularly intimately those in East Germany witnessed the collapse of Communism in Eastern Europe as well as the collapse of ideologies which had dominated their memory.  

It should also be pointed out that Legacy of Dachau is full of detailed documentation

and is one of the more complete primers to post-WWII German historiography.  However, Marcuse neglects to fully introduce his own important concept of age cohorts in any fairly complete or comprehensive framework until he begins the final third of his book.  Had Marcus introduced this complete framework at the beginning of the book, most of his discussions and allusions to cohort generations early on in the work would not have likely seemed so questionable or confusing
.

Marcuse’s Legacy of Dachau is divided into four parts, including the first section set in Dachau from 1933-1945 and three sections starting with the liberation of the Dachau concentration camp by the Allies in April 1945.  It is in the second section, 1945-1956, where Marcuse discusses the early struggles for commemoration at Dachau undertaken by former Dachau victims--as well as the resistance to their efforts posed by both the West German state and the local Bavarian community(, especially the citizens and city government of Dachau itself).  Equally important, in Legacy, Marcuse also describes the initial development of three important founding myths related to memory in post-war West Germany.  These three myths, which began in this phase of West German history, and according to Marcuse, continued to dominate almost through several of the succeeding cohort generations.  The first myth is the myth of victimhood”, which  is the belief that most of the German people as a whole suffered victimhood by the Nazis and should therefore be considered victims of totalitarianism on an equal plain with victims, such as Jews and gypsies.   The second myth is the “myth of ignorance”, a concept created by all early cohorts--namely, the 1918er, the 1933er, the 1943ers, and the 1948ers. This myth of ignorance claimed “that most Germans had been ignorant of the crimes their neighbors, friends, and relatives were committing”.
  Finally, the third myth was described by Marcuse as the “myth of resistance”, which states that most Germans had taken as many opportunities or chances as possible to pose resistance to the Nazi regime.  The city of Dachau, itself, looked fondly on its last minute resistance Dachau concentration camp in April 1945.

In the third section of Legacy, Marcuse discusses primarily what Protestants, Catholics, and Jews undertook in the 1950s and 1960s in order to shape post-war history and memory, especially as the churches attempted to deal with their Nazi-era sense of collusion with Hitler’s regime.  (It is only here in the transition section of part three to part four that Marcuse for the first time fully introduces the concept of cohorts.)  The efforts of one church sponsored youth organization, Aktion Suhne Zeichen, stands out as the one church organization, which made the most effort to role back the three myths. Finally, in section four, Marcuse describes how each of the aforementioned pre-war and post-war cohorts have interacted and struggled with each other in place over the last thirty five years at Dachau.  It is during these years that Marcuse first identifies and notes the initial partial transformation of myths--and eventually the rejection of  most of the three founding myths.  Of the three myths, Marcuse claims that  the only myth that has been enduring over the last decades has been the myth of resistance.  Meanwhile the 1968ers and 1979ers, both who questioned their parents and grandparent’s narrations of victims and perpetrators,-- along with the 1989ers--have over-time severely damaged the other two myths (or memories) of victimhood and ignorance.

One important means, which Marcus uses to compare the different generational cohorts and their individual reactions to Nazi history is by looking at the words and actions of mayors of the City of Dachau over the last seventy years.  One of the examples of this comes in phase two of his book, Marcuse describes those who were once popularly (and later cynically) know as “Good Nazis”
.   Marcuse begins this section by introducing the reader to Joseph Schwalber, one of Dachau’s  first post-war mayors. In 1945,  Schwalber, who was himself a former known opponent of the Nazi regime and a long-time member of the Bavarian Catholic Party, quickly became in tune with the local population’s yearning to build the aforementioned set of  myths of victimhood, ignorance and resistance.  In other words,  Schalber’s fellow Germans sought to create such myths very early on, especially in response to reeducation programs undertaken by the allies, rather than own up to the accusatory denunciations of the Allied states who set up Nazi crimes tribunals at Dachau, Nuremberg, and Berlin.   As the Allies-appointed mayor from 1945-1946, Schwalber conspicuously promoted the remembrance of the belated Dachau uprising of April 1945 as an example of local resistance to the Nazi outsiders.  In an earlier speech nazis and their followers were portrayed as outsider  evil-doers who had transformed their “pleasant artist colony”, namely Dachau, into an odious word in public memory.  In short, the formerly popular Nazis were totally disowned and portrayed as foreign devil who appeared out of the blue and who transformed poor Dachau and its citizens--against their will--into a hell-on-earth.  In this period and in subsequent decades, the town sought to whitewash its sad history and presented itself as a victim of the Nazis in response to the many world-wide denunciations it was to continue to receive long after the war ended due to the legacy the “bad Nazis” had left the good citizens of Dachau.

Later in the early 1950s, after the Federal Republic’s general governmental amnesty for Nazi perpetrators and after the American led program of denazification processes were ended, Hans Zauner, a formerly avid local Nazi supporter was elected as head mayor of Dachau.  Zauner, a 1933er cohort, however continued flaunting his brown-shirt opinions, mixed with a strong law-and-order view of the world, which  he had acquired during the Nazi era.  In doing this, he eventually got himself into political hot water concerning words he spoke concerning the Dachau internment facility in late 1958.  This occurred at a formal event whereby he stated unequivocally his belief that the Dachau concentration “camp had been a legitimate institution for keeping society ‘clean’”.
    Quickly, there was both national and international outrage.  It was clearly a public relations-sensitive--if not embarrassed and even contrite--German people who forced Mayor Zauner to resign from his office by1959.  In short, he knew democratic Germany could not allow such tactlessness as Zauner’s.
 

The 1950s in East and West

Accusations of failure and limitations of the denazification process of the early Allied Occupation through the early years of the Cold-War became prevalent in the earliest German post-war histories.  For example, most recently, Jorg Friedrich’s (1999) bitter tongue-in-cheek essay, “Nuremberg and the Germans”, provides an ironic critique of such early narrations and exaggerations. Jorg chooses to mimic the early popular post-war German claims about  denazification and indicates that this myth should be  recognized as part of myth of victimization—which Marcuse refers to.  Such claims were not only repeated in Friedrich’s bitter piece but were at the center of Peter Jenniger’s controversial speech to the West German Bundestag given on the 50th anniversary of “Reichs Krystalnacht”, November 9, 1988.  These critical refrains were similar to Friedrich’s and were lifted up by Jenniger (who was forced to resign his office a few days after the speech).  In addition, Friedrich—along with Lutz Niethammer and Frank Bies--recognized the almost universal German claim of victimization or victimhood which marked both the Allied Occupation in West Germany.  This mentality continued to be publicly in force during the ongoing returns of German soldier POWs from Eastern European camps.

An alternative perspective to the more common view, i.e. of evaluating the denazification process as a failure in  post-war West Germany, is provided by Jeffrey Herf in his Divided Memory
.  Herf claims that despite the recriminations against the Allied programs attempts to denazify or reeducate post-WWII German society, the reality is that “Allied denazification of the occupation era crushed the Nazi Party and contributed to keeping it and its would-be successors on the margins of German politics and society after 1945.”
   Somewhat in agreement, Frank Biess in his “Survivors of Totalitarianism: Returning POWs and the Reconstructions of Masculine Citizenship in West Germany, 1945-1955”
, implies as well that some success along this trajectory was already notable in the 1950s, e.g. Biess finds that even throughout the first post-war decade and as the continuing release of prisoners from Eastern European camps was taking place, “West Germans sought to confront the consequences of Nazi ideological warfare [but] within a distinctly de-ideologized and de-politicized framework .”
  Interestingly, and also in congruence with Marcuse’s narration of the 1943ers and 1948ers, Biess agrees that a “perception of POWs as victims as well as their transformation into survivors” certainly took place in the West but adds  that this reaction “was based on moral, religious, psychological, or sexual categories; [however] it was never based on political categories.”
  On the other hand, many of the Nazi-era victims, such as communists, gypsies, disabled, and victims of forced sterilizations were not recognized at all as victims early on in West Germany’s history.  

As a whole, in his narration “Remembering the War in a Nation of Victims”, Robert Moeller has written a much more sympathetic narration of the Adenauer government and the German people than have Jeffery Herf and Theodore Adorno.   In this writing, Moeller begins by criticizing Adorno’s generalization of an all-encompassing denial of remorse in the post-Nazi era.   Moeller provides examples of such remorse:  (1) Adenauer’s public commitment of West Germany to being responsible for Nazi generation crimes against Jews, (2) West Germany’s financial commitment to Israel, and finally ( 3) Germany’s continued support for the state of Israel.  

It should be noted, however, that Moeller also concurs with other authors in stating that the distance between the SPD’s and Adenauer’s positions on reparations and the recognition of responsibility was wide in the late 1940s and early 1950s.  However, Moeller explains the eventual development of consensus among the  SPD and other West German  political parties as being spurred by the need to share common ground against communism and due to the continuing dismal election results, showing the greater and growing popularity of the Adenauer regime.  The public common ground developed among the CDU-CSU, SPD, and the FDP was finally to include (A) the belief that the Nazi crimes were an aberration of German history and (B) the assumption that the experiences of the victims of totalitarianism of the Nazis and Eastern Europe were roughly equivalent.

Such political solidarity at the party-level concerning selective common memories of victimhood came at the center of the new post-WWII West German identity, especially after the death of  Kurt Schumacher in 1952.
  Importantly, Herf particularly emphasizes that Kurt Schumacher was extremely interested in recognizing Jewish victimhood to a greater degree than almost any other West German leader during the early post-war era. According to Herf, this came about through his own close personal affiliations with Jews growing up and through his observation of how Jews were mishhandled in concentration camps, where he, too, had been imprisoned under National Socialism.  Nonetheless, during his lifetime, the SPD never took part in forming a government. This is certainly one reason that already by late 1949,  non-Jewish German victims, i.e. soldiers and civilians of German heritage civilian who were facing ”expulsion” from Eastern Europe as well as the German soldier POWs or so-called “survivors of Soviet captivity”, were discussed at the center of most early West German parliamentary debates.  However, within two years and also under  both U.S. and international pressure, recognition for Jews as victims occurred in West Germany by the subsequent passage of reparations for both  individuals and later through financial commitments to the state of Israel followed.  

In summary, many Germans had already become notable for claiming victimhood by the Nazis and equating their international post-war shame by occupation and “victor’s justice” with those victims whom had actually suffered in concentration camps under the Third Reich.  They claimed this by stating indicating that everyone was a victim under the Nazi regime, e.g former POW prisoners claimed they were victims and deserved special preferences and aid from the West German state under the Basic Law of the new Federal Republic even before Jewish victims had received reparations.  In both East and West Germany, many Germans appeared almost subconsciously to believe that through such steadfast and strategic forgetting they should be considered both physically and morally equivalent to actual victims of the Nazi regime’s genocidal activities.  Moeller notes that this German silence concerning the Nazi period in the 1950s was particularly prevalent and when victims were recognized, treatment of victims was unequal at the official level.  For example, Moeller, too, notes that recognition of other victims of the Third Reich, such as (i) gay men, (ii) those subjects of forced fertilization, (iii) many foreign slave workers, (iv) punished violators of Aryan race laws, and (v) Sinti and Romawere going to have to wait decades to be recognized.

How Some Other Author’s View Marcuse’s Earlier Cohorts 

Lutz Niethammer uses documents from his project “Life Stories and Social Culture in the Ruhr Valley, 1930-1960”, a project consisting of 300 lengthy interviewees, in which he looked at the shared German memories of various individuals in North Rhine Westphalia during the immediate post-WWII era.  Niethammer advocates such an intensive person-to-person approach to historical memory so as to avoid the all-encompassing but vague terms used by many historians who have previously attempted to explain national trends and experiences with words like “normalization”, “restoration”, or even “modernization”.  These are used by many authors aas though these processes were a straight forward cause-and-effect phenomena.  With his research, Niethammer attempts to answer key questions about trauma, grief, denial, or repression at the micro-level.  In other words, at the individual level of society,  especially concerning the Nazi period from 1933 through the start of WWII: “Why did people perceive as ‘normal’ a time [i.e. the Nazi years] that was so radically different from the earlier periods?” In asking such questions, Niethammer is both responding to  historians (1) who call the period of National Socialism revolutionary and (2) to those politicians and historians who have claimed the Third Reich to be an outlyer experience in German history.


Niethammer defines “normalization” for the interviewees as the phase or period when for the first time the idealized private sphere (only dreamed of in the NAZI- era) is reborn in the 1950s.  This idealized private sphere, according to Niethammer, consists of “[j]ob security, a familiar and stable home life, the acquisition of modern appliances—these were not the occasional and ephemeral benefits, but the permanent rewards for self-discipline.  In place of a culture of poverty as a kind of class fate came participation in the . . . material circumstances, which enabled individuals to plan their private lives.”
  In short, “normalization” both in the late 1940s and 1950s in West Germany was at a private, apolitical level--with cars, radio, and economic commitment to consumerism and consumption as the primary private focus for the generation.  This epoch was marked by personal resignation to the fairly conservative or reactionary political events and to the political sphere of the 1950s.  

With such an interpretation of reality, the only way individuals in German society at that time seemed to feel that they were basically allowed to safely approach the German world of the 1950s was (1) to be resigned to the status quo and (2) to enjoy the benefits of being a U.S. Allie in the Cold War while (3) accepting the division of Europe running right through one’s own country.  In other words, if one were left-of-center but he wanted to be politically engaged in the new West Germany, the only option was to inwardly continue to migrate, shut-off and tune out. In short, through his many personal interviews, Niethammer shows that phrases like “modern” and “normal”  are clearly only personal perspectives and German cohorts in this era are simply responding to a “rupture” from the other memories of life in Germany from prior decades.  This attempt to deal with the ruptures in experience and time specifically affecting both the individual and German collective memories of the Nazi-era is reminiscent of Marcuse’s narration at a micro-level.


