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VIEWPOINT

HISTORIANS AND NATION-BUILDING IN
GERMANY AFTER REUNIFICATION

German historians have been forced to take stock of their subject
by the reunification of their country in 1990. Its implications for
German historiography are considerable, in that reunification
threatens the plurality of views on German history and poses the
serious danger of a return to the narrow concern with “national
history” and ““national identity” which characterized German
historiography for almost two centuries. The first section of this
article is devoted to reviewing the tradition of German histori~
ography in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries as a discipline
designed to create German national identity. Next I shall turn to
the break with this tradition in the 1960s, After a brief reassess-
ment of the historians’ controversy (Historikersireit) of the
mid-1980s, I shall then consider the impact of reunification on
efforts to put the topic of the “national identity’” of the Germans
firmly on the agenda in the 1990s. The renationalization of
German identity is not only discussed amongst historians — it
can be found prominently in other areas, such as literature,
philosophy and film. Writers like Martin Walser and Botho
Strauss,! philosophers like Dieter Henrich and Karl Heinz
Bohrer,? and film-makers like Hans Jirgen Syberberg,’ have all
contributed to what is one of the most hotly debated public issues
in Germany today.*

! Martin Walser, “Deutsche Sorgen”, Der Spiegel, 28 June 1993, pp. 40-7; M.
Walser, “Dber froie und unfreie Rede” iid., 7 Nov. 1994 pp- 130-8; Botho Strauss,

“Anschw >, ibid,, 8 Feb, 1993, pp, 202°7. .

2 Dietef‘u}clzigcl?:’ ﬁfgszgﬁ é':m’e 50:‘ Teilung: Uber Idﬁ"g;m'ﬂ‘%? I""’”‘f,’;ﬁ"ﬂgf.fé
7 Mt . Helnz Bohrer, “Warum
it Duuschland (Frankfurt-on-Main, 10 K A’chmeinc Zeitung, 13

Nation sind, Warum wir eine werden soliten”s Frankfurier

Jon, 1990

' . : s hen
Peter Glotz, *“Die Bewaffnung mit Identitéit: -Bine Analyse des deutsc
N01'malisierungs:-Nationnlismus am Beispicl Hans Jilrgen Syberbergs"”, Frankfurter

Rundschau, 22 Jan, 1994 ading neo-nationalsts in the debate

4 One of the Intest statements by some of the le

i i i i tacht (cds.), Die selbstbewusste
Nt s e Bk Schwilk 132 sy S?tr??gc m(: e:‘ne; deutschen Debatre

Nation: “Anschuellender Bocksgesang™ und weitere Bet
(Frankfurt-on-Main, 1994).
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British historians at least are often puzzled by the fact that
their German colleagues feel a seemingly irrestible urge to make
frequent pronouncements on public debates and issues and, what
is more, command a good deal of attention for doing so. The
authority with which historians in Germany make such statements
derives from their traditional proximity to the German state as
civil servants, as well as from their mandarin-like status in the
universities and in German public life.® In fact, from Heinrich
von Treitschke to Michael Stiirmer, the highly public role of
German historians has often been informed by a scarcely hidden
desire to serve as policy advisers to Germany’s political class.
Hence, much of German historiography since the nineteenth
century has been dominated by professional historians whose
main aim was to educate, to emancipate, to agitate or to indoctrin-
ate. German historism’s® claim to objectivity only thinly veiled
its tendency to legitimate the existing political conditions and
therefore to write the history of the victors. By the middle of the
nineteenth century the so-called Prussian school of historiography
wrote history which could ably support the demand for a unified
nation-state, Like Treitschke, Friedrich Christoph Dahlmann,
Max Duncker, Johann Gustav Droysen and Heinrich von Sybel
all wrote history not for history’s sake but to allow the Germans
to develop national identity. In the words of the Swiss historian
Jakob Burckhardt, for the period of a unified nation-state between
1870 and 1945 German history-writing was ““imbued with
German triumphalism?>,” :

Even if the worst excesses of nationalist and racist historical
writing were discontinued after 1945, few German historians felt
that they had to account for the phenomenon of National
Socialism by referring to peculiarly German traditions. In the

5CE Fritz Ringer, The Decline of the German Mandarins: The German Acadenic
Community, 18901933 (Cambridge, Mass., 1969); Wolfgang Weber, Priestcr der Klfo:
Hlmmsch-soza'fﬂwissenschaﬁh'chc Studien zur Herkunft und Karriere deutscher Historiker
:mf zur Geschichte der Geschichuswissenschaft, 1800-1970 (Frankfurt-on-Main, 1987).
- I deliberately use the term “historism® rather than “historicism throughout this
article. Whereas “historism” (in German, Historismus), as defined by Leopold von
Ranke, can be seen as an evolutionary, reformist concept which understands all
political order as historically developed and grown, “historicism® (Historizisimus), 86
deﬁncc! and rejected by Karl Popper, is based on the notion that history develops
ucgordmg to predetermined laws towards a particular end,
Jakob Burckhardt, letter to Friedrich von Preen, 31 Dec. 1872, in J. Burckhardt,

Brt'efel:gl;oﬂstdndige und kritische Ausgabe, ed, M. Burckhardt, 10 vols. {Basel, 1949-74),
v, . 184,
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most famous and immediate German post-war analysis of Nazism,
Friedrich Meinecke, the doyen of post-war West German histori-
ography, wrote: “Hitler’s National Socialism . . . is a phenomenon
which cannot be adequately explained by referring to German
developments alone. However horribly peculiar it appears to us
as a perversion of our own character, it had certain analogies and
preliminary stages in the authoritarian systems of our neigh-
bouring countries”.® Despite this obvious tendency to relativize
the crimes of National Socialist, Meinecke was still criticized for
suggesting that there was any link at all between a tradition of
German illiberalism and Nazism,

Gerhard Ritter, for one, saw National Socialism as rooted in
the development of modern mass politics and mass culture: “In
essence National Socialism is by no means an original German
phenomenon; it is only the German variant of a European phe-
nomenon: the one-party- or Fithrer-state”.” Others wrote of
National Socialism as a demonic force, an accident, a..hornble
anomaly in an otherwise proud German history. Despite some
tentative efforts to write history within a larger western European
context, and despite the fact that Germany as a nation-state had
ceased to exist, after the Second World War the writing of 1313tory
continued to a very large extent as the writing of national history.
Ritter, whose importance for post-war histqrmgrap.h.y it is c_ilﬂi—
cult to overemphasize, was quick to reclaim ‘posuwe natm.nal
values, which he saw embodied in the bourgeois Germaf resist-
ance to Hitler. On the basis of such values, he argued, a “healthy
natjonal self-confidence™ should grow in the post-war €.

