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Introduction 

The issue of the war memories reentered the public debate after the fall of communism in Eastern Europe, in 1989. Apparently, the first thing should have mattered was to reveal in what way communist ideology had distorted the history of many countries in order to justify its political dominance. Second, it was important for these countries to recover from such difficult times: punish the responsible ones, tell the truth, and offer compensations to victims – normal steps to be taken “to start a new life”. It all proved to be tremendously difficult; both the immediate past and the more distanced one were difficult to handle. For some, the so praised “democratic” era before the Second World War, proved to be a false image of the past. Or worse, some could not really appeal to memory in order to seek continuity, as it is the German case. East Germans came directly form the Nazi era and whatever was before it seemed to have been its cause, rather than a glorious past. They had to face and to handle more than one type of difficult past. In order to understand what happed during the communist rule, they had to clarify its origins - which, in turn, were directly related to what can be termed as “their strategy to handle the past” (the conversion form nazism to communism). The West German experience had already proven that only one such difficult past was almost impossible to handle. 


This paper investigates precisely this aspect of the German history, the different strategies employed by the Germans and by the German states in order to cope with the memory of the Nazi past and of the Holocaust, having always in the foreground the burden of a guilt (more or less collective). The paper is organized according to one of the possible dimensions employed by the studies of this field: the official discourse and practices and, on the other hand, the attitudes of the population. The two discourses are interdependent and equally relevant for shaping the memory. However, the second aspect is more relevant form a psychological and sociological point of view, while the official discourse can be considered more closely linked to the object of the political science
. If in the first case, the sample is quite clearly defined the, “the population” contains victims and perpetrators, whose claim for this status follows multiple paths. For example, there are victims of the war and victims of the nazis, there are Jew victims and non Jew victims, and there are also the new generations – the victims’ and perpetrators’ children who claim they are victims, too. This paper tries to briefly account for all such categories. 

Concerning the approach, certain clarifications may be necessary, since the subject is far from being a neutral one. Although most of the approaches revisited may have some validity, the one proposed by K. Jaspers in 1945-46
 seems to set some the clearer distinctions necessary in order to assess guilt of any kind. He proposes a scheme for distinguishing between four concepts of culpability: criminal, political, moral and metaphysical. The first one is defined in relation to laws, the second one in relation to the actions of high officials the consequences of which must be beard by all the citizens of the state (since they benefit from living under his jurisdiction). The moral guilt exists because all acts are ultimately individual, in spite of any kind of coercion; the metaphysical one is explained by the solidarity of all human beings, a shared responsibility in case of lack of reaction towards injustices. Therefore, “all Germans have the duty to face the problem of their guilt and to draw the necessary conclusions. Their dignity as human beings forces them to do it […] they are first humans and, only after that, Germans”
. All Germans have a political, moral and metaphysical responsibility, in different degrees, but they do not have a criminal guilt. Collectively, they are neither criminals, nor an inferior nation. Only a minority of them has a criminal responsibility. All this being said, Jaspers also reminds that “an order is an order, but a crime is a crime”, which may be seen as a basic criteria for assessing criminal responsibility, although not an exhaustive one.
The official discourse from the postwar period since present times 

The way the official discourse over the memory (of the war, the Nazi regime and the Holocaust) was shaped can be considered a classical path-dependence issue
. The three states that were created after the destruction of the Groβdeutches Reich, namely Austria and the two German states, had a very different way of dealing with the memory of the war - at least at the level of the official discourse. Such differences were caused by the special circumstances that characterized their creation and the adoption of an official policy concerning these issues. This way, “historical memory became divided”
. 

Given the Allied occupation, the original official discourse was influenced by their image of the responsibility and guilt of Germans, image that was extremely critical. Germans were “guilty of everything”, although the other states had played their part in sustaining the nazi regime, at least passively
. It is considered that the existence of some memory (at all) in both states is due to their initial occupation by the allied forces.
.