Similar to Marcuse who had identified and focused on “cohort” generations by common historical experience, Niethammer focuses on the ruptures of memory, namely traumatic or strong memories that were present in the 1930s through early to mid-1940s.  However, there no longer seemed to exist in the late 1940s and 1950s.  In contrast to Marcuse, however, Niethammer does this in order to show that by gender, politics, and by class, different sub-groups in West Germany were affected differently in terms of how they maintained consciousness of their own particular individual memories and experiences.  In this undertaking, Niethammer claims that in using appropriate systematic interview formats and interview questions, a historian can therapeutically peel back layers of memory.  He gives many important supporting examples of this, such as one woman’s sudden remembrance and retelling of her repressed childhood memories. This female Aussiedler, born and raised in a German speaking community in present Poland, spoke up and interrupted an interview with her husband--and indicated that she was suddenly recalling and recognizing the horrid way she and her childhood friends had mistreated and approached Jews in her community.  They had often spoken with using dehumanizing humor and ignorant clichés when meeting with and discussing Jews in her community.  According to Niethammer, such layers of memory can then be analyzed in context, i.e. either challenging or supporting historical descriptions by leading historians and politicians.

An important distinction concerning memory filters has been proffered by J.H. Reid in his study of  Heinrich Boll’s public and private letters along Boll’s unpublished and publishedficiton
.  Reid does this by distinguishing between the “public and private memories” of Heinrich Boll.  Boll’s private memories include years-long exchanges of letters with other writers and his editors.  Further, those unpublished short stories and articles which he wrote during the early post-WWII decades are considered
.  Reid notes that in Boll’s private letters, unpublished works,  and public writings showed that  a continuing theme of anti-militarism and anti-remilitarism haunted the 1940s and 1950s works and letters of Boll.  Nonetheless, Boll seldom talks about the specific current politics in this period--as though there was nothing important going on.  This is similar to Niethammer’s findings that many leftist Germans found themselves politically sleepwalking through part of the first post-war decade. While changes in Boll’s letters and writings are somewhat present in the 1960s, Reid still finds in his review of the public and private Boll that there is a strong basis to argue for the existence of  two layers of memory or  public and private filters.  He, too, posits that one can, similar to Niethammer, “peal back” layers of memory in the written words in order to get at the deeper layers of memory which also Niethammer claims to be able to do.

Likewise, in “Fifty Years On:  German Children of the War Remember”, a short article by  Jost Hermand in the edited book, European Memories of the Second World War (1999),  which is the same edited volume in which appears Reid’s aforementioned “Private and Public Filters: Memories of War in Heinrich Boell’s Fiction and Nonficiton”, it is argued that a dearth of literature currently exists on the Nazi camps for German youth.  Such camps in the 1930s and 1940s greatly affected the 1943ers, whom Marcuse has written about--and to whose membership Heinrich Boll had belonged
. By using newspaper articles and editorials from the 1930s and 1940s, Hermand explains that as early as 1934, it was publicly well-known in Germany that in the Hitler youth camps of the 1930s males were being trained to demonstrate “decisiveness, brutality and a refusal to compromise.”
  Hermand is particularly concerned that “German Sociologists, historians, educationalists and literary scholars, figures who have tracked every possible sociohistorical issue over the last twenty-five years, have generally left the KLV phenomenon untouched.”
  KLV (Erweiterte Kinderlandverschickung) refers to the project that was in effect from 1940 through 1945 to take children away from their parents into the countryside once bombing raids from England had begun.  Hitlers’ Reich Youth leadership, according to Hermand, left the power-structure at the camps “unclear”, dividing power between both trained pedagogues and Nazi youth leaders who had come through pervious camps.  According to Hermand, “[t]his was in keeping with the prevailing cult of the leader; the strongest was to have his or her way.  Although there were certainly some camps where concerned teachers, acting as parental substitutes, set the tone, the Nazis regarded the most effective camps to be those in which fascist indoctrination, monotonous routine, brutality, if not outright sadism, abounded .”
  

According to Hermand, this sort of “Lord of the Flies” type of reality in Nazi German youth camps has important implications for the 1943ers and 1948ers memories and for their subsequent life histories.  Such understandings were charged by 1968er but have seldom been systematically or thoroughly investigated.  In turn, other historian cohorts have inferred or implied the same understanding as Hermand but have largely failed to spell out with much documentation and with detailed historical analysis what public and private memory of youth life in KLVs currently remains.  Further, although the 1968ers were obviously directly affected by their own parents upbringing in Nazi youth programs, camps, and in the KLV projects, until recent decades little sympathetic or historically critical narration has been forthcoming on this logical extension of historiography concerning a Nazi world reality that Jost Hermand appropriately describes as inhumane childrearing practices.  Hermand notes, for example, that in such camps youth were “forced to watch so-called Untermenschen, including children and pregnant women, . . . killed before their eyes by  SS Special Squads in order to train them to feel no compassion for others and to have no remorse for their future violent actions.”
  In turn, in “Physician of Auschwitz and his Son”, these sort of memories of learning to harden or numb one’s own mind and soul through daily experiences and observation of inhumane actions at concentration camps, such as Auschwitz, are alluded to by the German’s interviewed.  However, these issues are barely touched upon by the investigator Bar-On.

Memory of Fascism in the Former East Germany

Dorothee Wierling’s work,  “A German Generation of Reconstruction: The Children of the Weimar Republic in the GDR”, is fairly similar in format and project design to the aforementioned article by Niethammer on individual memory in the Ruhr region of West Germany.  In this project, the interviewer allowed the 150 East German interviewees to first choose and  begin their own narration of their own childhood and of their early adult experiences in the post-war era.  In short, the interviewees were allowed to choose for themselves their own personal framework or schema of memory organization.  In her article, Wierling focuses heavily on the “cohort” group or  generation which Marcuse in West Germany would have called the 1948ers.  In order to make her summation, though,  Wierling also refers to interviews with East Germans from the cohort groups which Marcuse calls the 1918ers and 1933ers.
Wierling finds that for those older cohorts from the mid-1920s up through the Depression era in Germany, a renewed hopefulness had prevailed which was referred to in the East German terminology as the “embourgeoisement of the working class”.  This new hopefulness for a better wary of life was taking place across Germany and in German-speaking communities of both Central and Eastern Europe right up through the Depression.  Hopes for the future were then dashed for the masses by the subsequent unemployment. However,  by the mid 1930s hopes were again being rekindled with the advent of Nazism’s domination of the region.  For example, one of Wierling’s interviewees, Rudolph Kamp, noted that by the end of that decade German youth were identifying with the glorious economic and social experiences of the pre-1940s period.  This hopefulness, along with the quasi-religious experience and future offered them in their Hitler Youth organizations, motivated his generation.  

Interestingly, in her own framework or narration, Wierling seems to falls back on and accept as quite real the popular “Null-Stunde” or Zero-Hour myth of 1945ers.  This prominent myth stated that a clean slate had begun with the rupture with the past in 1945.  This myth was particularly prominent in West and East Germany after the war.  Wierling shows this when she claims that 1945-1948 brought with it the opportunity for the East Germans as well as the West Germans to renew the march to a “bright future”, offered their parents in the late 1920s and offered them in the late 1930s during their pre-war experience as Hitler youth.  This apparent  absence of memory during the 1945-1948 interregnum is something that Herf covers much more thoroughly and offers several explanations, such as the split between Communist and Socialist cooperation and the rise of new anti-cosmpolitan purges. 

In contrast to Herf, Wierling barely touches upon the fact that an East German party lackey, Rudolph Kamp, for example, who was only 14 years old at wars end (but already an active soldier in the Reich) did not seem able to remember anything that occurred to him between 1945 and 1948.  Why does this 1945 through 1948 period seem to be a forgotten period in East Germany?  Kamp’s narration begins with his adoption of a new way of life as communist cadre in East Germany in 1948, an event which he considers to have been his “salvation”.  This approach to memory also certainly provided a means of avoiding any focus on what had transpired in his land before he and his family were forced to flee their home in Poland immediately after the war.

Another interviewee of Wierling’s was Johanna Maczek, who lost her father after the communist occupation of the Czechoslavakia in 1945.  Maczek had had to become the main bread winner for her family was forced to flee the Sudetantland in Czechoslavakia to the East Zone in Germany.  Maczek, herself, seems to have simply quickly accepted the belief that the banishment from her place of birth and homeland was the direct consequence of –or price to be paid--for her father’s and family’s support for the Nazi’s and the German Anschluss of 1938.  Further, in   explaining that traumatic event, she used the metaphor of the Czech people simply cashing “a check” for Treblinka and other Nazi crimes.  This approach to the past left much mourning behind Maczek as she busied herself as a working woman.  She was called upon by her surviving elders, i.e. her grandparents and mother, to do this after the war.   Maczek performed this role while seeking to remain as apolitical as possible in the new GDR.  Owing to her father’s experience with the Nazi party organizations, Maczek refused to join the SED party while trying with difficulty to slowly moving up the ranks of her company’s work ladder.  Meanwhile, she chose to diligently do her part in the creation of a comparatively (economically) successful socialist state during subsequent decades.  

Maczek never married and this upward mobility substituted itself for her father’s lost dreams for her family from the 1920s and 1930s.  The fact that her father had been an accomplice to the Nazis, as pro-active as a member of the National Socialist Worker’s Union Party (NSDAP) in Czechoslavakia,  had certainly left its mark on Maczek’s lifelong choice not to join the Communist party in the GDR--even though  such a choice made it difficult at times for her to advance career-wise during most of the 1950s and early 1960s in East Germany.   Meanwhile, Johanna Maczek’s parents’ generations were described by her (and Wierling) as “helpless” in this post-war period.  Maczek emphasized that her parents chose to try and be recognized as victims after the war, i.e they acted as though they had been victims of National Socialism—in a way the only way which was permitted for most in the GDR (through their suffering silence).

In contrast to Wierling’s empathetic narration of East Germany at the individual level, Jeffrey Herf set out  in Divided Memory to explain critically why the so-called anti-totalitarian German Democratic Republic moved away from its claimed early post-war ideals of denouncing fascist tendencies in German history and heritage.  This certainly had appeared to have been the likely future course for the new country after its leadership performed a series of summary executions and imprisonments in East Germany in the late 1940s as the Occupied Zone dealing most diligently with fascists and ex-Nazis.  For Herf, the key to understanding the apparent reversal of East Germany’s path to memory development concerning Nazi-era crimes was already mostly completed by around 1948, as key former Communists, specifically those who had lived and trained in Moscow throughout their Nazi-era exile, embarked on a new “anti-cosmopolitan” crusade or purge.   This crusade led to the banishment and arrest the most important supporters of having  the GDR more favorable recognize the anti-semitic roots of fascisim which had driven the Holocaust’s implementation in Germany.  Interestingly, most of these supporters of Jewish victim recognition had spent their exile in Western Europe or in North America working either in the underground of France active or with the resistance in Mexico.  Upon arrival in Berlin after 1945, most of these same communist leaders were considered suspect for their loyalties by both Moscow and by the German communists who had spent their exile Moscow.  As a single exception to this trend, Herf cites Walter Bartel, who became the long-term chair of the International Buchenwald Committee and historian of Nazi resistance.  Herf writes that in his public statements in 1948, Bartel warned the new against the new government’s tendency to ignore the racist crimes against the Jews.  Barlet stated in one public speech  that he believed that every appearance of anti-semitism contradicted all attempts at democratic development in the GDR.  

Herf inidcates that as late as 1947-1948 it was not yet a far-gone conclusion how the Eastern Zone would approach the memory of Jewish persecution in its domestic or foreign affairs.  Nor was it clear that support for the creation and recognition of an Israeli state would not take place.  Herf reports that in “1948 future GDR president Otto Grotewohl secretly met with Julius Meyer and Israeli representatives and hinted at the  possibility of establishing relations with the new Jewish state.”
  Aside from the anti-cosmopolitan trend in the new East German state strongly, another trend which drove a strong wedge between fellow communists who were against the phasing out of the East German state’s commitment to fully recognizing Jewish and other non-communist victims of Nazi was the ongoing collapse of the great anti-Nazi coalition in Europe after 1945.  This change had already become noticeable by 1946 as communists took control of the VVN (Victims of the Nazis) and other organizations in the Eastern Zones.  Herf writes, concerning the various formerly “anti-fascist coalition partner organizations” in the occupied zones, that as these organizations “degenerated into vehicles of Soviet policy and refrained from criticizing violations of human rights in the Soviet occupation zone, the VVN and other resistance organizations lost their moral authority.”
   From this perspective, it was little wonder that during the late 1940s and 1950s, former Nazi concentration camps, such as Buchenwald and Ravensbruck,  were used by the new communist  regime as interment camps for East Germany’s own people, including many of those same communists who were swept up in the new Stalinist inspired “anti-cosmopolitan” purge.