This emphasis on a positive national tradition was hnkek to
the fierce propagation of anti-communism, which some to'(e)l].i SO
far as to denounce the communist resistance to National Socialism
as treason.™ Other historians joined Ritter n a conce.rted ‘eﬂ“o’L;t
to inoculate West Germans against the ¢communist v1_rusl .
National Socialism and Soviet communism were conveniently

® Friedrich Meinecke, Dic doursche Katastrophe: Betrachumgen und Brinneriigen;

6th edn (Wiesbaden, 1965), p. % . imilar
“Gerh(ard fligter[,l’l)as 3;15sche Problem (Munich, 12,62.)’ P hfxaL ngeﬁlzgds) The
arguments in G, Ritter, *“The Fault of Mass Democracy a“‘{," k. 1959), pp. 76-84;
Nazi Revolution: Gerniany’s Guilngerm’w’;cf“;g’ 4%1;“" or ’
G. Ri ; he Frage (Munich, " i
'g{étt:ill:;af:;"‘l?i)tatet:":déﬁf‘ldg;::deier fﬁtd die dewtsche Widerstandsbemeging (Munich,
1964), p. 15.
" Bbid., pp. 108-11,



il

NUMBER 148

bundled together in the theory of totalitarianism, German histor-
jans who used this concept may, intentionally or otherwise, have
attempted to exculpate the Germans from their own National
Socialist past by pointing to a comparable, possibly greater and
certainly more present danger, namely that of the Soviet Union.
The emergence of an anti-totalitarian consensus in German his-
toriography owed much to the closed and secretive structures of
the German academic milieu, which ensured a very high degree
of homogeneity of views on the topics of Nazism and anti-
communism in the 19505 and 1960s.

The break-up of that consensus came in the wake of the
“Fischer controversy”, which challenged the view that National
Socialist policies broke with German traditions.'? The longing for
hegemony in Europe and the world was portrayed by Fritz
Fischer as a constant of German foreign policy ever since the
turn of the century. A line of continuity could be drawn from
Wilbelmine Gérmany to Hitler’s Germany, This controversy
served as a catalyst to other critical evaluations of German national
history in the 1950s and 1960s. Karl Dietrich Bracher, for
example, hadcontributed to a deepened awareness of the struc-
tural weaknesses of the first German republic which led to its
collapse in 1933." The problematic nature of the German nation-
state was also influentially discussed by Karl Jaspers in his Freiheit
und Wiedervereinigung (1960). Arguing within the framework of
the totalitarianist theory, Jaspers left little doubt of his total non-
acceptance of the G.D.R., but at the same time set out a clear
list of priorities in which peace and freedom came before unity.
The most promising way to free the Germans in the G.D.R. from
communist “slavery”, according to Jaspers, was for the Federal
Republic to reject unity as its major aim. In his view, Germany
as a nation-state was itreversibly a thing of the past, destroyed
in 1945 as a result of German hubris. This in itself was not

.13 Fritz FiSCPEl‘, Griff nach der Weltmacht (Disseldorf, 1961), teans, as German War
Aims in the _lf:rst World War (London, 1967) F, Fischer, Krieg der Hlusionen: Die
dewtsche Politik von 1911 bis 1914 (Dsseldorf, 1969), trans. Marian Jackson, War of
Iusions: German Politics from 1911 to 1914 (London, 1975). For the Fischer contro-
versy, see Volker Berghahn, *“Die Fischer-Kontroverse 15 Jahre danach’, Geschichte
und Gesellschaft, vi (1980), pp. 403-19; John A. Moses, The Politics of Iilusion: The
Fischer Controversy in German Historfography (London, 1975); Wolfgang Jdger
Historische Forschung und politische Kultur in Deutschland: Die Debarte 19141980 ilber
det;xaAusbruc.Ff dc_s Ersten Welthrieges {Gbttingen, 1984),

Karl Dietrich, Bracher, Die Auftdung der Weimarer Republik: Bine Studie sum
Problem des Machtverfalls in der Demokratie (Villingen, 1955).
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necessarily to be mourned, as Germans had a lot to be proud of,
Jaspers quoted with approval Max Weber’s dictum: I thank fate
that I was born a German™.!* The existence or otherwise of a
unified nation-state was irrelevant to such assertions. Germany
had in the past existed as several states and would continue to do
80, and the most pressing task for the present was “to find and
realize the new state-consciousness of the Federal Republic”.!*
The students’ movement in Germany, with its strong interest
in National Socialism, took up the more critical interpretations
of the German nation-state with a vengeance, In the 1970s many
young left liberal historians, broadly in sympathy with the Social
Democratic Party (S.P.D.) of Willy Brandt, came to formulate
what they described as the “critical science of history (kritische
Geschichtsevissenschaft). This rested heavily on the thesis that
German national history constituted an aberration (ein deutscher
Sonderweg) from the alleged western European norm. Such‘ nor-
mality was in turn often defined in the light of an ideah.zed‘ picture
of British history. The development of industrial capxtahsm'a.nd
the emergence of a civil society in Britain served as a‘Posmve
counter-example to the view that Germany was a belate_d
nation”’,'® in which the overwhelming inﬂue:n(_:e of.. Prussia
strengthened traditions of authoritariam'sm,‘ ﬂhberalls_m ‘and
unpredictable aggressiveness in its foreign relations. In this view,
the lack of a successful bourgeois revolution and the strength of
feudal, agrarian élites in imperial Ger:znany. preyented the break-
through to a modern democratic society in mnet.eenth-century
Germany. Yet a critical view of German national history between
1870 and 1945 did not necessarily include a straightforward con-

demnation of German history as a whole. Helga Grebing, for

example, carefully pointed out that there was muqh that was
PositiI\)re Jto look bzzrcliJ on in German history,_ and that.xt woulddbg
wrong to assume that a negative national history logically ende

in National Socialism.!? If there was a problem of' teleologyom
much of the discussion of the German Sonderweg I the 193 S
the debates of the 1980s have contributed significantly towards a

in his Hoffmmg und Sorge:

X " "
" Karl Jaspers, “Freiheit und Wiedervereinigung 5,237,

Sehriften zur deutschen Politik, 1945-1965 (Munich, 1965),
:: f;ifll" p. 227, Dic verspdtere Nation (Stuttgart, 1959). L ,
17 Hglrgl:uglrgie:f;ne‘fﬁisgaﬁ'l‘cpund Bebel — Zweiexlel Kontinuitét? Die schwarze

H)

ot} i Geschichte:
und die ‘weisse’ Linie in der deutschen Geschichte™, in Streitfall detitsche Gesc

L , 71-84.
Gesehichts~ und Gcgcnwarrsbawusstsein in den _808r Fahren (Bssen, 1988), pp
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greater awareness that long-term historical developments should
not be talked about as deterministic cul-de-sacs, '8

The critical historians have been criticized for many things,
but one cannot deny that they did German historiography a very
great service in opening up the conservative juste milieu of profes-
sional historians. Although it is fashionable today to stress the
dominance of critical historians amongst professional German
historians, this is [ittle more than a myth, albeit one occasionally
upheld by its (etstwhile) proponents.’® Of its critics, Harold
James has been particularly prolific in attacking “the self-declared
critical historians” who formed “an intellectually and politically
small-minded orthodoxy’’ which dominated West German his-
toriography before 1989.2° In fact, critical historians have always
remained a minority amongst academic historians. Greater plural-
ity of views and methods amongst German historians, not domin-
ance of one particular view or method, was the result of the
Fischer controversy and its aftermath in the 1960s and 1970s.
The writing of political and diplomatic history continued, but
new forms of history-writing, like social history from below or
gender history, were increasingly practised.