The western allies sought forcing the Germans to “see, acknowledge and confess” a collective guilt related to the terror, through publicity about the practices of the concentration camps, trials, collective reeducation programs, etc. Yet, the result of such harsh treatment was rather unexpected: silence, shame, refusal and even rage. Actual feelings of guilt, did not appear; at least not immediately. Germans invoked collective innocence, in repose to accusations of collective guilt
. In the same time, the official measures taken in order to insure new foundations for the new states, namely trials and denazification programs, were not really completed because of the numberless potential perpetrators. Not only the criteria of punishments were extremely complicated (to assess objectively), but it also was dangerous to promote such measures that prevented the re-integration in society of millions of Germans. Furthermore, the new alliance between the FRG and the western world against the communist danger, was another element that determined the allies to soften and, finally, to stop the trials and denazification programs. Because of the Cold War and of the new international relations, the focus has shifted towards the destructions caused by the Red Army. This image was easy to sustain since the Nazi regime had already shaped an anticommunist public opinion.

On the contrary, the problem of the guilt was very quickly settled in Austria, at an official level, because the country obtained the status of victim of the Nazis. Therefore, guilt was indirectly overruled, because the nazi regime was external, although it was not so consistent with the historical truth. Any trials and denazification programs were already suspended in 1947. 

A totally different perspective was adopted in East Germany, under the influence of the Soviet Union. The communists have imposed another form of antifascist discourse, which strongly emphasized that fascism was essentially anticommunist, not anti-Semitic. Therefore, the fight against fascism was essentially a communist concern and the victims were those who suffered because of their political beliefs. Those persecuted because of their religion, race and sexual orientation were less important, less victims. Furthermore, the image of fascism as generated by the monopoly of the traditional ruling classes of Germany, made a victim of history of the whole German people
. Anti-fascism became part of the legitimacy of the foundation of the new socialist state, and the Jewish victims, acquired a secondary importance as compared to the true communist résistance. The GDR was presented as a fully enlightened nation where there was not room for religious obscurantism
. The East Germany was presented as the home of those who had seen “the truth” and opposed Hither. The he war fought by the Red Army was a war of liberation and the prisoners of war were not innocent victims - they were, now, the beneficiaries of antifascist education.

The 50s were characterized by silence and repression concerning the relationship with Nazism, in both states; which determined some to speak of a second guilt of the Germans, that of rejecting the past indeterminately
. However, silence was less acute in the western part where trails were more frequent and (critical) research about the period was to be initiated. Here, the most powerful debates were around the dimensions and the explanations of the German guilt. In September 1951, K.Adenauer found a way to admit the crimes without pointing to criminals: he accepted the immensurable suffering that was brought upon Jews – calling for moral and material compensation and saying that the vast majority of Germans was terrified by the crimes against Jews and did not participate in them. Even so, all West Germans had to confront the claims of the Jewish victims. In the eastern part, silence was coupled with a total reinterpretation of German history according to the soviet ideology, clearly opposed to the more sincere researches conducted in the FRG. From the middle of the 60s in the FRG, the discourse has moved towards a better acknowledgement of the past and freer debates and, already in the 70s, there were examples of the authorities’ willingness to speak about the past and to seek retributive strategies towards victims. The problem of the Holocaust was actually recognized as an issue in itself. In the same time, in the 80s (with the arrival in power of H. Kohl) efforts were directed towards identifying positive aspects in German history that could allow Germans to regain some pride about their past, as a compensation for the painful exposure to a more open debate about their responsibility. The Holocaust began to be present on the public and political scene, sometimes excessively – a possible explanation being the need to overcome the idea of guilt
. If after the war politicians refused to take a clear stand and express sympathy towards the victims or advocate for compensations, in the latter years there a true fashion of participating to commemorations and talking about the Holocaust has developed. In the Eastern part of Germany, official silence has remained the rule, since involvement with Nazism was overruled as an issue. 

