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The course “History, memory and amnesia…” has been, by far, my most challenging course this semester. As one of my colleges put it during the last seminar, I might now have some of the pieces of the puzzle dealing with the issue of the Holocaust. Or I may as well have the opposite impression, that the more details  one  knows, the more complicated the story gets and the less capable one gets when trying to draw a conclusion. Even if this looks like an open-ended, simplistic logic, I don’t think that reaching a certain conclusion has ever been the purpose of the course. An intelligent course should give the students the freedom to be critical and the incentive to further read and critically question anything they hear/read on a certain topic. Students should feel free to have a critical approach of anything and most important of all, they should back up their critique with arguments.
 It is true, however, that in order to have arguments (pros and cons), one should read as much as possible on a certain topic. From this point of view, the texts which have been picked for this course and put into the reader were a very good choice. Many of the texts made me read some more on the topic and waste some time (in the good sense of the word) in searching for extra-data in alternative sources. When I started reading the texts for this course, I realized (besides the fact that there are many things I knew little about), that it is very difficult to try to put things into a global perspective. The way in which I criticized the first text I read for this course says much about my shortcomings: it was a text about the cult of Ion Antonescu
. I enjoyed reading it and had the impression that I did understand its essence. However, when I was asked, during the seminar, to summarize its bottom-line, I kept divagating around the main ideas. Fortunately, the teacher managed to make me comprehend its main ideas, like usually. I was a little disappointed by my performance, but it was constructive enough to make me read more carefully for the next seminars. 

I particularly appreciated, during the seminars, the teacher’s will and success in listening to what the students have to say and think. I must admit I usually find the lecture-type courses rather boring; lucky for me, the “History, memory and amnesia…” course was nothing of this kind. Moreover, the debates were a good opportunity to listen to what others have to say (most of the colleges did take the course before and therefore, they were more familiar with the type of discussions and the issues the course had to deal with). I think my colleagues’ presentations were good and comprehensive and hence a useful instrument in learning about the Holocaust. 

If I understood correctly, the structure of the course was based on the idea of perception, connected to the various point-of-views regarding the Holocaust. Whenever historians/political scientists/professors/journalists/…deal with a sensitive issue, the structuring of the material from the different points of view is a very difficult task, mainly because distinguishing clearly among the trends means also having a dose of objectivity (in the classical sense of not taking parts). But I tend to believe in the common-sense observation that, usually, objectivity is obstructed by certain interests. These more or less hidden interests, which make people express an opinion (as in the case of the Holocaust), are linked to a lot of other factors (political environment/context, trend, lack of information, quality of the sources of information, one’s intelligence and capacity of seeing the “global picture”,  target group/audience,  so on and so forth). Due to this, I think it is very important to know as many details as possible but, on the other hand, be careful not to get lost into the very complicated story which results (this is one of the things I personally practiced during the seminars). 

What I found really interesting and relaxing was the part dealing with the representation of the Holocaust. I think watching related films and documentaries was a very good idea. I didn’t use to regard many of the films related to the Holocaust as valuable from the point-of-view of serious discussions over this issue. My main prejudices were: “commercial”, “American/Hollywood-like pinkish fairy tales, with skin-deep, bad vs. good characters”, “where are the gray ones?”, “film stereotypes”, “superficial documentation”, “pathetic, meaningless and manipulative stories”. However and despite my many preconceptions, “Schindler’s List” has been a very pleasant surprise: it was the first time I watched the movie and indeed the discussions held the next day were very helpful; it kind of made me think of the victims (not only of the Holocaust, but generally speaking) in more nuanced way; from this point-of-view, the film-watching seminars did make me get rid of some of my long-lasting prejudices and pay a little more attention to details. 


Being a Political Science student, I must admit that when it comes to the dark pages of history, I do operate with a lot of stereotypes, of high-school dated rigid patterns of analyzing the Holocaust in terms of black and white. For me, the course was also a successful introduction in the problematic of by-standers and I admit I used to minimize the role of discussing about this issue. I did think before taking this course that the problem of the Holocaust would be less difficult to debate about and easier to summarize. Fortunately and unfortunately for me, I was wrong. 

� Just as a funny fact: the author wasn’t mentioned anywhere and so I got really curious and   tried to find the text, unsuccessfully, on the internet so as to discover who the author is. Curiosity didn’t kill the cat, but made it a little bit more critical. It was an excellent exercise of making students feel more free to criticize on opinion/perspective, regardless of its author. 
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