Finally, it should be noted that a key founding myth of the German Democratic Republic was similar to the third myth in the West which Marcuse had described.  Namely, the myth of “antifascist-resistance” was placed at the center of the new nation’s identity.  As Herf put it, “The political utility of antifascism in immunizing the Communists from criticism had outlived Nazism.”
   By the 1950s, Paul Merker and Leo Zuckerman, both of whom had remained faithful to Stalin till the bitter end and who had been members of the SED Politburo over a decade, found that what they had believed was not possible had in fact become true.  Herf reports that  Merker and Zuckernman had believed that the communist “’liberators of Maidanek and Auschwitz’ who had defeated Nazism could not possibly be anti-Semites.”
  The truth was simply that these same communist “liberators were indeed purging, arresting, and in some cases murdering prominent members of the wartime Jewish Antifascist Committee”
 in the name of anti-cosmopolitanism.   Herf agrees that such (quasi) anti-Jewish  anti-intellectualism was embedded in traditional German anti-western ideology.  On the other hand, such a German ideology suited greatly the Soviet Union’s position vis-à-vis the West in the Cold War era.

This new pogrom under Walter Ulbricht to destroy the intellectuals, according to Herf, “sheds light on the official memory of the Nazi past in East Germany.  First, and most obviously, with the exception of Merker, all of the accused were Jewish, thus stressing the link between cosmopolitanism, disloyalty, espionage and the Jews.” Secondly, Herf adds that such “denunciations attacked suspects for taking seriously the spirit of the anti-Hitler coalition.   That is, real communists were not to have regarded the alliance with the West as anything more than a marriage of convenience with ‘the class enemy’.”  Thirdly, the communist governments in Moscow and East Germany asserted that Churchill’s Britain and Roosevelt’s America had aimed not at the “‘liberation of Europe from Fascism’ but rather at reestablishing an anti-Soviet bulwark in  Europe.” I.e., such “denunciations projected the antagonisms of the Cold War back into the war years”
 in popular public memory in the Democratic Republic of Germany.  In short, the image of struggle by the East German people and their state in WWII became part of the unending fight against the fascist West, with all focus being on production of propaganda and little or no support institutionally being provided for either remembrance or for guilt.  In other words, the representatives of the new socialist peoples of East Germany quickly came to see themselves as the direct descendents of Nazi-fighters from the 1933-1945 generation.

The 1968ers and the 1979ers


In the wake of several neo-Nazi crimes and vandalism and with several important Nazi-trials having taken place already in Baden Wurtemburg, the Eichmann trial in Israel, and later the Auschwitz trials in the late 1950s and in the early 1960s,  several German psychologists came to the fore with books and statements helping propel discussion of the Holocaust onto the front page quite regularly.  Marcuse specifically notes Peter Hofstaetter, a professor of psychology, “suggested that the Nazi past—specifically, too many trials of brown-collar perpetrators—was detrimental to Germany’s political culture.”
   The subsequent public unease and outcries against Hoffstaetter’s remarks were intense--and within a year Hoffstaetter retracted his remarks.  By 1967, Alexander and Margaret Mitscherlich had also become public figures after they had published their path-breaking research on “the political implications of West Germany’s collective relationship to the Nazi past.” Marcuse indicates that their book, Inability to Mourn, soon became so popular among 1968ers that it was often subsequently referred to as the “’bible’ of left wing political activists.”
 

Both Marcuse and Herf explain that two other political events in 1965 and 1966 also had great impact on how the nation talked about the past.  These events were (1) the parliamentary debates on the extension of limits on Nazi crimes
 and (2) the building of the first and only Grand Coalition between the SPD and the CDU/CSU.  The creation of this coalition helped precipitate a leftist turn against the three myths of the elder German cohort groups by the 1968ers.  Marcuse also reports that Karl Jaspers, who put out a popular collection and critique of the aforementioned parliamentary debates under the title of  The Future of Germany in 1966,  promoted such discussion.  Jaspers stated unequivocally “that brown-collar trials were an absolute necessity for forging West Germany’s path to the future.”  In addition, Jaspers “ took those Germans to task who felt they had no need to subject themselves to any personal moral scrutiny.”
 

On the other hand, explains Marcuse,  one former student of Jaspers, namely Armin Mohler, reacted to the public debate on Nazi-era memory and gave a different opinion as to how to deal with the Nazi-past.  Mohler claimed that both conservatives and liberals in Germany and abroad were restraining political development and democracy in West Germany with their anti-democratic tendencies.
  Marcuse went further than this and criticizes the leftist 1968er reaction to preceding cohorts.  Marcuse claims that  “the extreme left of the 1968ers drifted towards … inhumane thinking”--as well as being anti-democratic.
   Marcuse links this leftist anti-democratic orientation fairly directly to the silence of  1918er, 1933er, 1943er, and 1948er, who were the 1968ers own parents and grandparents.   Further, he attributes this same attitude to the later terrorism conducted by the German left, including the likes of  Ulrike Meinhof and others during the radical and pro-terrorist Red Brigade period.   Marcuse cites Thorwald Proll, one of those 1968ers convicted as terrorist criminals.  Proll claimed specifically to have  acquired his “own arsonist tendencies” through observing similar neo-Nazis actions during the early 1960s.
 

Many of the other recent authors reviewed in this historiography concur with Herf’s and Marcuse’s analysis that major flaws existed with the 1968ers public attitude, historical analysis,  and their prevailing extra-parliamentarian approach to the world.  These 1968ers tended to be totally ambivalous as to how intolerant and dogmatic they came across to both the older cohort groups and to the subsequent generations of 1979ers.  Conversely,  according to Marcuse,  the 1968ers did fairly successfully attack two of the key three post-war myths: namely, (1)  the myth of ignorance and (2) the myth of victimhood.  Nonetheless, even these two myths remained wavering in public acceptance for approximately two more decades, e.g. according to Burma, through the Historikerstreit of the 1980s, and according to Niven, through the beginning of unification in the early to mid-1990s.


It needs to be pointed out that authors Marcuse,  Dan Bar-On
, and Buruma have in common the fact that they were from “victims’ cultures”
.  Marcuse’s family fled Germany decades ago and came to America. Dan Bar-On is a psychologist from Israel and Ian Buruma, a journalist by trade, is from the Netherlands.  Buruma writes in the forward to his book, Wages of Guilt, that his mother was saved from deportation “only by the good fortune of having been born in England”.
  For Ian Buruma, whose birth and age cohort in Holland parallels that of the 1968ers in Germany, the important and seldom spoken question with“obsessed” his generation in Holland was similar to the big question that was asked of subsequent generations of German cohorts.  Namely, 1968ers of Burma’s generation all across Europe had to ask themselves “whether we would have hidden Jews and risked deportation ourselves.”  Buruma adds, “Our particular shadow was not war, but occupation.”
  In short,  Buruma states that from the world’s perspective: “Germany had to be beyond pale.”
 Insightfully, Buruma is arguing that both Germans and non-German expectations in the post-war era was every bit as high for Germany.  Just as the 1968ers demanded quite a bit of their fathers and fore-fathers and in turn quite a bit was demanded of them by others, especially western historians and their own children, over the subsequent generations.


The Israeli Bar-On, too, indicated that he often asked himself similar questions just as Europeans in Buruma’s youthful days had done. As a psychologist, Bar-On had been trained to work with clear cut typologies of behaviors and persons.  He was trained to expect and identify the following socio-cultural profiles, stereotypes, and/or typologies, e.g. concerning brown-shirt perpetrators “were defined as pathological sadists, a personality type traced to their German heritage. Bystanders or followers were supposed to have an “authoritarian personality,” and rescuers an “altruistic personality.”  Such were some of the assumptions and arguments behind Goldhagen’s Hitler’s Willing Executioners. These views and labels were too simplistic for Bar-On and spurred him on in his research, especially as he came to know from his own experience as a psychologist working with victims in Israel, that victims were not clearly as definable as passive people either.  Victims were merely described as passive in most cases in that they were selected by perpetrators and followers.  In addition, they were passively treated by most German bystanders.   At the same time,  Bar-On felt driven in conducting interviews with perpetrators, victims, and their children for Legacy of Silence because of his own personal realization that he was struggling with his own “potential for evil”.


In the 1980s, Bar-On began interviewing children of Nazi-era perpetrators, he discovered early on that, although thousands of Germans had participated in the camps, in mass-executions, and in the extermination processes, almost no German interviewed seemed (without very great difficulty) to be able to recall anyone else whose parents had actually participated in the crimes against humanity—even if they knew that their own parents had been implicated as perpetrators. According to Bar-On, this apparent lack of knowledge or lack of recall is  an example of how pervasive the silence or “selective memory” of  Nazi-era crimes against humanity had been throughout most of the first decades of the West German Republic.  In all, Bar-On interviewed forty-nine perpetrator’s children in the late 1980s.  Only eight others, whom he had specifically approached, turned him down in his request to be interviewed.  In short, as a whole Germans appeared anxious to talk. Ian Buruma, too, in the early 1990s found Germans, especially the younger ones, eager to discuss and talk about the Nazi-past.  He specifically cites the continuing high attendance at Margaret Mitscherlich’s ongoing lectures
 conducted long after the topic had originally been broached by her and her husband in their classic work Unfaehigkeit zu Trauern. 


Buruma, too, turns to the interview process in discussing relationships among the generations in Germany in the post-war era and how these generations had looked at and then recalled the Nazi-period.  Buruma, as do all the other authors reviewed in this historiography, notes that this topic has continued to have a great impact on succeeding generations of Germans in terms of memory and  their commemorations at both individual and social levels in the decades after the war.  As aforementioned by Buruma and most current historians, the 1968ers “had one overriding moral aim: to be different from their parents, to crack their guilty silence, to spread the word of peace, or to simply make sure Germans would never be tempted again”  By “tempted”, Buruma means by German militarism.  Buruma then quotes Oscar Lafontaine, the SPD chancellor candidate,  who in 1991 on the eve of the Gulf War (and response specifically to international calls for German participation in that war) warned, “[A]sking Germans to participate in military activities ‘was like offering brandy chocolates to a reformed alcoholic.’”
  Buruma claims that memories of WWII have driven both modern Germany’s support of Israel and its support of pacifism.  Both these tendencies certainly contradict one another in foreign policy as the heated public and private discussions leading up to the Gulf War showed
.  Buruma claims that the anti-militaristic tendency in modern Germany can be directly linked to Nazi-era memories--and not necessarily to anti-Americanism nor to a continuing  1968er or a leftist  rebellion against Adenauer’s legacy.


Like Wierling and Niethammer, Bar-On uses a standard format in his approach in carrying out interviews with German perpetrators and victims and their children.  Unlike the aforementioned authors, though, Bar-On demonstrates in his writing more directly the relationship he had with his interviewees as well as how his interpretations changed during interaction between interviewer and  interviewee.   For example, in the first chapter of Legacy of Guilt, Bar-On interviews both a physician who had worked at Auschwitz for several years and the physician’s son.  The physician had been acquitted at war crimes trials because of support  and public witnessing by several Jewish victims whom he had aided over the internment years, i.e. even as many other Jews certainly had died and had suffered at the camp while the father had closed his eyes as to what was going on around him as best he could.  In short, he had managed to cultivate a reputation as a”Good German”.   

Bar-On’s research in this chapter focused somewhat on the question of why--once American occupier’s had stopped their public shaming of German’s via trials and had ended denazification programs in the 1940s and early 1950s--had West Germans, as a whole, managed to ignore (and ignore responsibility) for so long even though many documented episodes of atrocities were available to them after WWII, i.e. Bar-On asked, “What prevented these people from acknowledging what they had done?”
 or why was the myth of ignorance encouraged or found acceptable for so long in the Germanies after the war ended?  The physician and son opinion on perpetrators was that they both felt that people, like the Germans, are basically good but like a butcher in a slaughterhouse, some individuals are slowly able to become used to the machinery of methodical killing over time.  Some people even marvel at such “nerves of steel” and ability.
  This sort of interpretation of what normality is for all people has dominated quite a bit in the post-war era—and was understandable even to Bar-On.

The father (or physician) had served in Auschwitz under Mengele and  described in his personal narration how he, himself, had become further and further entangled in both Nazi party membership as a university student and how he later decided to join in SS activity
.  Although his own mother was staunchly against Hitler throughout the entire period, it is interesting to note that the doctor’s parents had become ever more silent on their son’s activities and finally stopped talking to him at all about his deepening involvement with the Nazis and the SS as the 1930s wore on. Interestingly, the psychologist Bar-On and many  historians,  fail to  mention or to even give an opinion on what it likely meant for 1933ers  to have grown up in an era when youth were encouraged by the state and Nazi party to purposefully ignore or disrespect their parent’s opinions when such opinions differed from the party line.  In other words, German youth had been expected to make their career choices under the Nazi regime while their own parents
 silently stood on the sideline, either unable or unwilling to persuade their offspring (or even to talk to them) about what alternative lives they might have lived had they not taken the path of least resistance, i.e. chosen the path of a Nazi-follower or Mitlaufer.   It is certainly little wonder that when such 1933ers became parents themselves that they, too, conveyed certain degrees of silence to their children.  They simply behaved as they had been acculturated to behave during the Nazi-era, i.e. at times, somewhat fascist and male domineering.  In short, even years after the war, the doctor from Auschwitz and his own generation of cohorts projected silence and authoritarianism onto their own children, never volunteering any information about their Nazi-era past unless the children asked.  And, this was seldom the case.   

In turn, just as the doctor from Auschwitz himself in the 1930s had stopped talking his own parents about serious political matters, the physician’s son never asked his father, except belatedly
, about his past.  On the other hand during the late 1940s, the physician’s wife--who was a doctor as well-- had not expected that the doctor from Auschwitz would ever be allowed to work again as a physician upon his acquittal and return from Poland where he had been captured by the Soviets.  She had expected that in a new democratic Germany that the doctor’s previous association with such crimes against humanity at Auschwitz would make this impossible.  However, the fact is that this “physician from Auschwitz”, who had worked alongside Mengele on a regular basis, did quickly receive a  physician’s license in West Germany.  The continuing silence in Germany on guilt and responsibility of those early post-war years were certainly helpful to his continuing career.  More importantly, in his own words his son claimed--without  much apparent reflection--that his family had been a “normal” one
  in the same sense that Niethammer’s interviewees had often called the pre-war Nazi-era “normal”.