In the same time, the public and the scientific debate has accompanied the official discourse upon the issue of German guilt and upon the possible mechanisms of offering comfort to the victims or rendering justice. The examples are numberless as well as the perspectives. The idea of Germans being uniquely evil was widespread not only in public opinion, but also in scientific milieus. Ernst Nolte proposed to integrate the Nazi period into an explainable, partly normal past – that may have contained murder but mot senseless, uncontextualized murder. J. Habermas thought that the German people beard the responsibility for those crimes and that Holocaust was as important for German identity as it is for Jewish identity; therefore, extensive action should have been undertaken. In 1959, referring to the inability of Germans to come to terms with the past, T. Adorno, characterized it as a form of German political immaturity, which made possible (to a certain extent) the National Socialist regime and its crimes
. Fritz Stern draws attention to the possible risks - in studying the past, there is a great danger of facile generalizations and analogies
. Sometimes the approach was really harsh and diverted form the usual discourse that sought to lessen the guilt of the German people. This is the case of Goldhagen’s book saying that the he executioners of Jews were willing murderers, who willingly chose to torture and kill their victims; they were ordinary Germans nor nazi monsters, not specially trained or indoctrinated by party membership or ideology, but simply acting out of the common German “eliminationist mind-set”
. However, such debates, although they revived the past and submitted it to a form of analysis, “did little to illuminate the origins of National Socialism or to locate the nazi state within the context of modern German history”
. 

Besides assessing the type and the dimensions of the German guilt, the debate has focused on what was to be done to compensate the evil. Saying that immediately after the war, nothing was done to restore the memory of what happened, must lead to the question: Who could have done it? - since the “new” state bureaucrats were the old nazi bureaucrats and the state needed them in order to function (both in East and in the West). For administrative and political purposes, historical amnesia was a painless and easy option for the authorities. A very good example of how practical reasons had influenced the construction of the official memory is the research undertaken about the past. The debates over the social compensation of the victims have constituted one of the most important occasions for remembering the past. One of the main reasons was that in order to provide this kind of compensations it was necessary for the state to offer/accept an official version of what had happened. This was the origin of initial researches. Finally, in the legislation the victims were defined as those who could prove that their race or religion caused them damage. However, there remained the problem of all a-socials (all who did not conform to the NS regime ideal type) to which no compensation was granted. Incarceration and torture were acknowledged as units of measure for suffering, and not any social marginalization – as a route to extermination.

Another example of a vast research project, is the one conducted by Theodore Schieder, ended late in 1961. Volumes of individual testimonies and detailed diaries (studied by known historians) were gathered in order to document the history of the war, but with special emphasis on the expulsion of Germans from the eastern territories and consequences of the war in the east
. This is a further proof of how official memory beard on scientific research, even in the West. There were attempts to include the question of German expellees in a long history since late 19th century, going through the popular movements after First World War, the situation of the German minorities in Eastern Europe in the interwar period, expulsions and genocide caused by Nazism. The officials rejected the proposal because it would have diminished the singularity of German expellees, not of the Jews’ tragedy. The editors respected silence and selective memory and they asked no difficult questions and offered no record as how much the memories form the past might have been blurred by then or how they might be affected by Nazi, anticommunist propaganda. Moreover, it was claimed that proximity, i.e. lack of objectivity, was a key to better understanding the history of such victims and writing about it. 

A third possible image of the official ideology is the creation of commemorative monuments (including the administration of the old concentration camps) and the organization of commemorative events. This is a story in itself of the Germans’ memories. The official policy conditioned this aspect, too. For example, in the eastern part the Jewish houses and monuments destroyed by the Nazis were left longtime untouched by the communist power as an evidence of the fascist and western brutality. Numerous exhibitors, museums, works of art about what happened and haw it should be remembered bear witness to the German efforts to pay their debts towards all categories of victims. But, as it was often remarked during all those years, it is more difficult to build a monument when you are the killer and not the victim
. Furthermore, there are examples of more or less inspired memorials and symbolic gestures as the speeches delivered by the officials in key moments, often cited as turning points in the story of the memory. In order to see how images overlap or are distorted, one can think that even in 1995, the 8th of May (1945) was commemorated in Germany as the beginning of terror (expulsion from eastern territories and soviet occupation of the eastern part of the country), with no reference to the fact that this date meant also the end of terror for another significant mass of people. For a long time now, Holocaust is everywhere in Germany (media, schools, public places), because of the official policies in place. Nevertheless, prejudices persist because few people under the age of 55 have ever met a Jew. There is good knowledge about history, but negative feelings about Jews as victims persist. Moreover, in spite of such publicity, people do not talk about what happened in their families, after the war (not even in Jewish families).