Within these new historical disciplines, the experiences of indi-
viduals or small groups within local or regional frameworks rather
than the nation-state formed the centre of attention. The first
generation of critical historians, in contrast, remained strongly
committed to writing the history of the nation-state. Together
with methodological differences, this ensured that the relationship
between the two factions remained distant and at times frankly
hostile — most famously in the debates in the mid-1980s about
 the history of everyday life (4lltagsgeschichte).?!

’_s One of the earliest and the most thoughtful critiques from a neo-historist stand-
point was by Thomas Nipperdey: T. Nipperdey, “Wehlers Kaiserreich: Eine kritische
Ausemander_s_etzung”, Geschichte wnd Gesellschaft, 1 (1975), pp. $38-60, Another
powerful criticism of the notion of a German Sonderweg was formulated by British
historians of Germany: David Blackbourn and Geoff Bley, The Peculiarities of German
History (Oxford, 1984} Richard ], Evans (ed.), Socieey and Politics in Wilthelmine
Germany (London, 1978),

** Wolfgang Mommsen, Die Geschichtsuisse ionsei orismus, 2nd edn
{Dusseldorf, 1971), nschaft jenseits des Fistorisnuis,

2_0 Harold James, “Die Nemesis dep Einfallslosigkeit”, Frankfurter Aligemeine
Ze"“f'g’ 17 Sept. 1990, See also H, James, Vom Historikersereit sum Historikerschweigen
(Belin, 1993), and the review of this volume by Stefan Berger, Bull. German Hist,
Tk, xvi, no. 3 (1994), pp. 49-53,

See, for example, F, H. Tenbruck, Diz unbewdtltigten Soziakwissenschaften oder di¢
Abschaffung des Menschen (Graz, 1984); Hans-Ulrich Wehler, “Geschichte — von

{eont, onp, 193)
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On the other hand, the “critical history’ approach came under
almost immediate attack in the 1970s and 1980s from methodolo-
gically and politically conservative historians. Andreas Hillgruber
and Klaus Hildebrand defended diplomatic and political history
against social history in the 1970s. In 1978 Hellmut Diwald, the
extreme right-wing professor of history at Erlangen, published
his widely read Geschichte der Deutschen, which was informed by
an effort to revive German pride in the nation-state of the past.®
Guido Knopp, historian, journalist and television presenter, found
a disappointing lack of national identity amongst Germans in
1981, and pleaded for a historiography in which the national
perspective of a unified German nation-state would be central.?
Michael Stiirmer warned of “a worried, deeply insecure nation
running away from its own past”,”® and proposed as a cure for
this malaise a new historiography that would inspire a renewed
sense of national purpose amongst Germans: in other words, a
return to nineteenth-century Prussian history-writing with a clear
political mission. Hence questions of national identity an‘d the
national problem formed the focus of major publicatipns in the
first half of the 1980s.25 A number of largely conservative histor-
jans, in broad sympathy with the ruling Christian Democrat
government, made continued efforts to redefine tI;e para{neters
of a positive national identity which would hs?lp to immunize the
Federal Republic against an alleged communist threat.

The Historikerstreit has itself by now been the subject of much

fn. 21 comt.} . . ' .
unten gesehen”, Diz Zeit, 3 May 1985, p. 64; Volker Ullncl,l,, 'S_purannn Alllgtgg
‘Barfusshistoriker’ — woher sie kommen und was sie wollen”?, fbid., 2 Nov. y
p. 73' H tH . .
itt i i ht”, Historische

2 Andreas Hillgruber, “Politische Geschichte in moderner ‘S‘IC ).
Zeitschrifi, ccxvi (1973), pp. 529-52; Klaus Hllczlqbrand, ('liqsgﬁcs:lglt;ci 1::2;
*Gesellschaftsgeschichte’? Die Notwendigkeit cme;‘_pohnschen G;gg 115‘3;
von den jnternationalen Beziehungen', ibid., coxxinl (1976), pp. 3 -i 97:8)

% Hellmut Diwald, Geschichte der Dewtschen (Frankfurt-on-hain, R

% Guido Knopp, “Brauchen wir die deutsche Einheit?”, in G, Knopp (ed.), Die

\ . 7-14.
dentsche Binheit — Hoffnmg, Alptraun, Hiusion? (Aschaﬁ'enburg:::fvl)(xlggl)’ o 850,

®Mi “Der Historiker als Gentleman”s Merleatry X85 ;

% Wg;::(;l %tv‘figleenft"eld (ed.), Die Identirdt der Deutschen (Mumcgb ?%33}1"{1 ?iiif
Becker and Andreas Hillgruber (eds.), Dic dentscho Frage im 19. “I"dd X aanfo hunder
(Munich, 1983); Otto Bisch and James J. Shechan (eds.), Die Rolie der

: ; \ hire
dettschen Geschichte und Gegenwart (Berlin, 1935); Klaus Hildebrand (ed.), Wem ge

die deutsche Gesehichie Dentschlands Weg vom alten Enropa in die europlische Moderne

(Cologne, 1987).
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research, and there is thus no need for further detailed analysis.*”
It is sufficient to point out that the efforts of Ernst Nolte,
Hillgruber, Stiirmer, Hildebrand and others to normalize (i.e.,
sanitize) German history are merely the latest fruits of a long
tradition in German historiography. However, in the mid-1980s,
at a time when Ostpolitik and the peaceful coexistence of the
two superpowers were accepted by the overwhelming majority
of West Germans, when millions demonstrated against new
American missiles, when West Germany saw a lively debate on
whether to grant the G.D.R. official recognition, the “‘critical
historians” could feel safe in the knowledge that their parameters
for interpreting Germany’s national history as essentially prob-
lematic and exceptional stood firm. The defence of the pluralism
of views first introduced into West German historiography after
the Fischer controversy against the claims of a historiography
which aimed at creating a uniform national consciousness amongst
Germans seemed to hold its ground. As Bernd Faulenbach, histor-
jan at the Recklinghausen Institute of Labour History and the
chairman of the historical commission of the $.P.D., argued in
1988: ‘““There have to be serious doubts whether or not complex
societies can develop consistent identities at all . ., . There is much
to be said in favour of accepting the existence of different identit-
ies and developing a historical consciousness that allows for the
tension which exists between those different identities, and which
encourages critical self-reflection above all*’.?®

As late as 1989, the West Berlin professor of history Hagen
Schulze, himself hardly a critical historian,?® could write that the
nation-state had been a historic fajlure in Germany,3® Amongst