In contrast to Bar-On, Marcuse is not nearly so sympathetic to his German subjects.  Marcuse tends to use Dr.-Jeckyll-and-Mr.-Hyde allusions in describing German behavior over the decades. In other words, Marcuse uses loaded phrases from science fiction and biology to describe what had come to be considered “normal” in the early post-war years.  Examples of this are the words “transmogrified”and ‘metamorphosed”--which are part of the favorite vocabulary which Marcuse uses to indicate that a torch is being passed between generations maintaining the three major post-war myths.  Illustration of this include when Marcuse says that such-and-such myth was transmogrified.   In one such instance, Marcuse notes that the language of ignorance by the 1960s was no longer as useful.  In one example, the mayor of Dachau from the 1966 through 1996, Lorenz Reimeir, who is of the 1948er generation and claimed in a 1970s’ speech that the city of Dachau and its good citizens were the victims of a national and world-wide campaign to place an unjust “special burden” on them.  Reitmeier was reacting to the Social Democratic youth group, or Jusos, attempts to persuade the city of  Dachau to take on its special responsibilities due to its sordid Nazi-past.
  Marcuse rightly claims that  Reitmeier was actually cleverly tossing aside the old concept of victimization by the Nazis for a new one.   This is what Marcuse describes as acts of metamorphoses or transmogrification. 


In contrast, Bar-On, whose primary focus of research on the physician and his son took place in the traditionally conservative state of Bavaria  where Dachau is located, feels that such critiques of the children of perpetrators and their responses to the Nazi-era crimes is not wholly appropriate.  In this, Bar-On concurs with the physician’s son who raises the issue that many 1968ers could not have been expected to respond otherwise than they did, i.e. in terms of not very actively nor systematically working through the crimes of their parents’ and grandparents’ generations.  Bar-On calls this the “paradox of denial”, whereby someone has to know something about the place or time before one can really repress anything.
  Likewise, Buruma writes that Christopher Stoeltz, a West German 1968er and the first curator at the new Deutsches Historische Museum in the old arsenal building in Berlin--where the former Communit German History museum had been
--stated that he, unlike some other 1968ers was “not preoccupied” by German guilt.  Stoeltz explained, in a similar fashion to Bar-On, “that ‘you cannot mourn psychologically for something you didn’t do.’”
  Buruma wrote critically of this remark while indicating that the post-war issues of remembering and commemoration are likely a more religious and moral in nature than they are significant as a political issue.

On the other hand, the physician’s son seems to go too far in ignoring modern burdens stemming from the past when he stated, “I think this process of repression never took place.”
  Repression of some sort certainly took place at both the individual and societal levels in both Germany’s. However, the son does later make an important clarification on this matter by conceding to Bar-On, “Now, maybe there was a kind of subconscious repression, because people had simply not dealt with the matter before.”
  This harks back to Niethammer’s findings on “repression” in the immediate post-war era in the Ruhr region.  It seems apparently clear from Bar-On’s example of the son of the Auschwitz physician that this son has not worked through his own variety of conflicting views about racism in Germany, including his own generalization of German attitudes towards Turkish peoples which he equates to Nazi attitudes towards Jews.  He also equates the German relationship with its Turkish residents to the crimes of Idi Amin in Africa, Pohl Pot in Cambodia, and to other crimes against humanity around the world.  

The son’s narration leads to the repression of the younger generation, i.e of 1968ers.  This was initially the result of both pedagogical practices in schools and in public silence--along with their own parent’s or elders’ defining for them in the post-war era what was acceptable and normal behavior for Germans.   This is probably why Bar-On seems to deal more even-handedly in evaluating a 1968er than does Marcuse who appears to equate the Bader-Meinhofs or Red Brigade in West Germany with their entire cohort generation.


Marcuse finally seems to link the inauguration of the “rediscovery” of Nazism in West German society to the cohort generation of 1979ers who were, in fact, influenced by the American film Holocaust, which was  broadcast with much public fanfare and television discussion in early 1979.  Marcuse also notes that the 1979ers were the beneficiaries of the rupture in silence led by a vanguard of  1968ers.  The two-day seminar for journalists and editors by led-by Margaret Mitscherlich immediately prior to the showing of the Holocaust in January 1979 was another important specific important preparation or action, according to Marcuse,  which led to the concentrated number of interested viewers watching the Holocaust docudrama an the end of that decade.  This Mitscherlich seminar helped maximize the press coverage and didactic power of the Holocaust showing and helped to sensitize writers to the post-war issues which they themselves may have never openly discussed before.  In short, although Marcuse claims that the students in public schools under the 1968er cohort had begun to dig in, respond to, and work through and learn of their nation’s Nazi past, he credits the 1979ers, themselves, for this shift.  

Conversely, and certainly in a somewhat contradictory manner, Marcuse tries to downplay the role of the Holocaust film itself and notes that the film’s showing was certainly not an isolated event.  He cites that a large increase in the number of youths visiting Dachau which  had occurred throughout the 1970s.
 Marcuse also explained how local history research had blossomed in that same decade, with several newly critical local histories being published prior to Holocaust’s release in Germany.  These local history books piqued the curiosity of many post-war cohorts who had wondered what their family or their own town had been up to in the Nazi era.  “This emerging interest provided an opportunity for the survivors of Nazi persecution and genocide to finally counter their mythical stigmatization as perpetrators.”  Marcuse writes that  these “‘angry old men,’ as a1979 publication called them who had opposed Nazism, found a receptive audience especially among these 1979er ‘grandchildren’.”


According to both Buruma and Marcuse, an important example of a 1979er and a local historian would be Anna Romus, whose life story was subsequently made into the film Nasty Girl by director Michael Verhoeven.
  Both Marcuse and Buruma discuss Romus’ story.  Her original work as a high school student in her hometown of Passau in Bavaria was part of a nationally sponsored history program for school-age German students. This program in local history had been founded with the support of federal president Heinemann in the early 1970s. After the showing of the Holocaust film in 1979, the privately sponsored local history project quickly shifted to topics related to the SS- and Nazi-era.   For example, the chosen theme in the 1980-1981 contest was “Everyday Life under National Socialism” before 1939.  Later,  in 1982-1983 it was on “Life” during the war, and in 1983-1984 “Life in the Post-War period”.
 The CD-rom included in  Brinkmann,  Ehmann, Milton,  Rathenow and Wyrowoll’s  Learning From History:  The Nazi Era and the Holocaust in German Education provides a list of the prize winners of the  topics entered by nearly 100,000-plus entrants for this and similar regional competitions from all across the federal republic which took place over the last two decades of the 20th century emphasizing the roles of German students themselves exploring the Nazi-era and the commemoration of the crimes and events of that period.


As a participant in the 1981-1982 competition, Rosmus, who actually began her research seeking to clear the name of her beloved catholic church of the crimes of the Nazi-era, quickly ran up against repeated censorship of public records--and other information she should have been given access to quite readily.  Soon she was also being defamed, denounced and threatened regularly in Passau, her hometown. Following an arson attack on her home and threats to kidnap her daughter, Rosmus’ misadventures became national news.  Soon her work won her the “Scholl Sybling’s” Prize and this work on her home community was later published in 1984.  Rosmus has since continued to be highly focused on the publications of histories on lives in her community during the Nazi-era.  

She has also since received her doctorate at a local German university and has also attended Harvard University in the states.  Her story was not an exception, though.   Thousands of other German youth became active conducting similar research on their own communities across the land during the same decades.  Marcuse notes also the example of Michael Brenner, another national prize-winner who focused on the Jewish community in his town.  Brenner subsequently went on to become one of the youngest professors of history in the United Germany and now finds his work holding worldwide recognition.  He recently received the newly endowed chair of Jewish and Cultural Studies at the University of Munich.istory and Culture antatat 

Historikerstreit and the 1980s in both East and West Germany

Responses to the Holocaust and Nazi-era memories have become ever more publicly important in Germany during the last decades.   In the 1980s, the Third Reich began to move well out of the realm of professional and amateur historians into every day news articles in West German newspapers and editorial.  The particular nationwide debate in the former West Germany during the mid- to late 1980s  is now referred to as the Historikerstreit.   Buruma, in Wages of Guilt, writes that in that period CDU parliamentarians, such as Alfred Dreggar, had indirectly claimed that far too much attention was being paid [in German education and memory] to the history of the Nazi period.”
  Meanwhile, the SPD and Green parliamentarians in the Bundestag in Bonn had begun to show distrust of the CDU/CSU/FDP government’s growing intentions to create a new conservative national identity for Germany, especially through the proposed creation of a “national museum”.  Buruma relates that much of the public debate was about who exactly should narrate, write, and select what particular history is to be studied in schools, memorialized publicly, and recognized and placed in museums.  This all touched the definition of future German national and individual identity. 

On the other hand, Buruma states that what was obviously missing from such public discussion was an awareness of how both religious and secularizing symbolism and elements were really at the heart of public for calls for mourning or trauern--and for other public calls to put the Nazi passed behind. Buruma writes that this mixing of secular and religious--and of course political--approaches to remembering images of  WWII (and dealing with the past) leads to mental as well as moral confusion for those doing the debating.
  Nonetheless, by the mid-1980s an important constellation of events occurred in West Germany mixing memories of Nazi-criminality with publicly planned and publicly opposed governmental  activities, such as Reagan’s 1985 visit to Bitburg cemetery near graves of SS soldiers.  Buruma notes that Chancellor Helmut Kohl, himself a historian, was heavily  influence by Michael Stuermer.  Kohl had called for several commemorations as the fortieth anniversary of war’s end approached.  These activities included visits to the Bitburg cemetery, various concentration camps, and for the founding of a new national museum—all designed to bring about a new and stronger German identity.  In encouraging such projects, which sought to frame the Nazi-past as a minor subplot in German history, Stuermer had written “that ‘the search for our lost history’ was ‘morally legitimate and politically necessary, for at issue is the inner continuity of the German republic and the predictability of foreign policy.’”
  

In contrast, in this same period, Bundes President Richard von Weizaecker responded by talking of the importance of remembrance of  Nazi-era crimes by present and future generations.  In contrast to Chancellor Kohl, Weizaecker indicated that this process was important for developing a future national identity.
  Meanwhile by 1986, according to Wenger in his article “The Power of Selection”,  Jurgen Habermas, both beloved and despised by 1968ers, not only insisted in public speeches that “the viability of German democracy demanded a continuing and open confrontation with the Nazi past.”  Further, Habermaas specifically charged that any revisionist attempts--by writers such as David Irving, Ernst Nolte, Andreas Gruber, or Joachim Fest--to assert that the Nazis did not intentionally set out on a path of  building a “genocidal dictatorship” was extremely questionable.

 In his own historical narration of Germany’s recent process of remembrance and guilt, Buruma claims that prior to the German unification of 1990, West Germans had certainly already begun to dig deeply into important topics related to commemoration and memory of Germany’s Nazi past, i.e. they were busily handling the topics raised over nearly three decades previously in the Mitscherlich book, Inability to Mourn.  This summary interpretation by Buruma, however, is called into question by some of the responses recorded in  interview of Bar-On with the physician of Auschwitz and son.   According to Bar-on, the son is an example of those children who were concerned with the silence and the whitewashing of their parents’ past but generally felt no strong compulsion to find out much about what their parents and grandparents had either consciously or subconsciously concealed.  At least, in Bavaria in West Germany this was apparently the case well into the 1980s when the interviews took place.  Anti-foreigner tendencies were evident in the narration of the son and in the son’s concern for his Turkish workers, based on his own experience with prejudicial behavior of the working class he had come to know and had worked with since his youth. 

In contrast, Hein and Seldon, who edited the book Censoring History, note in their introduction that by the 1960s West Germany had already become a modern nation, specifically more likely than almost any other nation state to defer teaching positive nationalist images, especially as related to the Nazi-period in its textbooks.
  For example, by the 1990s, they wrote, “Germans, notably political leaders, recognize that they have more to lose by clinging to their wartime claims . . . .  Their consensus is that the problems created by officially repudiating the Nazi war are less serious than those created by continuing to defend it.”
  In short, whereas the use of memorials and museums continued to be debated in the West Germany of the 1980s and in the new Germany of the 1990s, textbooks were seen as an area where German youth have been confronted with narrations that do not always fit the standardized nationalist texts found in other modern states.  This self-acceptance of a critical approach to national identity and to nationalism in general may certainly be one reason Goldhagen’s
 claims of culpability were so popular and resonated with Germans by the mid-1990s.  The only difference between Goldhagen’s opinion and that of many other German scholars seems to only have concerned the extent of Nazi-era culpability and the degree of national commitment needed to deal with those crimes.

According to Herf, Wenger, and Nevin who have dealt significantly with the issue of memory in East Germany, prior to 1990 Unification, the East German population had not expereinced similar cohort generations as their relatives in the West had starting with the failed protests of 1952. TheEast Germans, for example, never experienced the cohort events of either the 1968ers or the 1979ers.
  In fact, Wenger argues that until 1987 the East German officially government-sanctioned school textbooks did not even mention “anti-semitism”
 as a major factor in the “mass-murders in the concentration camps” of the Third Reich.
  Nevin and Wenger both appropriately claimed that Marxist-Leninist historical narrations views of both history and the immorality of capitalism provided the East German with a very clear ideological foundation for establishing a certain cause-and-effect relationship concerning the rise of the Nazi-state.  The East Germans saw the use of forced labor in the concentration camps by corporate interests as a crucial part of the Holocaust.  Neither did the GDR officially recognize terminology, such as the “Holocaust “or “Shoah” to describe Nazi actions..  