A different way of approaching this subject is to pay attention to the fact that that during the postwar period we can see the continuities with the pre-war German traditions and beliefs that shaped the image of the war: “The public memory of Nazism and of the Holocaust, was the result of both short term interests and political calculation as well as of the capacity of inherited traditions to offer meaning in an era of catastrophe”.
 The image of such traditions and beliefs is offered by a close analysis of the public positions of prominent national political figures, regarding the persecution of Jews and the Holocaust, in both German States. Mostly in the two first decades after the war, these positions shaped profoundly the official discourse and the political culture of the population. Moreover, such positions offer a direct confirmation “that the image of the postwar era as a period of forgetfulness and repression of a difficult past, is on the whole correct”
. However, an explanation of the differences in the way memory was handled in each German state should take into account not only the political belief and the actions of K. Adenauer
 and W. Ulbricht
, although it was extensively documented to what their beliefs/actions were decisive for setting the mainstream official discourse. Instead, analysts should look to the whole political class; to the (successful) efforts of the democratic left and of the liberals in West Germany and to the (failed) attempts of the dissident communists in the eastern part. This is closely linked to the fact that the generation of politicians, which came to power after the nazi regime was that of the old German elite, which brought with it revived political traditions. Their different political beliefs and the ways that each group of such persons had understood the war and the National-Socialist regime have been determinant for their public discourse after the war. For example, Kurt Schumacher, the leader of the West German social democracy, having been imprisoned in a concentration camp, never ceased to urge Germans to face their nazi past. In spite of his Marxist beliefs, he knew that Nazism was more than a capitalist plot. He strongly advocated denazification, trails, and financial restitutions for Jews. He was the first to take such a drastic position. In the east, memory was influenced by past political beliefs such as Marxism - placing the Jewish question on the margins of the class struggle or seeing anti-Semitism as a tool to divide the working class and fascism as a product of capitalism (which was in turn identified with Jews interests and plots). The only communists that were prepared to acknowledge the Holocaust were those from the Mexican exile, with Paul Merker as the leading exponent. The remaining elites, in power after the war, participated to and sustained the anti-Jewish purges
 form 1949 to 1956, leading to the destruction of all the hopes of East German Jews for a recognition of their suffering and further amplifying their fears of future purges
. Such events proved once more the force of the stereotype of the powerful international conspiracy or American imperialists and Jewish capitalists, which prevented the Jews form being seen as victims of Nazism. 

The population: The discourse of different categories of victims and perpetrators

The memory of the war and of the Holocaust at the level of the population is almost another story, not necessarily different from the mainstream discourse but with its own identity and specificities. To sum it up very briefly “it was always about what was done to us and never about what was done by us to others”
. Moreover, this image can be used to describe pretty well the whole European memory of the war, not only the German one
. 

Many questions can be asked to portray the tormented conscience of the population – initial victims or perpetrators and following generations, revolving around the question: How so civilized people has allowed so criminal a regime to come to power?
. The questions range from the normative level (what was to be done) to that of real events (what happened). First, there are the: “How do you punish tens of thousands of people, for activities that were approved and encouraged by those in power? How do you choose whom to punish and to which actions? Who chooses? When are the purges sufficient? Is there such thing as a collective guilt? ”. And then it comes the “How are such horrible events shaped in the collective story of perpetrator nations? How and what do ordinary people remember? What do they tell their children? What is the image that the relatives of nazi killers and high officials have about this past and about their ancestors? How they grew up? What they knew? What questions they asked? How they managed to live with what they knew?”