#'FPor the documentation of the Historikerstrait, see “Historikerstreit”: Die
Dokumentation der Kontroverse um die Einzigarripheit der nationalsozialistischen
Judenvernichtung (Munich, 1987); Charles Maier, The Unmasterable Past: FHistorys
Holocaust and German National Identity (Cambridge, Mass., 1988); Richard J. Evans,
In Hitler’s Shadow: West German Historians and the Attempt to Escape from the Nazi
Past (New York, 1989); Peter Baldwin (ed,), Reworhing the Fast: Hitler, the Holocaust
and the Historians' Debate (Boston, 1990); Geoff Elcy, *“Nezism, Politics and the
Image of the Past: Thoughts on the West German Historikerstrert, 1986-1987", Past
and Present, no. 121 (Nov. 1988), pp. 171-208,

_* Bernd Faulenbach, “Identitht durch Geschichte? Zur aktuellen Diskussion iber
dle; Bedeutung der deutschen Vergangenhelt”, in Sereitfall dentsche Geschichie, p. 248.

':‘ In the Historikerstreit, Schulze had published a defence of the revisionist historiaqs
against Jiirgen Habermes and the critical historians: Hagen Schulze, ““Fragen, die wir
stellen mtssen™, in “Historikerstreit”, pp. 143-50,

3061'315‘%“ Schulze, Gibt es aberhaupt cine deutsche Geschichte? (Berlin, 1989)

pp. 03-74,
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left liberal historians the same broad consensus survived the
Historikerstreit largely intact. Even where the concept of a unified
German nation was not completely given up it changed its mean-
ing significantly, Heinrich August Winkler, for example, main-~
tained in 1981 that the aim of German unity should not be easily
abandoned, as the West Germans’ responsibility for the
Easterners could best be fulfilled if the ideal of national solidarity

was maintained.?® However, in this view national identity had -

become a functional tool for the democratization of the G.D.R.
The question of an undivided German nation-state was not on
the agenda for Winkler until after 1989. Even Hellmut Diwald
had argued in the early 1980s that reunification was ‘“‘beyond his
imagination”,? and there was a widespread recognition that the
question of the united nation-state had become less important.
Rudolf Vierhaus spoke for the mainstream of German professors
when he argued in the mid-1980s: ©. . . the question of national
identity can no longer be equated unproblematically with the
question of national unity, Unity . . . is only one of the historical
components of the national identity of the Germans. No such
unity characterized Germany’s history . . . political unity has
been the exception . . .”.?* Some historians abandoned the idea
of the nation-state altogether, A concern with regional, }ocal
and post-national (i.e., European) identities replaced r}auox.lal
identities in Germany. As Hans Mommsen of Bochum Ul?lversmy
argued in 1988, all over Europe “the historical consciousness
reconstitutes itself on the level of regions and neigl.lbou}'hoodg
Sacial history and the history of everyday life are mirroring this

" Heinrich August Winkler, “Der deutsche Sonderweg: Eine Nachlese”, Merkury

Xxxv (1981), p, £04. .
”H(ellmgé 1Iai'liwaldl «e . gine Sache der Deutschen’. Dglgts.;hlﬂnds Einheit als

historisches Problem™, in Xnopp (ed.), Deutsche Einhieit, pp. 33-4. S
3 Rudolf Vli‘grh?nltg, ’“Hismriﬂfh(e Entwicklungslinicn deutscher Identitht”, u;} \‘lelll

Cremer and Gernot Dallinger (eds.), Die Frage nach der dentschen Identitde (Bonn,

1985, p. 21, o ‘ .
""I)ieli)m?iih August Winkler’s contribution to the H:stonkerstregnriestsnlcllezix;rﬂlyé ‘fsn
@ assumption that any national history of Germany came toade :ﬁ e " s
H. A, Winkler, “Auf ewig in Hitlers Schatten?”, in .H:s.mvr:ker.sm:}n1 , ISJo:‘lderweg:
See also Hans-Ulrich Wehler, “Wir brauchen keinen neucn deutschen o
Antwort eines Historikers auf den Neutralismus der Fnede:(t‘sbewi%u:&g w’urt o
Aligemeine Zeitung, 15 Feb, 1982; Karl Dietrich Bracher, I?(ns o :rsen" fenti
und die deutsche Frage: Exkurs tber jingere und jiilngste Kontrov 3 10Ky
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process”.®® There were, indeed, many signs of a post-national
identity developing in 1980s western Europe, and nowhere more
so than in West Germany.*

Then, in 1989, to everyone’s surprise, the Berlin Wall came
down, and less than a year later Germany was united once more,
At first, some critical historians maintained that the nation-state
was a dead end. Like some of the leading dissidents in the G.D.R.,
they began to favour the continued existence of two German
states. Reforms within the G.D.R., not complete abolition of the
G.D.R., became the rallying cry of critical historians before the
people of the G.D.R. decided otherwise.’” Uneasy about the
course events were taking, they were soon faced with a revived
onslaught from the revisionist historians, who felt vindicated by
the events of 1989 in their emphasis on the importance of a
positive national identity. Schulze, who had declared national
history a dead end in 1989, five years later published a lengthy
essay about states and nations in Europe, in which he admits the
historical continuity of the nation-state and argues that nation-
states will continue to play a major role in Europe,®® This rena-
tionalization of German identity pursues four major lines of
attack: first, an assault on the Sonderweg paradigm; secondly, a
revisionist interpretation of National Socialism; thirdly, the nega-
tive rewriting of the history of the Federal Republic; and fourthly,
demands for a new historical methodology.

The first two of these concerns are not really separable, for a
rejection of the Sonderweg inevitably involves a reassessment of
National Socialism, German history, it is argued, is not reducible
to the twelve years of Nazism. Once again it is Stiirmer who has
pointed out the need for a redirected historiography to encourage
a positive identification with the nation-state and a legitimate

3 Hans Mommsen, “Geschichte und politische Legitimation in der Bundesrepublik:
Zum Dilemma gesteverter historischer Konsensbildung”, in Streitfall deutsche
Geschichte, p. 230; H. Mommsen, “Die Nation ist tot, Es lebe die Region”, in Guido
Kl;gpp (e_cl.), Nan'org Da.ursch_land:’ (Paderborn, 1984), pp. 35-8.

For ideas of binationalism and post-national identity, see especially Gebhard
Ludwig Schweigler, National Consciousness in Divided Germiany (London, 1975); Erich
Kitzmiiller, Heinz Kuby and Lutz Niethammer, “Der Wandel der nationalen Frage
in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland™, Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichre, 18 Aug. 1973,
pp. 3-31, 25 Aug. 1973, pp. 3-3]; Hans Mommsen, “Aus Eins mach Zwel; Die
Bi-Nationalisierung Rest-Deutschlands®, Die Zeit, 6 Feb, 1981, p, 4; Heinrich August
Winkler, “Nation — ja, Nationalstaat — nein”, ibid,, 13 Feb, 1981, pp. 5-6.