Nevin and Wenger
 also both have a similar core thesis, namely that the Cold War was the key element in shaping the two different German traditions of selective memory.  This means that what was said and not said publicly prior to 1990 in both East and West Germany was greatly driven by the political division among these peoples.  Nevin goes so far as to claim that with the collapse of the Wall and the Unification of 1990, only then a new epic could be open whereby it was finally possible for Germans, as a whole, to look with greater candor at the past.  The end of the Cold War left the nation of the Berlin Republic free to rewrite the narration of their Nazi-past as a newly unified people.  On the other hand, Wenger bemoans the fact that, metaphorically speaking, in East Germany the baby has been thrown out with the bathwater since Unification.  He provides the example of Geschichte 9, published as a high school textbook for the first time in East Germany in 1987 by Wolfgang Beyer and Gerhard Haas.  In this work, these authors—writing to teenager audiences directly--had not only noted the role of anti-semitism in Nazi-fascism but had clearly informed the high school readers of their own national past.  In this they used appropriately well-documented footnotes.  They provided copies of actual Nazi-era letters and documents in the back of each textbook.  An example of such documents and letters is revealed by Wenger who notes the documents from the back of Beyer and Haas’ textbooks concerning German corporation activity at Auschwitz-Birkenau saying

I.G. Farben had constructed a chemical factory in this, the largest concentration camp in the system.  An exchange of letters between I.G. Farben and the Auschwitz concentration camp administrator … revealed negotiations for the use of 150 female inmates by the chemical company for a series of experiments, ostensibly for the development of sleeping pills. The letters included an exchange in which I. G. Farben complained that the price of  200 marks per person was too high and that they would pay only 170.  Soon after I.G. Farben received the inmates, the SS was informed that the first round of experiments had ended successfully and that all the “objects of the experimentation” were dead.  I.G. Farben then requested a meeting with the SS in Auschwitz to transfer more inmates for other lines of experimentation.

Wenger insists that such quality of documentation is rarely, if ever, seen currently in United Germany’s textbooks.


Further, Wenger reminds readers that immediately--actually within weeks--after the war’s end, a new curriculum was introduced into schools in the Eastern Zone.   Buchenwald was incorporated into the curriculum for youth in East Germany starting in 1958.  In this education process the “Oath of Buchenwald” was integrated into national memory.  The “Oath of Buchenwald” was memorized and recited by teenagers for generations in East Germany.  The Buchenwald Oath became the centerpiece of communism’s substitute for religious confirmation used at the official secular confirmation or the joining of the Free German Youth by thirteen year-olds in the East. In Buchenwald, “[t]he oath was often taken at Ettersberg memorial, constructed by the GDR on a scenic hillside near the camp during the late 1950s.  The real propaganda implication behind this endeavor was that ‘real’ anti-fascists resided in the East . . . .”
  Nonetheless, Wenger claims that by the 1980s Buchenwald’s images had already begun to change--just as textbooks had begun to change.

1989ers, Current Historiography, and Youth Education in the Federal Republic


According to the author, Yasemine Nuoglu Soysal,  of “Identity and Transnationalization in German School Textbooks”, major reforms in West German education began to take shape n the 1960s and were pushed strongly by the activist Young Socialist Student Union in the state of Hessen.
  The reforms in Hessen were taken up by the other West German states during the next two decades.  The author notes that an important part of the changes was the combining of both history and civics courses. Concerning this reform and the subsequent changes in textbooks and syllabi, Soysal adds, “One consequence of these reforms was democratization and inclusion of a wider spectrum of interest groups in the decisionmaking process.  This led to the current institutional basis for consensus.  Another consequence of these reforms was the incorporation of Germany’s Nazi past into the curricula and the devalorization [sic] of the ‘national’ in education about German identity.”
  Soysal emphasizes that the “current curricula and textbooks still carry the imprint of the normative principles and institutional framework established at the time of the educational reforms of the late 1960s.”
  

Soysal traces this post-war transformation in Germany towards a transnationalism as an organizational approach to history in West German schools.  She says that this can be linked historically to an older European movement dating to the early 20th century moving from national to internationalism.  In the post-WWII era, international committees were “set up by the League of Nations”.  According to Soysal, this transnational and democratic shift in Central European historical narratives included cooperation  by bilateral groups of German historians with Polish counter parts--and in turn with French counterparts—actively writing curricula until the early 1930s until Hitler took control.
  After the end of World War II, in West Germany the Georg Eckert Institute for International Textbook Research was set up under the aegis of UNESCO.  According to Soysal, by the time that the integration of East and West Germany began to take shape in the early 1990s,  several separate studies such as those carried out by John Meyer and Peter Katzenstein found that the Berlin Republic was fairly committed to integrating the history of united Germany fairly fully in the narration of a history of Europe.
  Of German textbooks, Katzenstein wrote, “Germans have eliminated the concept of power from their political vocabulary.  They speak the language of political responsibility instead.”
  Soysal points out that Germany’s own textbooks are now naturally “embedded” in a larger “unifying project”, namely the evolution of a European Union framework for the continent.  Nonetheless, she notes, “Germany has considerable outside pressure to adopt a collaborative attitude in the negotiation of its identity and its relationship with his neighbors.”
  Most importantly for Soysal, this historical and educational project is steered corporatively in Germany by non-governmental organizations, business and educational associations, and the state.  This corporatist relationship is very different from state-centered textbook development found in other parts of the world.

Unlike the case one or two generations earlier in East and West Germany, writes Soysal, “German texts dedicate substantial sections to self-critical discussions of World War II, presenting the war as the cause of European mistrust of Germany.”
  Soysal continues saying that now Germany has developed a fairly corporatist approach to textbook development.  Further, “Germany’s tight corporatist and consensus-oriented arrangement” is reflected in the development of pedagogical rules and guidelines for state curricula.  This particular locus of control as to how curriculum and textbooks have being developed in Germany in recent decades has been undertaken by many instructors in the post-war generations, i.e. in such a corporatist arrangement, the instructor has a fairly direct role within the rest of the corporatist system or network. The instructors on curricula committees at the state and regional levels work towards negotiating consensus with the various other interest groups.  Soysal indicates, for example, “Teachers and academics who serve on the curriculum committees are usually commissioned by publishing companies to write and revise textbooks.”
  

Soysal warns that this in no way implies that there is no conflict in this corporative process as to who should be telling what type of historical narration.  For example, Soysal writes “[in] the aftermath of unification, sex and religious education”, there “have been major areas of contention.”
  As the Basic Law in Germany still allows denominational Christian instruction in schools, the teaching of minority religions, namely Jewish and Muslim religions, have been integrated in the recent past.  Further, consultation with minority religious communities in Germany and the offering of courses for these minority religion students have been regularly undertaken.  Soysal adds that the extension of religious instruction to former East Germany has been especially problematic.  “Many of the new States, as well as some from the West, offer ‘values and ethics’ instruction, where the emphasis is on teaching world religions (including Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, and Confucianism) in lieu of religious training.”
  

It is not clear from Soysal’s article how much specific memories of the Third Reich casts its shadow on religious studies in German education; however,   Marcuse, Wenger, Niven, and especially Buruma note that religious youth groups, like Aktion Suhne Zeichnen
 started in the 1950s, have had a great effect on how modern Germany approaches the remains of concentration camps and how its public memorials call Germans to work through what happened during the Third Reich in Nazi Germany.  Further, slowly over the last fifty-plus years both the Catholic and Protestant churches in Germany have owned up more and more to their negligence and complicit roles with Nazi-led activities during the Third Reich.

In her conclusion concerning the recent trends towards a more transnational identity in German textbooks—especially as demonstrated in history and social studies textbooks--, Soysal warns that the introduction of transnational ideology in any textbook’s historical narrations does not mean that a German national identity is slipping away as a new century dawns.  Nor is it expected to do so.  On the other hand, Soysal does emphasize that with the support of the Council of Europe, UNESCO, and the European Union, Germany has come to confront in its textbooks the legitimate expansion of ethnic, religious, and regional identities alongside of and overlapping the German identity.  This contrasts greatly with earlier German educational conceptualizations.  According to Soysal, in Germany’s ongoing efforts towards transnationalizing historical narrations, German history teachers and curricula committees currently  consult with their counterparts in Israel, in Poland and in several West European states in an attempt to create textbooks which have similar and accurate narrations.   In this, they are seeking to create historical narrations which meet the expanding cross-national goals of the curricula.

An important phenomena, observed by Soysal, is that the hot public debates over the Holocaust in recent decades in Germany has had little slowing-down effect on this process of German textbook development.  This thus leaves Soysal with the impression that the development of textbooks in the various German states have proceeded “well ahead of the debates”.  In contrast, as mentioned in the previous section in the discussion of Wenger’s article concerning the Geschichte 9 text book in the GDR, Wenger feels that some important and critical insights—as well as high standards of documentation used in the later editions of Beyer and Haas’ school text  in the late 1980s--have disappointingly fallen away or at least fallen out of favor in the new Germany..

On the other hand, in his “The Power of Selective Tradition”, Wenger writes positively about the efforts of the historical commission in Buchenwald, beginning in 1991, “to change the ideological perspective of Buchenwald memorial” so as to frame in a new manner the “pedagogical approach to the camp”
.  Meanwhile, the problem in the eastern part of Germany continues to be what Niven calls a “double history” of those camps, i.e. the identity of those camps (1) in the Nazi-era and (2) their usage in the times of Soviet and communist occupation.  Based upon the more current German language document, “Vorlage zur Diskussion um eine zentrale Bildungs- und Begegnunsstaette auf dem Ettersberg”, produced by the aforementioned committee summarizing the debates related to the memorial’s new orientation , Wenger cites (and translates) the goals of the new efforts at Buchenwald as follows: 

The changed experiential horizons of youth, at this point a third postwar generation without 

direct witness to the era of National Socialism or an immediate connection with the postwar years, 

necessitates new methods in the museum-pedagogical work of the memorial.  The confrontation 

with the historical place or the identification of past events alone is no longer sufficient.  Only in

association with sensible, solid historical-political education will it be possible for young people

to feel sadness, repulsion, or compassion in this place as well as understand its history. Buchenwald as a place of human suffering and human greatness, next to its meaning as a place of commemoration, must be increasingly understood as a place of learning.
   

It is with this quote that Wenger introduces the reader to how a new set of methods and objectives were to be implemented at the Buchenwald memorial during several different research weeks as he participated in along with East German high school students who carried out their own archeological digs and first hand research at the camp.  The second half of Wenger’s article describes one of the extended research periods which he spent working at the camp with German students, camp administrators, and instructors from both East and West Germany--and Buchenwald’s administrators--between 1990 and 1994.


According to the camp’s pamphlets and according to the practices Wenger observed at the camp, JBS (Jugensbegegnungsstaette
) Buchenwald provides interrelated experiences for committed students of history and contemporary society whereby they can confront, understand, and preserve (Begegnung, Begreifen, und Bewahren) memory.
  Some activities at the camp are hands-on, such as the on-site archaeological diggings in the camp’s old garbage dump.  Another of the learning activity for students was described by Wenger.  This began with a group of East German student volunteers viewing the (1984) East German film, O Buchenwald.  The discussion by East German students which followed the viewing of the film left Wenger with the impression that these particular East German youth could clearly “articulate Buchenwald not only as a place of  Nazi persecution and mass murder but also the site for the practice of history propaganda under the former East German government.”
  Three students pointed to their distaste at the film’s overemphasis on “the Red Underground”.  However, as typical of Wenger’s critiques, he also immediately reminds the reader that most  East Germans in 1993 did not demonstrate the same critical thinking which could have led them to question whether the newly imported West German narration of Buchenwald  did not also deserve to be analyzed just as critically.


The camp that summer at Buchenwald had been targeted for attendance by both East and West German students; however, continuing differences in school calendars in eastern and western halves of Germany that particular year led to the inability for western and eastern students to get together at Buchenwald in 1993.
  Further, only of fourteen of the twenty places for students that summer were filled--as other competitive projects were also being offered simultaneously on topics like “AIDS awareness”, sports, and culture in different parts of germany.  The objective of such a short course was outlined in the brochure, in which Wenger describes as being a focus on working, studying, researching, and writing reports on the theme of persecution against Jews, Sinti and Roma, Christians, and anti-fascists.  

Wenger writes of the research camp at Buchenwald, “The teachers stress the contemporary nature of this investigation by insisting that the persecution theme be conceived in its historical context and in connection with the ‘real problem of present-day xenophobia, which only recently had become part of the Federal Republic.’”
  The students were also expected to eventually become prepared to describe and present their work later at their own schools and in their communities upon return to their own s schools in the East whereby, they would present their discoveries and findings from the research in the field.  A special focus on the Buchenwald camp’s dual history and its implication to modern xenophobia or neo-Nazism was expected to be an important part of the discovery process.  For example, Wenger reports that numerous Easter German students feared that the economic situation in the East at that time--with its similarity to unemployment prior to the Nazi-era in the early 1930s--would only lead to growing attacks on Turks, Vietnamese, and other foreigners.