The problematic remembering of the war crimes against the Jews is also linked by a series of authors to the German history. Germany has a past with numerous examples of collective murders and hatred against Jews, since the Middle Age and throughout the Modern Age. Moreover, Jews had always a marginal existence and were seen as different and inferior, even after their political emancipation. Mostly in the second half of the 19th century when there were serious economic problems. Their high adaptability to the new economic and social realities determined the rest of the population to resent and distrust them. 

Countless researches were conducted – though some think it is far from being enough – in order to question ordinary people, relatives of nazi killers and high officials, authorities, other researchers about their memories, their feelings, their work on this topic. But the problem is that the memories are sealed off, perhaps for always in the minds of those who lived such horrors. It seems that the only way to cope with the past was to forget, not to master it. As one such researcher puts it, it is “a travel in search of the whisperings of the past”
, not of a “real” story of what happened. Along with the accusations of silence and the attempts to “master the past” through different methods, alternative explanations were fostered by those who took the task of rewriting history in spite of generalized forgetfulness. One of such alternative explanations is the “selective remembering” thesis
, built on the memory of the West German population. It rejects the earlier characterizations of a postwar Germany dominated by attitudes of forgetting or silence about the nazi past. Instead, it tries to justify that it was a phenomenon of “selective remembering”- people remembered crimes against the Germans, more precisely against the German prisoners of war (POWs) and expellees form the eastern territories. These were thought were comparable, equal, or even greater than Germans’ crimes against the Jews. To a certain extent, this had also stared a competition of who has suffered the most. In both states, it was the German victims’ discourse was more powerful and it diverted the attention form the cry of the Holocaust victims. This way the people were able to think about / talk about the Third Reich without analyzing the responsibility for its causes and effects. By telling stories about the enormity of their losses, they were able to reject the charges of a collective guilt and claim a status as heroic victims. Furthermore, the German people thought of itself as a victim of Hitler and of the War, a war that everyone lost. The image that the Germans held of the war was the war that took place in the east, in the last part of the conflict; the deeds of the National Socialist regime seemed directly overlooked rather than forgotten. Reports many researches contained a clear delimitation of the population form the nazi regime and only few bad images were linked to Germans. In these reports, Jews were not even invited to speak for themselves. Furthermore, the images used by the Nazis for describing the Jews were used by the Germans to describe Russian invaders. Mostly in eastern European countries, all Germans remembered Jews and communists as perpetrators. Only few Germans understood that such reactions were natural, though not just, because it is always far easier to see only your sufferance and to forget your misdeeds. For some of them remembering the past and bearing responsibility was even a matter of patriotism.

In the 50s, this idea of Germany as a community of victims played the role of a powerful integrative myth
. The Nazi regime was only a very limited number of Nazi fanatics that committed the crimes and they do not truly represent the German people. “A handful of Germans appeared as perpetrators, the overwhelming majority were victims, and no one was both: guilt and innocence were mutually exclusive categories
. Germans also claimed that they could not be collectively guilty of crimes that they did not know of. When those people referred to war victims, they thought of POWs, expellees, and victims of bombings and of the economic crisis. POWs became not war criminals, but victims of injustice and of the communist power. In addition, the expulsion and massacre of the Jews and that of the Germans were thought comparable because they both stemmed form a spirit of national and racial hatred. On the other hand, many Germans argued that a lot of those sent to concentration camps were common criminals, not racial victims. The big problem is that, this way, the Jews were transformed into one group of victims among many. And it was not only that. Already in 1949, president K. Adenauer expressed disillusionment because the anti-Semitic tendencies persisted in spite of a so horrible recent past. Although in the 60s began a critical interpretation of this type of memory, the first one was never really forgotten or replaced with realistic version. Such images and interpretations persisted until the 80s and 90s, although public debate and extensive research had already replaced the silence and deliberate forgetting. 