¥ Por one example among many, see Heinrich August Winkler, “Die Mauer
wegdenken”, Die Zeit, 11 Aug. 1989, p.7.

* Hagen Schulze, Staat und Nation in der ewropéischen Geschichte (Munich, 1994).
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sense of pride in one’s national history, especially among young
people, The aim of his vision of a revamped historiography would
be to establish feelings of pride in one’s national history. Such
history-writing has already led to a revisionist attack on the
interpretation of post-Fischerite Sonderweg history. First of all,
historians such as Stiirmer and Gregor Schollgen have revived
the idea of geopolitics, of Germany’s Mittellage, in trying to
account for German foreign policy.*® In the light of this, it is
Germany’s geographic position in the middle of Europe which
accounts for much of the rather unhappy history of Germany and
Europe in the first half of the twentieth century. Schéligen and
Stiirmer argue that whereas Bismarck could still controla complex
situation by skilfully building up a system of alliances with various
other European “great” powers, German foreign policy in the
age of imperialism became more aggressive in its quest for colon-
ies. The problem was not German colonialism itself, }aut thq fact
that Germany, by meddling in world politics, beca;ne increasingly
isolated in Europe, eventually believing it was encmcleq by enem-
ies (France, Russia, Great Britain). In this view, the I:‘n:st World
War was not a conscious attempt by the German n'llmg class to
gain hegemony in Burope. It was a tragic war for Wh'IC}.l Germany
cannot be held solely responsible, National Socialist foreign
policy, based on racist ideological princip}es (Volk ohne Raum
ideology) and on consciously expansionist aims, can then be pre-
sented as a total break with the foreign policy traditions of both
Imperial and Weimar Germany. L

As far as the domestic policy of National Soclahsn} is concerned,
several historians have recently stressed the modernizing elements
within Nazism. Rainer Zitelmann, until recently editor of Geistige
Welt and commissioning editor of the powexful Ulistein pch-l
lishing house, has portrayed Hitler as a conscious n}O«EIermz;erhzne
revolutionary.*® Modern elements of Na.tlonal Socxahgt rule 1fa‘1{e
been identified, for example, in the creatlo’n of an gﬂ:‘lcxent w];: e
state, in the setting up of the first people’s party in 'Gezmalgg 05
the continued Americanization of German industry in the i
and in the partial reform of the educational system and the pu

¥ Michnel Sttirmer, Die Grensen der Macht: B"ge.g"u"gﬁ;'i: gﬁg;ffsmsﬂﬁag:;

Gechicht (Berl, 1092); Grogor Schdllgen, Die Mackt i 0 S0t iy '1007)

deutscher Aussenpolitik von Fricdrich dem Grosien bis sur VB (Hamburg, 1987)
® Ratner Zitelmann, Fitler: Selbstverstiindnis enes Revolutiondrs s
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housing market.*! Thus a more positive re-evaluation of the Nazi
regime in Germany emerges, which finds its best expression in
the writings of Ernst Nolte. Nolte argued that it is to the credit
of the National Socialists that they recognized from an early stage
the inhumanity of the Stalinist system in the U.S.8.R., to which
Nazi genocide is seen as a reaction: “The National Socialists were
the only German party capable of countering communism with
similar decisiveness and unity. Hence they were not unjustified
in their extreme fight to the bitter end forced upon them by the
communists . . . The question has to be asked, if there was not
a rational centre in National Socialism™.*? In Nolte’s work,
Nazism attains historical greatness, and even the dimensions of
tragedy, and its murderous side becomes a mere “preventive
over-reaction”.*® Nolte’s theses are also reflected in a recent book
on the end of the Weimar Republic, in which Christian Striefler
argues that the anti-communism of the Nazis was a rational and
legitimate response to the communists’ plans-to overthrow the
Weimar Republic and install a Bolshevist regime in Germany.
Because Striefler sees the democratic forces in Weimar Germany
as being too weak to prevent the communists from achieving their
ultimate aim, the Nazis emerge as the only convincing alternative
to the communist threat in 1933. Here, historical interpretation
comes very close to justifying the Nazi seizure of power in 1933.4
In this view, moreover, the reasons for their success had nothing
to do with any German Sonderweg. Instead the old idea that the
Versailles Treaty was responsible for the Germans’ willingness to
support ultra-nationalist policies is once again becoming fashion-
able,* and the Sonderweg becomes a dangerous illusion which has
prevented the Germans from developing a more healthy national

4 For the revisionist history of Natienal Socialism, stressing its modernizing cle-
ments, see in particular Uwe Backes, Eckhard Jesse and Rainer Zitelmann (eds), Die
Schatten der  Vergangenheit: Impulse zur Historisierung des Nationalsozialismus
(Frankfurt-on~-Main, 1990)% Micheel Prinz and R. Zitelmann (eds.), National-
soxialismus und Modernisierung (Darmstadt, 1991).

42 Brnst Nolte, “Tdentitit und Wiedervereinigung”, Die politische Meinung, xxxvii
{1992), pp. 41-2,

“2 For the latest restatement of Nolte’s position, see B, Nolte, Streitpunkre: Heutige
und kinftige Kontroversen um den Nationalsozialissmus (Frankfurt-on-Main, 1993); B
Nolte, “*Bin historisches Recht Hitlers’?”, Der Spiegel, 3 Oct. 1994, pp, 83-103.

* Christian Striefler, Kampf um die Macht: Kommunisten ind Nationalsozialisten am
Ende der Weimarer Republik (Berlin, 1993).

45 Karlheinz Wejssmann, Rilckrif in die Geschichte. Die deutsche Herausforderung:
Alte Gefahren — Newe Chancen {Berlin, 1992), p, 83,
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identity.* The holocaust and, indeed, the essential moral deptav-
ity of the National Socialist regime, are moved from the centre
of interest to the sidelines, with dire moral implications.*’ Some
publications now suggest that Auschwitz was used by the allies
to blackmail the Germans into submitting to the division of
Germany after 1945,® Hans-Peter Schwarz, professor of contem-
porary history at Bonn University, has recently expressed the
hope that the critical examination of East German communism
will draw attention away from the continued German preoccupa-
tion with National Socialism, which he sees as resulting from a
neurotic guilt-complex.” Eckhard Jesse and Rainer Zitelmann
have spelt out this agenda most clearly: a historization of National
Socialism would enable the reunified country finally to step out
of Hitler’s shadow,*

However, the situation has become far more complex as a
result of quite different efforts by Martin Broszat, the late director
of the Munich Institute for Contemporary History, to historize
National Socialism. He argued that an end to the moral demono-
logy of National Socialist crimes can only lead to a fuller under-
standing of ordinary people’s behaviour under National Socialism
by showing the overwhelming normality of life in Nazi German_y.
The preoccupation with the amorality of the Third Reich and its
leading representatives will only serve the purpose of preventing
the development of a wider historical consciousness amongst
Germans.S! Importantly, in Broszat’s work, as also in Detlev
Peukert’s,’ there is a complete absence of nationalist political

48 For an explicit attack on the German Sonderseg, see Karlheinz Welssmann, “Auf
dem Sonderweg verirrt”, Rheinischer Merkur, 28 Feb, 1992, e Nasi

"This development has been carcfully snalysed by Inn Kershaw, Trelggz;..r
Dictatorship: Problems and Perspectives of Interpretation, 3rd edn (London, I
pp. 197-217. L

8 Arnulf Bating, Deutschland, was nun? Fin Gesprdch mit Dirk Runiberg und Wolf
Jobse Sicdier (Berlin, 1991). . , .

“ For Sch\sa;z's :'iews,)see Herbert Obenaus, “Stasi kommt — Nazi geht?”y Die
Zeity 31 July 1992, p. 40, - .