Both Niven and Wenger note that the decentralization process in the East since 1990 has led to a myriad of both different and similar projects at Ravensbruck and Sachsenhausen.  Wenger notes that “Buchenwald represents a precious historical and cultural treasure where,  through active investigation, critical questions about political power, moral responsibility, and the relationship of the individual to the state can be raised within the powerful contexts of place, time, and archaeology.”
  In contrast, to Wengers and Niven’s optimistic appraisal of the usage of former concentration camps in the difficult realms of memory or museums, both Marcuse and Buruma are not so optimistic.  Buruma even questions whether a place can be both a museum, which tells a narrative, and a memorial, which commemorates emotions--such as mourning and other responses to memory.  In turn, Marcuse, in his study of Dachau, finds it somewhat paradoxical that a single place could or should be a memorial, a museum of memory, and/or a place of learning.  However, whereas Buruma believes that no dichotomy of function is workable, Marcuse is a bit more open and focuses simply on the fact that it is problematic for the visitor. One visitor wants to be educated as a visitor; another wishes to work through some important issues of memory, while still others grieve or mourn. 


Returning to Marcuse’s Dachau of the 1990s and the 21st century, one finds that in the wake of decades of local resistance in that township--especially by the CDU leadership of  the1948er generation, represented by Mayor Reitmeyer, or the 1968er CSU leadership, represented by Manfred Probst, a youth center was created on the wave of the public discussion following the Historikerstreit by 1988.  However this did not occur before the 1987 city council debate in which Manfred Probst said that he would fight against the establishment of the educational living and learning center at Camp Dachau till his “last drop of blood”.  Marcuse noted that such an educational development is particularly important because “[e]ducation, especially emotionally moving education, was the primary means by which the founding myths have been challenged and overcome.”
  Marcuse adds his belief that the reason for the failure of the 1940s’ denazification and reeducation processes in the early allied occupation period was primarily because these programs could not reach such emotional and empathetic chords.  

Only, first with the publication of Anne Frank’s story in the 1950s and much later in the 1970s with The Holocaust docudrama, were the appropriate chords hit in the West German public domain.  Then in the 1990s, with the one-two-three punch of Shindlers’ List, the Wehrmacht exhibition, and Goldhagen’s challenge, the educational messages really resonated for the first time in a newly united Germany.  Marcuse, however, notes that in Dachau it took until actually about 1992--after the Bavarian government and Dachau city government had changed enough--before a clear plan for the “memorial site and youth center” was actually approved and put in place.  Meanwhile, a newly founded tight-knit corporative approach--coordinated by Bavarian youth organizations, former victims associations, and interested  persons in the Bavarian government--became the force establishing and driving changes at the Dachau Memorial site.
  Similarly, the Bavarian government
 had dragged its feet for decades before finally significantly increasing financing for the Auschwitz memorial for the first time in nearly decade in1993.


According to Marcuse, in the 1990s there was in Germany for the first time wide-spread acceptance for the idea of memorials employing  the emotional side to a great degree in order to educate or even provide a learning experience.  Marcuses explains that rather than just creating museums in the traditional sense, a new-sort of learning needed to be provided in Germany that relied “on the unique strength, namely the emotional appeal of a genuine historical site with authenticity.  In addition, most of “the intellectual learning” should be used in “other, more suitable situations.”  Such an approach contrasts with that image described by Wenger in his article on youth education at Buchenwald in the 1990s.  The programs which he observed seemed to integrate successfully both the cognitive and the emotional domains. 

 In summary, that which was taking place in Dachau at the end of the last century was a sort of politics of empathy--which in turn had been totally missing as part of any national consensus in Germany only a few decades before.   In the case of Dachau, city officials support had been lacking right through the final decade of the 20th century.  Marcuse notes one example of the “politics of empathy” as he cites Alison Landserg, who, in turn, emphasized that the transference of experiential relations was the new goal of the memorial in Germany--and the whole world—whereby  “people enter into the experiential relationships with events they did not experience, thereby gaining access to ‘sensually immersed knowledges, knowledges which would  be difficult to acquire by purely cognitive means.’”


On the other hand, Marcuse seems ambivalent to this empathetic approach to memory
, as he explains that a great number of people who come to memorials do not have much time to research and “soak up” the details.  Conversely, this sort of in-your-face emotionalism may be positive in that it reaches its mark; however, when one deals with emotions, it is not always clear from where the arrow or message is shot and where the arrow was intended to go to.  Marcuse finds prime examples of this in several new guidelines  at the new Dachau learning center (Begegnungsstaette).  At times these guidelines that appear to be quite dogmatic.    

Guideline # 5  states that at the memorial or Begegnungsstaette any “perspective of the perpetrator is to be avoided”.  This is why people at Dachau visitors are not currently allowed to climb the watch towers and look down from the perspective of the former persecutors.  This guideline may appear a reasonable guideline at first, especially as one considers how any memorial can be appropriated for other unintended uses.  Nonetheless, according to Marcuse, this sort of guideline ignores the motivating forces behind each visitor’s coming to Dachau. Marcuse claims that one motivating force which has driven German peoples’ interest in the Holocaust theme in recent decades has been to understan d the role of perpetrator and why someone would become one.  Marcuse indicates that Shindler’s List, the exhibition ‘Crimes of the German Army,’ and Daniel Goldhagen’s book, Hitler’s Willing Executioners” are three most salient examples of such motivation.
  Each of these  focused on the perpetrator’s point of view and they presented narrations which have motivated public and private discussion  in the new Germany, i.e. helping many to continue processing what exactly went on in the Third Reich.  Therefore, for Marcuse, Guideline #5 at the new educational facility smacks of the leftover dogma of the 1968ers, who tended to overemphasize with the victim.  Earlier in the 1960s and 1970s, this excessive focus at Dachau by 1968ers had led to certain comparative excesses, such as banners at the camp put up by German youth who on such banners equated the Holocaust and Vietnam War.  Such hyperbole, without strong basis in the facts to be discovered on the ground, is considered a step backward by Marcuse.


Another problem with parts of the guidelines at the Dachau Memorial, and with  which Marcuse disagrees, is the usages of murky terminology, such as the guideline’s  demands that  “authentic versus genuine” memorabilia be used or that  “clean camp” image or history versus “a dirty one” be employed.   It is not clear from prevailing practices and the new guidelines is whether “genuine” artifacts or “authentic artifacts are to be preserved.”  For Marcuse, this dichotomy is particularly important at a camp like Dachau because much of what remains is not what existed at the camp prior April 1945.  The barracks were all torn down by the 1950s with some copies rebuilt in the 1960s.  Some of these copies of dormitory barracks, though, are now located where the health clinic and kitchen were.  The fact is there were also barracks for specialized prisoners of all sorts.  There were barracks for priests.  There were barracks for POWs.  Those who were treated kinder for any reason were given a location closer to the kitchen or even access to a library.  Marcuse asks what story is to be revealed through these authentic but currently ingenuine reconstructions?  

A “dirty camp” story focuses only on the horrors or worst in the camp, the crematory, the whipping posts, etc.  Meanwhile, a “clean camp’s” story focuses on the issues of everyday life, which may have been mundane or then again may have shown how some prisoners were given more responsibilities and more privileges than others, such as being given access to the aforementioned library--or even jobs in the library, as had Kurt Schumacher had worked in the library when he was a Dachau camp inmate.  The 1968er tradition would say that there is no role for the “clean camp” in the memorial’s narration; whereas, Marcuse feels that honesty as well as offering other forms of  empathy and understanding to the visitor is important.  Marcuse and Buruma cite an interview with one German from the book Born Guilty.  This interview was with Stephanie, a 1979er and daughter of a major Nazi perpetrator, who related the story of her History class taught by one 1968er, who she said, lectured the class unceasingly about victims--but could not begin to explain the perpetrators.
 The 1968er did not know how to respond when asked why the perpetrators had undertaken their partiuclarly deeds during the Nazi era.  The instructor simply responded to this by saying that anyone who raised this sort of  question was a fascist, too.  This is why Marcuse advocates “the development of intuitive understanding among future post-mythic cohorts”, especially concerning the documentation of “clean camps” as well as the “dirty camp” narrations.


Bill Niven’s historiography, Facing the Nazi Past: United Germany and the Legacy of the Third Reich, is probablly the first work to focus entirely on the developments in a United Germany between 1990 and 2002.  Niven believes that the “topography of memory” has changed significantly in this period--especially since 1994.  In his chapter on concentration camp memorial sites, Niven notes that with the end of superpower confrontation, “[g]estures of good will extended to eastern European camp inmates in 1990 at Dachau Memorial Site” for the first time. The end of the Cold war also brought the erection there of a Russian-Orthodox Chapel in 1995.”
  The 1990s  was the first time in decades that Eastern European victims in large numbers were able to take part in a commemorations at Dachau in recent decades.  Niven adds that Soviet and Polish prisoners have thus recently been able to actively campaign for  recognition and development of Flossenburg as a “fully-fledged  memorial and documentation center”.  Later, the rise of Neo-Nazi violence in the new Germany led to political decisions to restructure the camps of Dachau and Neugamme in the 1990s as well.


According to Niven, camps in the East were even more significantly impacted by the end of the Cold War.  Niven indicates that “[s]oldiers from the USA—whose role in the liberating  Buchenwald had been played down in the GDR—were invited to take part in  large-scale acts at Buchenwald Memorial Site in 1995.”
  Niven continues his theme on the growing “inclusiveness’ of memory by citing several new developments  and new exhibitions at Buchenwald, Ravensbruck and Sachsenhausen  He also describes what he saw somewhat negatively as “signs of creeping Christianization since 1990.”   For Niven, this is represented by new Christian crosses being added at some of these same sites.  Niven notes that it is now largely Westerners who run the camps these days in the East; therefore, interestingly the changes in the East have been more radical there than those in the West. On the other hand, Niven claims that (1) due to the former highly ideological spin in the East and (2) due to the one-sided promotion of communist anti-fascists as the prime victims of the Nazis, the Eastern camps were certainly greatly in need of revision by the 1990s. 


Niven writes that of special growing interest in historiography is the “expanding memorial site”, evident in many parts of  the new Germany.  In a way, part of the growth in the camp’s sizes has occurred as a boomerang effect after state and city governments in eastern Germany attempted to sell off formerly Soviet-occupied  and state or Stasi controlled portions of land in and around former Nazi concentration camp sites.  Subsequent outcries and protests led to greater public awareness of what had taken place in those locations by the younger eastern German public.  One example of such an attempt was by the community of Furstenberg whereby it sold off property and a large supermarket was built on former Soviet occupied military land within the former confines of Ravensbruck.  This was one of the many such incidents which led to prominent national reflection on the topic of what should be done in a United Germany to overcome the demolition of memory—a demolition which had already occurred heavily in the Western Zones after the war.  Importantly, Niven notes in the example of the town of Furstenberg, the reason for the selling of the land in the first place in that town was not necessarily to further continue to  forget the Nazi-past but to try and build a new German future on that land—land the people there in Furstenberg felt had been unfairly confiscated from the city by the Soviets nearly five decades before.  In short, the new SPD community leadership of Furstenberg had been choosing to see the camp’s history as secondary to its own present and future.  Whereas, those in and outside of the community who protested the construction project wanted to make that part of the camp, which had been off limits to Germans for many year due to the Soviet occupation,  part of the new Germany’s present and future identity.


Niven notes that similar confrontations have occurred in West Germany as well, where groups are still seeking the securement of property from the former Dachau concentration camp,  a location which is still somewhat obscenely controlled by the Bavarian Riot Police.  The CSU-led government in Bavaria opposes such a move and holds the purse strings to much of the concentration camp site.  Meanwhile in Hamburg’s Neugamme, the current SPD-led government has been pushing for the moving of a youth prison from Neugamme former camp grounds for nearly a decade.  The Greens and the CDU have opposed such a move on  environmental and ecological grounds--based on the few options to relocate offered so far by the SPD.  Satellite camps and work camps outside the former larger camps, such as Buchenwald, mentioned in this paper are now being integrated into the larger memorial projects as never before.  Wenger mentioned digs by youths ongoing at such satellite camps in his article on Buchenwald.


All these efforts at expanding the size of the camps is part of a project to make these camps more explainable to current ad future generations.  Nivens claims that the larger the recognized memorial sites actually are, the more difficult it will be to deny the camps existence or even how many people were involved in such camps.  In short, the process of inclusion not only adds allied POWS, Sinti and Roma, Jehova Witnesses to the pantheon of victims but seeks to make the perpetrators (and what they were doing) more understandable.  Further, as well, explaining the whys and hows of collusion is to be important, too.  This is why a Siemens factory exhibits has been set up in Buchenwald. In short, expanding and securing the camps size helps make the memorials not only important for victims.  This, in turn, makes the perpetrator community’s remembering of the victims a little more fathomable.  Nivens calls this the changing responsibility of the concentration camp memorials from a “them” phenomena to an “us” phenomena in modern German heritage.  Niven claims that it was partially this expansion in topographical memory that Walzer, Engler and other historians or politicians were referring to as they called such recent trends “abnormal” and asked that Germany move to balance the importance of Nazi era memories with other common memories of German heritage. 

Summary via Jaspers


In summary, in Niven’s opinion, if it hadn’t been for the victims themselves and through “their engagement and persistence . . ., the major concentration camps in the West might have fallen into complete neglect.”  In other words, the early post-war era in West Germany is marked by the general opinion that the camps were something to be preserved for the victims only.  However, with the advent of nationwide history contests in the 1970s, a movement to personalize one’s local history by amateur scholars was fostered.  Niven writes that one of these groups, namely students from the technical college, in Regensberg “rediscovered” the existence of a concentration camp and helped spark the movement in Germany. This trend led to remarkable discoveries of the existence of local evidence of concentration camps all over Germany. According to Niven, by the 1990s some 75,000+ students had participated in such research and writing projects at the local level. Some students, such as Anja Rosmus in Passau became famous for their undertakings.  In East Germany schoolchildren found “Laura”, a satellite camp of Buchenwald already  in the early 1960s.  Laura was opened as a new memorial site in the GDR in 1979.
  By the early1980s, students in Hamburg and in the Emsland were also beseeching their government to recognize camps that they had recently rediscovered.