Another facet of the image advocated by the German population in response to accusations of collective guilt was that though all Germans were responsible for what had happened to Jews, they also received just retribution because all Germany was transformed into a huge ghetto, with all the hate and rejection built around them already during the war. Latter, it was thought that the reparations to Jews could bring Germans out of their own ghetto. 

Immediately after the war, Germans concentrated upon work and economic growth as a means of forgetting about the past. Only in the late 60s the silence was broken, by the youngsters who wanted to know more about their country’s and their parents’ past. But when more information became public, many families split, some (relatives of killers) even left the country because of shame. The real public discussion and true commemoration has begun in the late 70s, but none of these helped on a psychological level. Gradually, psychological help aimed at “working through” rather than “mastering” the past was fostered. It seems that one way or another all the German population needs to be part in some form or remembering, no matter how painful, in order to pay its debts towards the victims (no matter what such debts are). Secondly, it is a way of understanding their past through “participatory observation”. The idea of guilt, so rejected in the first decades, is extremely present in the contemporary Germany and it seems that only after having the courage to know the past (in the 70s and 80s), comes the tormented phase of facing it (form the 90s onward). Moreover, the need to heal the past wounds stems form the fact that the new German generations do not want to confront a world where the German shame is continually invoked.


Form total refusal to remember, to talk about and to face the past, the Jews have become objects of what is called “unhealthy veneration”. Nowadays, there is an eagerness to face history in Germany, more than anywhere else
. Jewish culture is almost swallowed with little or no understanding. Although the Jewish community does no longer exist, their memory is very vibrant precisely because of this overwhelming non-Jewish interest. Those who are the most interested are well-meaning people, most of them middle class and educated. Any Jewish event attracts a great number of Germans and endless public speeches about this topic. They go to Cafes with Jewish names, listen to klezmer bands (of German Christians for German Christians), send their children in Jewish summer camps, go to the Synagogue, study Judaism and even convent to it. Germans are searching for answers, trying to overcome the guilt and shame, looking for comfort or even forgiveness, for ways to make it easier to be a German. People try to escape this past, although they say they do not care about what their ancestors did. But still many of them do not know, are afraid to know or they unconsciously refuse to know what happened. In spite of extensive media campaigns and compulsory school teaching - accounts of people thinking that Jews left for Israel or to the countryside and that no deportations existed in their town still exist. 

A special category of Germans, with a special type of memories was the Nazi killers, Nazi high officials, and their families. Their relatives and descendents are considered a category of (indirect) victims of the nazi regime. They bear the burden of having participated directly to the genocide and the continuous fear of punishment. The children bear the burden of their parents in unconceivable ways. Researches and workshops for children of perpetrators were often organized in order to understand them, to help them understand, to help them cope with the guilt / pain, with their anger and also with the fear of not becoming as their parents. They cope differently with the possible complicity of their parents to such crimes
, some of them feeling that they are somehow also accomplices. They display a protective attitude towards their parents’ deeds, trivializing them and justifying them as “job duties”. None of them remember having known the truth form the beginning, which made more difficult the moment of truth. Moreover, they remember silent, fearful parents, terrified by the possibility of repression and yet without acknowledging guilt or understanding of the horrors that the nazis advocated. For most of them, their parents were either criminals or parents. Either completely guilty or only victims. It is impossible to be both. They remember parents who saw themselves as victims of the old or of the new regime. Those children failed, as well as their parents, to assimilate the past. They were raised by parents with deep fascistic beliefs – in contradiction with the democratic public discourse, which raises the question “To what extent could they sustain the new democratic world?” 

There are more or less outstanding examples of such tormented existences
. The great-grandson of Richard Wagner recalls that his family always defended Hitler and the nazis in front of him – when he understood, he was devastated, he only found comfort within a Jewish community. Martin Bormann Jr. became a Catholic priest; his comfort being the belief that it is not his duty to forgive his father, but it is only God who can do it. Niklas Frank, the son of the governor of Poland, wrote an impressive book about his grief and anger asking continuously “why, father, why?”; he sees his father as a despicable opportunist. 