5“’1’!‘:ld]mr¥i Jesse’,Iz"vergungenheitsbuwaltigung’ und pognsche Kultur”, PO!:IHSI;
Bildung, xxiii (1990), pp. 53-66; Rainer Zitelmann, Vom Umgang mi p
NS-Vergangenheit”, in Rolf Itolionder (ed.); Bewnsstseins-Notstand: Thesen von
Zeitzengen (Ditsseldorf, 1990), pp. 69-79.

™ Martin Broszat, Nach Hitler: Der sch

(Muniel . . :
% I;Orl’tlllgszr)isis of modernity in the Welmar Republic, see In particular Detlev

; . i «The Pathologics of
Peukert, The Weimar Republic (London, 1991); David Crew, A0 B i
MUde:n;ty:thglgglgcuk‘:rt on German’y’s Twentleth Century”, Social Hist., XVil

(1992), pp. 319-28,
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overtones, and indeed of any apologetic tendencies. However,
the untimely death of both historians poses the serious danger
that their voices will be submerged in the torrent of Prussian
calls for a revival of “national history”.

‘The revisionist rewriting of the history of the German nation-
state between 1871 and 1945 is accompanied by a corresponding
rewriting of the history of the Federal Republic. On the one hand
there is an increasing awareness of the continuities which connect
pre-1945 German society with its post-1945 West German suc-
cessor. The break with the past was not as sharp as many critical
historians had argued.® However, some critics of such a positive

view of the history of the Federal Republic go one step further, -

From success story the history of the Federal Republic becomes
a provincial divertimento of national history. Following Karl
Heinz Bohrer, some historians see the determining characteristic
of the Federal Republic as its provincialism, and Bohrer himself
traces this in its political system and its society.* In its orientation
towards the present, they have argued, the Federal Republic is
revealed as an artificial creation of the Allies, bereft of any identity
of its own. They see a new German nation-state as a genuine
opportunity to transcend the old Federal Republic’s alleged lack
of historical roots, and write German histories from Karl the
Great to Kohl the Great.

For the neo-Prussian historians, the ahistorical orientation of
much of West Germany’s historiography is most evident in the
development of concepts like constitutional patriotism, which
they dismiss as unable to create identity. Instead such concepts
are replaced by the cornerstone of the old wélkisch nationalism,
the idea of ethaicity. The Volk, characterized by specific collective
historical and cultural memories, becomes the sole focus from
which natjonal identity can be derived. Any kind of patriotism
grounded in abstract universal values embodied in a constitution
can never be as strong as the identity derived from ethnic collect-
ive memories, 1989 marks the failure of all efforts to ground the

3 Martin Broszat, Klaus-Dieter Henke and Hans Woller (eds.), Vonr Stalingrad sur
Wethrungsreform (Munich, 1988), See also Harold James, “The Pre-History of the
Federal Republic”, ¥ Mod. Hist., Ixiii (1991), pp. 98115,

54 Kar] Heinz Bohrer, “Provinzialismus”, Merbur, xliv (19903, pp. 1096-1102, xlv
(1991), pp, 255-66, 348-56, 537-46, 719-27, xlvi (1992), pp. 88-90; Joachim Fest,
“Nicht wie alle Welt, Immer wicder dos deutsche Sonderbewusstsein: Aktuelle
Anmerkungen zu einer Debatte von gestern”, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeftung, 13 June
1992; Weissmann, Reckruf in die Geschichie, p. 43.
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nation-state in rational universal values. Instead Germans will
have to learn once again that nations rest on “the collective
memory of a long and common history”, which includes “‘an
ethnic factor’”. Brigitte Seebacher-Brandt, the widow of Willy
Brandt and herself a distinguished labour historian, has criticized
the inability of the left to understand the “imponderabilities of
the soul of the Volk”,% and welcomes the return of the nation:
“The nation remains the natural and normal, the obvious frame
of reference for the people, into which they are born”.”

The assumed lack of historically grounded identification of
Germans with their nation is also linked to the allegedly di;tm:bed
relationship of Germans to power politics. Germans, in this view,
will have to overcome the trauma of National Socialism and find
a new, more positive national identity, so as to be able to play a
more important world-political role. To rid the C?ermans of their
guilt complex is also the aim of Martin Kltt(?l’s _ book on
Germany’s efforts to come to terms with the Nazi crimes after
1945, Kittel, a lecturer at the Munich Institute fo1: (;T’ontemporary
History, argues that the idea of a “s?cond guilt” due to the
country’s “inability to mourn” is nothing buF a myth mventescé
by political forces interested in prolo_nging tl}ls very complex.
Such exculpation of Germany is particularly important for neo-
Prussian historians, as the end of the east-west coni?u.:t means
that war bas once again become an instrument of politics (as in
the Gulf War)., Hence the Germans have to learn once mc;refto
wage just wars. This concern with a stronger political role c;r
the reunified Germany is justified by an alleged return to norma;1 -
ity. Hans-Peter Schwarz and Christian_Haer have beenfal: the
forefront of those arguing for a remilitarization of German orezglg
policy and for the re-establishment of Germany as 2 major Wor

«Wiaderkehr eines Totgesagten: Der ant;%xgalstaagt_ :{1{:1
Ende des 20. Johrhunderts®”, Aus Politik wnd Ze:'rge:d{ackte,'z Ap;zZ 1% ,1564.’ Seé
Weissmann, “Dic Nation denken”, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeiting, 22 APT.
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Zeinung, 21 Nov. 1989. See also B, Secbacher-Brandt, Die Linke und die deutsche

Binhei in, 1991). o i
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power.* According to Schwarz and Hacke, the historical identity
of Germans has been unfairly reduced to the twelve years of
National Socialism, They argue that the Federal Republic has
been built on a dangerous anomaly, from which only an unre-
served rehabilitation of the nation-state and of power politics will
free it. At long last, according to Gregor Schéllgen, Germany will
have to overcome its paralysing indecisiveness and accept its de
facto status as the major European power.*® Historians like
Schwarz, Hacke, Schélligen and Karlheinz Weissmann seem to
view history mainly as the history of struggles between nation-
states or groups of nation-states, In their view, renewed national
unity necessitates a renewed will to power which will reinforce
Germany’s role as the leading power in Europe.