As Niven points out, “younger generations, of course, had nothing to hide” as their forefathers had likely had.”
  In short, the repression of their parent’s generations was not necessary any longer.   Marcuse explains this not simply as a process of a passage of time but as the result of continuing births of new cohort generations who had experienced common experiences.   After their common set of cohort experiences, these new cohorts then came forward and felt freed by such common experience to change the course of the historical memory in their respective place and time, i.e. they redefined their own heritage through that same prism of experience.  

Marcuse, Niven, and Buruma each emphasized the role of education in this process.  In addition, the following authors--Buruma, Soysal, and Niven--emphasize the importance of seeing this development as the result of shifts in religious and moral education. Further, they see this particularly as part of the process of linking individual memories to new national identities, a subject which Bar-On was interested but dealt with only conjecturally in his research.  Finally, Marcuse sees the historical transition in the post-war era as the result of largely national political and historical shifts in identity quite different from Soysal. Soysal’s explanation provides an alternative narration, describing the transnational shift in German identity.  For example, the defining events for all Marcuse’s generations of cohorts had to do with major political shifts in German politics—events that one could refer to over the last five and a half decades. Soysal looks at a return to a transnational view of the world—one not taken by the 1933ers—but which returned to Germany in the 1950s and 1960s with the nation’s growing commitment to a greater European community and to the NATO defense agreements.  


Four of the authors, Bar-On, Wenger, Wierling, and Niethammer focused on individual memory and therefore developed their writings around the results of lengthy personal interviews with post-war Germans. Although Marcuse himself relied primarily on second-hand sources and public speeches,  Marcuse finds that the interview technique is an appropriate means of approaching historical memory.  Marcuse adds that one can also generalize to the larger social community, based on individual impressionistic evidence provided in individual biographies.  That is why he follows and contrasts the personal biographies of the four mayors of Dachau over time.  His narration  of Dachau’s mayors concludes with the replacement in 1996 of the 1948er Reitmeier by the much younger 1979er Kurt Piller, who saw the memory of the Nazi period “as an opportunity for the city, not as a burden”.  This is why Piller began to meet with groups of survivors regularly.  He has improved transportation to and from the train station to the camp and is actively searching for international partner-cities for infamous Dachau city, the city of his birth.  Through this approach in comparing biographies, Dachau became an allegory for the whole nation—just as did some interviewee’s story.  Similarly,  Bar-On, Niethammer, and Wierling mirrored the culture in which the various genres of  Nazi-period experiences in concentration camps are retold.  In this way, the concept of cohort generation, suggested by Marcuse, can be reflected by individual tales.  Naturally, the reverse is also true, i.e. many individual tales can reflect a cohort generation.


Former Chancellor Helmut Kohl’s biography provides a contrast between the generation of those 1948ers who were too young to be responsible for Nazi crimes and who therefore felt quite complacent within their political culture in not taking strong responsibility for processing important historical information, related to the holocaust and other acts of genocide.  This is why it is remarkable that by the 1990s, as Kohl established the Neue Wache in Berlin under his administration, that it was seen as more inclusive in its narration than any previous narration of victimhood in the former divided Germanies. Niven claims  that this more inclusive memorial was dedicated to the Victims of National Socialism, i.e. it was dedicated to a greater variety of victims, than had ever existed in the divided Germanies.  Niven explains such a phenomena as the result of the Cold War being over. In short, Chancellor Kohl could not push the responsibility onto any other generation at the birth of a new united German nation.  

Interestingly, Kohl had been part of the group which had created what Niven calls a new guilt in post-war Germany begun in the late 1940s and 1950s for not participating in discussing the past.  With a new Unified Germany, there was no longer a totalitarian East to point one’s Western finger at and to challenge to come to terms with the past.  A newly United Germany could only point its finger at itself.
 That meant that responsibility for the past was fully on the new United Germany’s list of things-to-do-better-this-time-around so as to avoid the guilt of exclusion that had marked the failings of Kohl’s own generation.  Such claims had been found publicly wanting—as was seen by the cat-calling at Jenninger’s well-intentioned but infamous speech to the Bundestag which had occurred less than five years earlier.   The response to that speech had severely denigrated the conservative’s approach to historical memory in West Germany. As Wenger writes, this narration then was transferred with great currency to the East in the early 1990s.  Meanwhile, with unification, the number of xenophobic neo-Nazi attacks led up to the 50th anniversary years commemorations of WWII across Europe, from Auschwitz to Dachau.

In concluding this paper, it is appropriate to turn to the classical writings, speeches and publications of Karl Jaspers, who in his The Question of German Guilt, defined the four areas of guilt by which a nation or its people could or should be judged in relations to crimes against humanity and of genocide following the collapse of Nazi Germany.  The four areas of guilt for which Germans may have felt responsible for after the collapse of the Third Reich were defined by Jasper as (1) criminal guilt, (2) political guilt, (3) moral guilt, and (4) metaphysical guilt.
  It is the latter two types of guilt—moral and metaphysical--that have linked most of the search for memory in this particular post-war historiography.  This is because many of the papers and books reviewed in this historiography dealt with either public policy or state level educational issues--or even to individual commemorative practices in the various German states in the post-war era.   

Moral guilt, according to Jaspers, is a fairly individual-focused issue whereby it is the “I” or the individual who is guided and does the judging of one’s self and one’s deeds--or  in some cases, even of one’s own failure to do something when one feels that one should but has not. Jasper explains moral guilt in more detail, “ Jurisdiction rests with my conscience, and in communication with my friends and intimates who are lovingly concerned about my soul.”
  In the context of moral guilt, one understands clearly what Ian Buruma meant by stating that memory of the Holocaust and mass genocide is an issue of religious or moral dimensions.

In contrast, metaphysical guilt implies that the “I” or individual does not exclude the other at all.  For Jaspers, “jurisdiction rests with God alone”.
  Explaining in more detail, Jaspers explains metaphysical guilt, “There exists a solidarity among men as human beings that makes each co-responsible for every wrong and every injustice in the world, especially for crimes committed in his presence or with his knowledge.  If I fail to do whatever I can to prevent them, I too am guilty. If I am present at the murder of others without risking my life to prevent it, I feel guilty in a way not adequately conceivable either legally, politically or morally.”
  It was this issue of guilt that Bar-On writes about in the voice of a 1933er, the physician.  Bar-On perceived, in hearing the admission of metaphysical guilt by  the doctor from Ausschitz through the doctor’s narration of  day at the Auschwitz camp when he had seen a Jew whom the doctor had personally once known during his school days back in his hometown.  The Jew was marching--shaved head and all--into the gates of the camp where he likely would not come out alive.  The physician indicated that the memory still haunts him as he did nothing and rationalized at the same time that he could have done nothing for this one Jew, whom he had wanted to help, i.e. but he knew he hadn’t even tried to help.  

In a secular or humanistic age, the transnationalism, which Soysal wrote of, is a theoretical substitute for God.  It is an approach to life that goes beyond the individual and places man under greater judge by all of humanity: in one way or another where when one suffers, we all suffer.  It is in this less religious and more humanistic light in which most historians discussed in this paper view relationships between German peoples:  victims and perpetrators.  It forms the underlying expression of their works.  The individual education and experiences and memories—long after the event or events have passed--are expected to be rooted in a clear relationships between the individual and others.  These relations and crimes against humanity of the Holocaust and genocidal internment are to have the strongest foundations in present and future memory.  It is this metaphysical relationship and metaphysical German sense of guilt with which Jaspers was most interested.  He explained this interest as something that was not logical but simply felt—much like collective guilt, which he eschewed in its literal sense, but understood as a feeling.
  

Jaspers explained this by indicating that the nation or one “Volk” is a projection of one’s own family and of oneself in one’s family.  He writes, “We feel something like co-responsibility for the acts of members of our families.  We should reject any manner of tribal liability. And yet, because of our consanguinity we are inclined to feel concerned whenever wrong is done by someone in the family—and also inclined, therefore, depending on the type and circumstances of the wrong and its victims, to make it up to them even if we are not morally or legally accountable.”
  In this way, Jaspers is saying that we, the Germans, “have to bare the guilt of our fathers”.
  

It is at this level of analysis that I would say that Niven and most of the other recent German historians agree that German post-war generations, as a whole, by the year 2002 have been becoming metaphysically ever more responsible metaphysically and morally responsible for the Nazi-era crimes.  A caveat goes with this statement for the second post-war generation, the 1968ers are accused by Marcuse and many of the authors in Schisslers’ edited work , The Miracle Years:  A Cultural History of West Germany  (from which Biess’ and Niethammer’s writings come), for fascistic and dogmatic tendancies in responding to their parent’s past.  The real breaks or ruptures with the past have occurred only with succeeding cohorts, Marcuse’s  1979ers and 1989ers. It is also likely that some later cohort group, which we might some-day be called the German 1996ers
 or 1998ers, is likely to see still more greater strides in handling the memories of the Nazi-era both morally and metaphysically.  

These most recent generations are the ones who seem most concerned about inclusiveness, as Niven and Soysal discuss, in building the modern German community and identity.  These recent generations have linked German traditions in co-responsibility through the memories related to the Nazi-past at a topographical level--never before actuated in Germany during the post-war period.  The growing transnational approach to governance has played an important role in this new German memory building in the post-war era as Germany has become so closely linked to NATO, the EU, and to other European organizations.  Through such transnational  linkages the “They” is eliminated from German identity that more inclusiveness in Germany and in Europe can no longer point the finger at others and say “you should have stopped us from the crimes of Hitler”
 by insinuating that since Hitler was a state of criminals, other European governments should not have permitted the Nazis to remain as a government for six years before intervening.  

This new transnational identity allows room for metaphysical and moral reflection on guilt and responsibility.  The flourishing of these ideals have come together with recent changes at Begegnungstaette  in the new Germany.  These memorials are designed for the purpose of learning, preserving, and working through memory.  The new approach is also reflected by the hands-on approach to history offered and required in nationally sponsored research programs for youth concerning the Nazi-era.   It is shown in corporatist and transnational approaches to history textbook development in recent decades.  The KMK or  Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education in the Lander, stated clearly as recently as 1995 specifically that it is very important to remember the Nazi-era, saying that it is “the duty of schools to familiarize pupils with the main developments of Germany’s history and pay special attention to continuities and breaks in its recent history in particular.”
  Many states such as Bremen and Hamburg
, and those mentioned earlier in this historiography, promote hands-on experience with history in regional school guidelines as described in the article by Wenger (at Buchenwald) to concentration camp research.  Finally, commemoration, in the form of a national holiday and day of mourning and reflection on victims of the Holocaust and crimes of the Nazi-era  has been established annually by the Parliament with the backing of the Ministry since 1996.
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� Articles of interest from Learning from History: The Nazi Era and the Holocaust in German Education include Regina Wyrwoll’s  “Introduction”, Sybil Milton “Holocaust in the United States and Germany”, and Annegret Ehmann and Hanns-Fred Rathenow’s “Education on National Socialism and the Holocaust”.     


� These interviews were part of a larger project on memory and were conducted in coalition with both Lutz Nietzhammer� and Alex von Plato�--and presented in Luisa Pastorini’s Memory and Totalitarianism, Volume I.  


� In her work, Dorothee Wierling notes that following oath-swearing ceremony, a  Nazi youth might receive a pocket knife for camping with the inscription of “blood and honor” on it.  During the war years, National Socialist “Jungvolk” organizations would quickly more clearly link “honor” with “blood” in the various dog-eat-dog training of youths for total war.  Wierling, Dorothee “A German Generation of Reconstruction: The Children of the Weimar Republic in the GDR.” In Luisa Passerini, ed.,  Memory and Totalitarianism. Vol. I  of International Yearbook of Oral History and Life Stories. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1992: 71-88.


� Marcuse tightly weaves his narration to German memory and the German and victims’ responses to commemorating concentration camps in Germany.  In this focus on Germany, he arbitrarily omits the role of certain persecuted minority groups in the U.S. who played an important role in rescuing prisoners from Dachau intitiated death marches in the last days of WWII.  Namely, both the well decorate black infantry units and Nissei Japanese platoons who are now credited with several of the major interdictions and rescues of victims from Dachau.   These two minority troops are particularly linked to the Allies “discovery” of the Dachau internment camp in April 1945.  The embarrassed U.S. army leadership covered up this chapter of history for decades after the war, admonishing the balck soldiers and the Japanese not speak of what they had encountered.   In contrast to these forgotten memories, Marcuse does appear to strongly condemn the U.S. army’s demolition of the Bergen-Belson camp at the end of its usage as a U.S. prison facility during the allied  occupation.   Such an act makes the U.S. forces somewhat complicit in the white-washing of German post-war memory of Nazi internment history in the early decades of the Cold War era.





� Harold Marcuse Legacies of Dachau: The Uses and Abuses of a Concentration Camp, 


1933-2001.  Cambridge, MA Cambridge University press, 2001: 291.





� It is naturally a bit arbitrarily how one, such as Marcuse, assign such cohort groups. For example, Marcuse notes that a sub-group of the 1948ers are the 1945ers but failed to explain much further on their distinctive differences.  A specific problem pertaining to the usage of the term 1948ers is that German literary critics had already long ago identified Heinrich Boell and other immediate post-war writers had been identified.  Meanwhile, according to Marcuse’s definition of 1943ers,  those young German soldiers who were in Russia at the time of the battle of Stalingrad and in its aftermath, Heinrich Boell definitely falls in the latter category.