 In the same time, it was difficult for the Jewish children to live close to such people. A Jew, born in 1947 in Vienna was saying “it is a mathematical probability that in my childhood and adolescence I was surrounded by the children of fervent believers […] who only yesterday had wanted to murder my parents”
. It is, however, recognized by some of them that they had an easier childhood than the perpetrators, because they did not have to live with the suspicions and fear of what their parents did. Especially for the new Jewish generations the following quotation embodies their fears and their image of how the German people should look at the past. 

“A new German generation that does not question its parents would be the ideal matrix for a new fascism. In this case, love of parents, the cornerstone of civilized life, cannot be permitted to prevail over all other considerations. It must even turn into its opposite. For the children of Nazis, the unconditional love of parents is an indulgence they cannot afford. History has condemned them to find out what their parents did, why they did it and above all, why almost none of them ever felt guilt or shame after the war ended. Only then can we believe that the Germans, the new Germans, are really different from their parents or grandparents”
.

Conclusions

The problematic relation with the past has even generated a special concept referring to the difficult and incomplete assimilation of the memory and of the responsibility for the Second World War and for the Holocaust by the German people: Vergangenheitsbewältigung, used for the first time in 1955, meaning “the shadows of the past un-mastered”
. It is another way of embodying of T. Heuss’s words “no one will lift this shame from us
”.

In both East and West, the forgetting of the Holocaust was an integral part of the forgetting of the full dimensions of the Second World War. It is considered to be “the German paradox” that “idealizing history as a means of self knowledge they found it had, indeed impossible to gasp their own tormented past”
. While in the west the acceptance of this burden became part of the national self-definition, in the east this memory was repressed and accompanied by anti-Semitic discourses. Nowadays, the ways in which the official versions of the war influenced the reconstruction of the post communist Europe, through the negative intrusion of twisted memories, indicate that there are unsolved problems that lie at the center of the crisis witnessed by Europe at the beginning of the 90s. Moreover, they have already become the foundation of new myths and memories, which are from the beginning distorted
. Although exaggerating guilt is no better than repressing or denying it
, it is clear that people abroad are following the debates in Germany about the past and see it as a kind of seismograph of German conscience in general
. 

There are still countless unanswered questions like “Is it possible for the living to forgive on behalf of the dead? Is it possible to comfort the victims? Is reconciliation possible?”. But, looking at the testimonies of German expellees, at the images “of the forgiving Jew, of the humane Russian, of the generous Pole” one can see that they provided an “important lesson that revenge was not inevitable”. In those years, “their existence made the existence of the good German a possibility as well. Reconciliation and forgiveness transcended ideology and ethnicity”. Terror was the product of totalitarian regimes, not individuals – linked and healed by their humanity
.
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� More than any other figure, Adenauer shaped the West Germany policy towards the nazi past. For him, Nazism was the result of deep ills in German history and society (above all, authoritarianism and the racial superiority creed). The antidote for that was democracy, and he sought democratization by integration of former nazi followers. This took priority over justice. But, without the support of the left and the liberals, he could have never succeeded in offering restitution payments to Jews and normalizing relations with Israel. On the other hand, Adenaurer wanted peace at home and integration abroad (for fear of what non-integration could provoke) which meant deliberate forgetfulness. 


� In the same way, Ulbricht’s views shaped the official discourse in East Germany, stressing the memory of communist sufferings, heroism and victory, and marginalizing the memory of Jews’ sufferings.


� In 1952, the communists tried to force the leaders of the Jewish community to testify that such relationship existed. In the same time, in order for the communist supporters of the Jewish cause to preserve their careers they had to testify that their position was due to pure human reaction to the Holocaust, and not to ideological beliefs.


� The big problem of the GDR leadership’s official discourse is that it displayed any anti-Semitic attitude at all, not that it was insignificant as compared to the Holocaust.
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