Demands for a return to the “normality of the nation-state”
and the attack on the peculiarity of the Federal Republic have
been combined with an assault on its western orientation and
western liberalism. Nolte and Joachim Fest have both written on
the failure of western liberalism to build national identity amongst
Germans,® They are joined by a group of young historians around
Rainer Zitelmann, who feel that there is an almost mystical
glorification of the west and its political and cultural values.
Germany’s identity and interests can only come into its own after
she has rid herself of this peculiar post-war link with the western
democracies.” Hans-Helmuth Kniitter, professor at Bonn
University, is prominent among those encouraging not only a
new self-confidence amongst Germans but also a more anti-
western position. For him the Germans after 1945 suffer from
over-identification with the west, leading to a debasement of
German achievements in the past and an irrational idealization of
the west. The debates in western European countries about

* Hans-Peter Schwarz, Die gezdhmten Deutschen: Von der Machtbesessenheit zur
Machwergessenheir (Stuttgart, 1085); Christinn Hacke, Weltmacht wider Willen
(Stuttgart, 1989), Since reunification these authors® arguments have clearly gained in
self-confidence, and indeed sometimes border on the megalomaniac: see H,-P.
Schwarz, Die Zentralmacht Europas: Deutschiands Rilckhehr auf die Welthtihne (Berlin,

1994); C. Hacke, Weltmach: wider Willen, rev. and extended edn (Frankfurt-on-
Mein, 1993),

% Gregor Schollgen, Angst vor der Macht (Munich, 1993), }

61 See Joachim Fest, “Offene Gesellschaft mit offener Flanke™, Frankfureer
??ﬁime{g; 3Z.ea'umg, 21 Qct. 1992; Ernst Nolte, “Die Fragilitit des Triumphs®, ibid.,

y \

% The attack on western orientation, combined with a neo-nationalist rhetoric, can
be found most clearly in Rainer Zitelmann (ed.), Westbindtng «- Chancen und Risiken
Jfilr Deugschland (Frankfurt-on-Main, 1993),
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German reunification in 1989-90, he argues, clearly revealed a
degree of anti-Germanism which was also behind the efforts of
the British, in particular, to inject a permanent feeling of guilt
and deficiency into the German nation after 1945.%

Hence, it is hardly surprising that Arnulf Baring of Berlin
University has argued that the reunified Germany can no longer
be defined in the unusual way that the Federal Republic was,
Reunification and the renaissance of the nation-state are for him
a belated victory for Bismarck and his creation of 1870-71.% The
continuity of the reunified Germany with Bismarck’s makes for
a reopening of many questions long thought of as closec.l:
“Suddenly very old questions reappear, questions about th‘e posi-
tion of Germany in the middle of Europe, about the relationship
between east and west”.%® The new Germany and Poland are,
after all, bound together by ‘‘common territories”.‘*.‘s And if
Germans were to think more about Poland, then “‘inevitably the
Jost, run-down eastern territories of Germany would be cons?antly
on our mind”.¥’ But a solution may be to hand, “[for] if the
Poles could do as they like, they would- progaably decide by a
huge majority to join the Federal Republic”.® _ o

This rediscovery of the nation-state, and this questioning of
the Federal Republic’s western otientation, has also led to a much
more sceptical evaluation of the European‘Umon, even amongst1
liberal-minded Europeans (not to mention dyed—m—the—wgc;l
Euro-sceptics). For Ralf Dahrendorf any hope fora Europe ‘?1;15 1
would transcend national allegiance seems.snll very much wis 1111
thinking, For him the nation-state remains for the present I:t e
only effective guatantor of basic civil liberties and ntgt 8.
Constitutional patriotism only makes sense within na_tlon—ts :1 eass
According to Dahrendorf, the repaissance of the nation-sta eil
a constitutional entity guaranteeing civil libetties is not necessarily

s Alahboly pestern, hewte und orgen. . :P
 Hans-Helmuth Knltter, Dcut:chfemdhchke;togesof y dte d MO

. F more specific discussion of | ; » i
g\emg&rst;;l’lgil)}lfﬁf Ignt\tter, ‘?Dcutschfeindhchkmt im westlichen Ausland”, in

Zitelmann (ed,), Westbindungs pih 421-37. See also Kittel, Legende vou der "Zuweiten
Sc&ugl’;u?t: ?i?i;ring “Iy Bismarcks Grenzen”, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 9
3
Nov. 1990, .
8 Amulf Baring, “Schiuss mit der Behuglichkeit™,
1991,
® Baring, Deuschland, was ninds p. 40.
7 Ibid,, p. 104.
® Ibid., pp. 166-7.

Rheinischer Merkur, 27 Sept.
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to be deplored, at least so long as the Union has not developed
reliable institutions to guarantee civil liberties and basic rights
across Europe.® While no one could denounce Dahrendorf as an
anti-Buropean nationalist, his arguments have been gleefully
picked up by those who would fit the description more neatly.
For them, the current shortcomings of the Union are evidence
of the unchanging superiority of the nation-state over supra-
national organizations.”®

Such criticism of the Federal Republic and of the European
Union fits well with a much more substantial delegitimization of
the G.D.R., and in particular of G.D.R. historiography. The
““Soviet protectorate”” already appeats “‘as a completely peri-
pheral historical phenomenon™.” The whole of G.D.R. history
is at times reduced to the problem of the East Getman secret
police, the Stasi — in other words, to coercion and terror.”
G.D.R. historiography is frequently referred to as “legitimation
science” for everyday politics.”* It is particularly sad to see that
critical historians like Hans-Ulrich Wehler, who before 1989
seemed ever-willing to criticize fellow historians for not taking
into account the research produced in the G.D.R., after 1989
vehemently argued that there was little, if anything, useful pro-
duced by G.D.R. historians.” Such distancing may be under-
standable in the light of recent efforts to tar with the brush of
political opportunism, collaboration and immorality all those
politicians, historians and political scientists who dared to have

@ Ralf Dahtendorf, “Die Sache mit der Nation”, Merkur, xliv (1990), p. 831. For
a similar criticism from a liberal perspective, see Peter Graf Kielmannsegg, “Ein
Mass fiir die Grisse des Staates: Europa fehlt die Zustimmung der Birger®,
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 2 Dec, 1902,

™ See, for example, Tilman Meyer, “Die nationalstastliche Herausforderung in
Buropa®, Aus Poliril: und Zeitgeschichte, 2 Apr. 1993, pp. 11-20,

" Ernst Nolte, “Die fortwirkende Verblendung: Uber Gleichsetzungen und
Vergleiche von Drittem Reich, DDR und Bundesrepublik”, Frankfurer Allgemeine
Zeitung, 22 Feb, 1992,

2 Weissmann, Ritckruf in die Geschichte, p. 49.

7 Refreshingly different in this respect is Mary Fulbrook, Anatomy of a Dictatorship:
Inside the GDR, 1949-198% (Oxford, 1995).