� Die genaedigten Spaetgeborene refers to those Germans who were fifteen or younger at wars end therefore felt a s a post-war generation too young to have carry-over guilt for the crimes of the Nazi-era while being active in the rebuilding of the post-war German world


� Some felt victimized by their forefathers.  Some felt-victimized by great powers as their lands remained occupied by foreign troops after the war and their land remained divided. Others felt as victims of a run-away non-democratic heritage and consumer society without soul.


� Another important unclarified point is exactly what events, other than a particular parentage and a particular generation of post-WWII education, did the 1968ers and 1979ers experience as cohort groups.  The showing of the American docu-drama Holocaust in 1979 is a likely candidate for the 1979ers but so are other events in and around that time such as the political swing back to the right in Germany around that time.  In turn, the 1968ers might be identifiable by a political swing to the left in Germany but other than self-identification by many Germans themselves with the term “sixty-eighter” there is no clear rationale why 1966er or 1969er couldn’t be used instead to refer to this group.  All this shows that terms, like cohort groups, are at this time in history a relatively qualitative phenomena which might be improved on by use of surveys. 
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� Marcuse: 79-125.  This misused term “good Nazi” has been appropriated by divided Jewish supporters of Oscar Schindler and German controversial reappraisals of Albert Speer.


� Marcuse:  80.


� Zauner  had also emphasized very strongly that not only heroes but criminals and homosexual had died in Dachau—and thus  implied that those outside the camps were better citizens than those who had been in the camps under the Nazis.


� The period of returning POWS lasted until 1955, i.e. for a full decade after the war’s end, when the final major releases of German POWs from the USSR were secured by Adenauer on his visit to Moscow.  


� In this well documented work, Herf refers to Allied questionnaires  filled out by approximately 14 million Germans in the American, British, and French zones of occupation for describing the guilt or lack of it by those in the early processes of denazification from 1946-1948.      Jeffery Herf, Divided Memory:  The Nazi Past in the Two Germanys.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997: 204.
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�In his work, Survivors of Totalitarianism, Bies  discusses the trend  in West Germany in the later 1940s to “emasculate”  returnees from the POW camps of Eastern Europe; this is in contrast to those in East Germany who were sent back officially reformed as new men.   Bies even-handedly discusses the fact that neither a complete silence nor full amnesia existed in German national and personal reflections of the III Reich in the post-war period, “The rise and fall . . . had produced experiences that were too traumatic to forget.  The selective silence was often broken by those who could organize themselves as victims and who could get the regional or national attention for their deserving causes.”  Those Germans who had lost the moral high ground under the Nazi’s and in the (Nuremberg trials) sought to get the high ground back by the redemptive suffering of the POWS, many who were interned for years and suffered greatly.  On the other hand, this duplicitous approach did not either enable nor delay a variety of movements, including religious ones, in Germany which began to undertake acts of mourning and regretting what had been done in their names under Hitler.





It might also be recognized that in Bies’ narration the following point was addressed:  Namely, that whereas POWs in the Western Zones were given the description of being “shell-shocked” veterans, those in the Eastern camps were labeled “feminized” by psychologists and the mainstream West German media using the tag of “dystrophy”.  Similarly, some of the NAZI era doctors who had promulgated racist science under Hitler, in turn used this similarlanguage and  ideological descriptions in labeling and attacking Soviet internment.
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� Herf notes that the most important of the few politicians in West Germany who spoke  on behalf of survivors of the Holocaust were Theodore Heuss, Ernst Reuter and Carlo Schmid.  Herf particularly lifts up Germany’s first Bundespraesident, Theodore Heuss, as the most important speaker on the Holocaust and on German responsibility prior to Richard von Weizaeker in the 1980s.   Herf credits Heuss with firmly making “the memory of the crimes of the Nazi era a constitutive element of national political memory (312).”  Heuss urged on the official day of “National Reflection of the of the German People” in 1950 that Germans keep the complete picture of the Nazi catastrophe in mind and Heuss warned that, although selective forgetting may be therapeutic and salving, Heuss warned against those who were misusing this ability to forget what really happened.  He worried publicly what would come of a people who wished to simply forget and feel comfortable when judgement and firm decisions about guilt and responsibility are what should be seen as appropriate.  On the other hand, Herf points out that their were limits to Heuss’ “willingness to face the Nazi past”, though.  For example, Heuss, he “pleaded for leniency for former industrialists, soldiers, and  former officials who had been convicted by Allied courts ( Herf: 304, 312-316)”.


� Lutz Niethammer “Normalization’ in the West:  Traces of Memory Leading Back into the 1950s.”  In  Hanna Schissler, ed.,  The Miracle Years:  A Cultural History of West Germany, 1949-1968. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2001:  241.





� J.H. Reid, “Private and Public Filters: Memories of War in Heinrich Boell’s Fiction and Nonficiton.”  In Helmut Peitsch, Charles Burdett, and Claire Gorrara, eds., European Memories of the Second World War.  New York:  Berghahn Books, 1999: 2-22.


� Reid reviewed also those works published over three decades after they were originally written by Boll. i.e. many of the writings were only published after Boll had already passed away.  


� It is again an artifact of using “cohort generation” that events chosen by the sociologists or historian, such as Marcuse, are quite arbitrary.  For example,  Heinrich Boll is known in German studies literature as a ‘48er—not a 1943er as Marcuse identifies him as . 
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� Herf: 97-98.


� Herf, 100.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.
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� Marcuse: 308.


� Ibid.: 309.


� These extension of limits on Nazi crimes were extended for another five years.


� Ibid.: 308.


� Ibid.: 308-309.


� Ibid.: 315-316.
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� Bar-On’s parents were able to flee Europe  before wars begin and traveled to Israel.


� Bar-On: 4.


� Buruma: 4.


� Ibid.: 6.


� Ibid.: 5.


� Bar-On: 5.


� The lectures from Mitscherlich attended by Buruma in Berlin in the early 1990s were entitled “The Labor of Remembrance:  About the Psychoanalysis of the Inability to Mourn”,


� Buruma: 25.


� In other words, whether Germans should come to the aid of threatened Israel as bombs came from Iraq?  Did they, as Germans,  have a moral obligation to stand up against totalitarian states bombing Israel, the land of Germany’s prior victims?


� Both anti-Americanism and (anti-Adenauer) anti-western  protests  had been a legacy of the cohort of 1968ers who had been the first generational cohort to begin strongly dealing with the unspoken heritage of the past concerning the Holocaust and genocide under Hitler--which the Mitscherlich’s had written about.


� Bar-On: 9.


� The physician specifically relates how one young colleague committed suicide after working only a month or so at Auschwitz, i.e. that medical officer did not have “nerves of steel”.


� It is important to note that Bar-On reveals that physician’s initial narration to Bar-On on how he ended up in Auschwitz as an SS doctor differed from what he apparently had told his wife at the time.





� Assuming that many 1933ers and 1943ers had parents who were 1918ers who had experience the end of the Kaisar Reich and the inability of their nation to build a real democracy nor even a functioning state, would it not be logical to say that the 1933ers were in some ways certainly a fatherless if not leaderless generation?  If this was so, then it is certainly plausible that post-war German generations (most immediately the 1968ers) would be expected to have had weak  parent role models (1933ers, 1943ers, and 1948ers) who would not likely be able to stand up any differently against the preferred silence of their own parents’ generations (1918ers).  According to Bar-On,  the physician of Auschwitz freely admitted to his own son that he had not been strong enough to stand up against what the SS demanded of him. The son accepted this from his father and said, “[H]e just didn’t have the heart, the courage.”





� The son learned of many of the doctor’s exploits in Auschwitz first from TV reports.


� The physician’s son constantly claimed that he had  a  “normal” family, “normal” father,  “normal” child hood or That’s normal.


� Marcuse: 330-331.


� Bar-On: 38.


� Buruma describes this meeting with Stolz in detail but does not question in detail the fact that when Helmut Kohl had begun his campaign to build a national museum for German memory in the 1980s, Weizacker who was mayor of Berlin at the time, responded and indicated that the particular museum in the Old Arsenal, which Kohl replaced in the 1990s with a national one, had been the one museum in the GDR which had proclaimed a fairly coherent view of the GDR to the many visitors who arrived on one day visits or transit visas in the from GDR capital.  It would certainly be interesting if this well organized display were still available to Germans and others so that one could understand and contrast the organizing principles of the two ideas for national museums with one another. 
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� Marcuse provides interesting graphs of this shift in attendance at Dachau as compared to other tourist attractions—and even to attendance at Buchenwald in figure 74.  
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� Das Scheckliche Maedchen is the German title of the 1989 film.
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� Laura Hein and Mark Selden, “The Lessons of War, Global Power, and Social Change.” In Laura Hein and Mark Selden, eds., Censoring History: Citizenship and Memory in Japan, Germany, and the United States.  Armonk, NY:  An East Gate Book: 1999: 10.
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� Wenger notes that the prominent German historian, Eberhard Jackel noted that Goldhagen’s “primitive stereotypes” verged on reverse discrimination or racism.  Wenger adds that Christopher Browning, a famous Americna historian of the Third Reich indicated that Goldhagen’s challenge was appropriate rhetorically only if an entire people were not unfairly “demonized”. 


� Likely year candidates for cohort generations in the East might include 1952 after the revolt in Berlin was put down, 1961 after the Berlin Wall was built,  after Honeker took over around 1970, and 1976 after the GDR signed the Helsinki accords. 


� It should be noted again, as Herf emphasized, that in the short interregnum of 1945 through 1948, it was not clear that this quasi-denial of the anti-semitism was to dominated the next four decades in the GDR.  One example of popular culture, cited by Herf, was DEFA films.  Erich Engle’s (1948) The Blum Affair and Wolfgang Saudte’s (1951) The Kaisar’s Lackey took on the topic of anti-semitism in Germany in the pre-Nazi era head on in East German cinema.


� Wenger: 233.


� Ibid.: 232-233.


� Wenger: 233.


� Ibid.: 238.


� Soysal: 142.
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� Soysal shows photo from one such textbook which contains a drawing of  “Mother Europe”.  The drawing was originally produced in the 16th century with the parts of her physique being made up of Sweden, Russia, Germany, Poland, Spain, etc. Such an older history of Europe being made up of the sum of its parts is part of this transnationalizing and  rediscovering Europe phenomena. 
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� The literal translation is Action Sign of Atonement.


� Wenger: 240.
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� Jugensbegegnungsstaette means roughly in English something like “a place for youth to meet history”.  A “place to meet history” or Begegnungsstaette is what memorials and concentration camps are often now called in Germany.  The implication is that it is a place to work through history.


� Wenger: 240.


� Ibid.: 245.


� In short, the division between the Eastern and Western traditions in Spring, Summer, and Autumn breaks revealed continuing problems for educators in a united Germany to carry out--as well as plan--situations whereby youths from both East and West could meet and build a new understanding of history together.  


� Ibid.: 244.
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� Marcuse: 383.


� This 1992 vote of acceptance by the city of Dachau occurred with the far-right wing Republikaner being the only adversaries left to the program’s full implementation. 


� Only in 1980 after a decade’s long experience of skyrocketing attendance by Bavarian schools at Dachau did the Bavarian government first assign professional educators to the Dachau site to assist with such school visits.


� Marcuse: 391.


� and working through history 
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� Karl Jaspers.  The Question of German Guilt. Trans. E.B. Ashton, 


New York: Capricorn Books, 1961: 31-33.
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� Jasper: 79


� Ibid.


� I propose 1996 as new cohort group because that was the year that a national day of remembering victims of the Third Reich was established and in the mid- to late- 1990s a reduction in neo-Nazi like attacks began to occur in Germany as the economic, social and differences between eastern and western differences narrowed.  Alternatively, we could also call the new cohort group the 1998ers with the election of the formation of the SPD and Greens as governing coalition  in that same year.


� This is a paraphrase of a recrimination discussed in which Jaspers writes, “As in a state the victim of crime is accorded his rights by virtue of the state order, we were hopeful that a European order would not permit crimes on the part of the state.” Jaspers: 93.


� Rathenow: 71.


� Ibid.: 71-72


� This book is a deconstruction  of the marvelous Wunderjahren.  It looks at how gender, class, dominating or corrupting,  ideologies and race issues continued to raise their heads even in the golden  years or Dolce Vita of the 1950s.  It looks at both East and West Germans—but more so at life in the West.  This is the case because in last decades there has been an overemphasis on what went on in the DDR.  A correction is in order.


	The authors look at four topics: (1)  the  hardship of the postwar years, (2) the rigidity of the paternalistic social relations which marked that era, (3) the impact of West Germans encounter with America and Americans, and (4) “the veiled presence of the German past.”


� Wetzler focuses on displaced person (DPs) and continuing anti-semitism in the post-war era.  He looks at the inability for Jews to integrate in German society.  Many Jewish organizations and leaders do not support Jews returning to Germany as well.  However, children become the hope for the future for those who remained because of their language and cultural traditions or background.  Nonetheless, even for the children the Shoah remains ever present in simple things, like as the growing number of members in synagogues is recognized by proud parents and grand parents.








West Germans employed victimization of the POWs to (1) align themselves with the western alliance’s anti-totalitarianism and to (2) erase the distinctions between the west and themselves.  Victimizations double standards redefine comradeship and disloyalty, e.g. Kameradenschindertrials (p.70) recognized only crimes by the Soviets and none of the sins of the Nazi and a society gone amok under Hitler.  In other words, Nazi mitlauferschaft was OK but not similar Soviet POW camp behavior or communist conversion under the gun.
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