™ For some of the worst examples of Western historians acting as judge and jury
over thelr Bastern colleagues, see Harm Klueting, “Parteilichkeit war wichtiger als
Objektivittit: Die marxistisch-leninistische Geschichtsschrebung der DDR”,
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 8 May 1990; Gustav Scibt, “Kader: Uberlebt die SED-
Historie?™, ibid., 5 Sept. 1990; Christian Meier, ““Im Zweifel licber abwickeln, ibid.,
21 Apr. 1990,

7 Hans-Ulrich Wehler, “Hart widersprechen und mit dem Unfug stets konfront~
ieren®, Frankfurter Rundschau, 24 Sept, 1992,
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contacts with or spoke up in any way for dialogue with G.D.R.
representatives.”® In such a climate one does well to remember
today that in some areas like labour history G.D.R. historiography
had been an early challenge to its counterpart in the Federal
Republic. In its later years it developed its own distinct, and
internationally recognized, historiographical traditions.”

All this changed very rapidly after 1989. It was in vain that
the G, D.R. historians’ association appealed to West German co%-
leagues to aid its transition to the reunified state, Blanket 'dem!nm—
ations by members of a newly established Independent Historjans’
Association in the G.D.R. were quickly utilized by West Germap
historians to demand the all but wholesale dismissal of their
Eastern colleagues.” Initially there had been justifiable hopes for
a self-renewal in Bast German historiography. T'wo internation-
ally recognized G.D.R. historians, Hartmut Zwa‘hr and Helga
Schultz, hoped in 1989 and 1990 for a §tr.engthenlmg of G.D.R.
social history and an end to the streamlining of history by what
Zwahr has called the “administrative system”.” Others argued
that a renewed socialism would need a revitalized SOCl.al.lSt histori~
ography.®® There are many examples of a self-critical 8s;t::mce
amongst those who had held academic jobs in the G.D.R.

s e 2 Hacker, Deutsche
% See especially the exruciatingly self-righteous work of Jens 5, Detsche
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Konrad Jarausch spoke in 1991 of the “crisis of survival” for
G.D.R. historiography,® and three years on it looks as though
the Marxist-Leninist tradition has indeed almost vanished.®® In
this respect Schultz’s comparison of G.D.R. historiography to a
““dead dog® has apparently been justified.®* Olaf Groehler, of
the former East Berlin Academy of Sciences, has estimated that
about 70 per cent of all East German academics had either left
or been removed from their positions by 1992, and indeed Lutz
Niethammer wondered whether the real problem for East
German historiography was not the small number of indigeneous
East German historians still in employment.®> And yet efforts to
revitalize Marxist historiography are being undertaken, and it is
to be hoped that this will have a role to play in any future German
historiography.

Understandably, if G.D.R. historians have discussed questions
of identity at all, it has more often been the question of their
G.D.R. identity than of any national identity: ““For those who
have worked in the G.D.R., identity will not be created by
blanket condemnation of the work and the achievements of more
than forty years. The G.D.R. belongs to my identity. I cannot
be understood without the hopes and disappointments, the
achievements and failures, the expectations and the disillusion-
ment of this country”.®” And some, like the late Manfred
Kossock, saw clearly that the discrediting of the G.D.R. and its
historians was to serve the wider purpose of renationalizing
German identity. Somewhat bitterly he wrote: “If East Germany
had already paid the bill for the Second World War for the whole
of Germany . . ., why should the whitewashing of German history

 Konrad Jarausch, “Vom Zusammenbruch zur Erncuerung: Uberlegungen zur
Krise der ostdeutschen Geschichtswissenschaft™, in Jarausch (ed.), Zwischen
Parteilichkeit und Professionalitds, p. 14.

8 Martin Sabrow, “DDR-Bild im Perspektivenwandel”, in Jiirgen Kocka and M.
?33;(;&&' (;jsg), Die DDR als Geschichter Fragen, Hypotheken, Perspehiiven (Berlin,

s P 2408,

# Schultz, “Was bleibt von der Geschichtswissenschaft der DDR?™, p. 452,

lg*;SZWoIfgang Gast, “Ohne Wahrheit keine Versthnung”, Die Tageszeitung, 1 June

% Wolfgang Kittler, ““Hat ‘marxistische’ Geschichtsschreibung noch eine
Zukunft?”, in Jarausch (ed.), Zwischen Parteilichkeit wnd Professionalitér, pp. 165-84.

8 Walter Schmidt, “DDR-Geschichtswissenschaft im Umbruch: Icistungen —
Grenzen — Probleme™, in Eckert, Kittler and Seeber (eds.), Krise — Usbruch —
Neubeginn, p, 175, Schmidt had been director of the history section of the Fast German
Academy of Science and a senior figure in G, D.R. historiography.
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not also be brought about on its back?’®® Most of those G.D.R.
historians who have contributed to the debate about the necessity
for a renewed national consciousness amongst Germans have been
critical of the artificial resurrection of national feeling.%® The
different preoccupations and agendas of former G.D.R, historians
and their West German colleagues underline the gulf that separ-
ates Easterners from Westerners in the reunified Germany.

In the West there is a strong tendency to return to national
history as a means of overcoming the reunification crisis. Christian
Meier, a rarity as a classical historian with contemporary intergsts A
has argued that attempting to flee from the history of the: nation-~
state may be harmful in itself, and ultimately 1mposs1b‘le. He
wants to see the development of “foundations for a certain se']f-
confidence” which will help overcome the “dementia transzfana”
from which the reunified country suffers. He dismiss'es .w1thout
adequate consideration suggestions that such an artificial con-
struction of the positive national identification of the Gszrmaps
with parts of their past will merely proviqe !:'odder to natlgnahst
groups. He denies the existence of a significant potentxgl for
any new nationalism in what he analyges as the provmcxalf
inward-looking and domestic-economy-oriented West Germany:
.. German nationalism to any considerable degree only exists
as a ghost haunting the thoughts of those ’“;%10 want to see in
Germany’s present the shadows of the past”. enteld

Similar arguments are put forward' by W_emq W?‘lde eh,
head of the European Institute at Mainz University: . . - the
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of unity”’. He is critical of an alleged German tendency to down-
play the country’s achievements, and like Meier he asserts that
*, . . nothing indicates that the new Germany is about to repeat
the mistakes of the past”.®! He is quick to identify the division
of Germany and the National Socialist legacy as the two most
important factors preventing Germany from developing a
“normal’® national identity. Reunification, according to him, will
therefore allow Germany to return to normality.®? Equally, Lothar
Gall, the current chairman of the German Historians® Association,
has reduced the threat of nationalism to a left-wing fantasy. He
locates the real difficulty for the reunified Germany in its peculiar
attitude of “hiding behind her history”. In trying to come to
terms with National Socialism, he argues, the moralistic
“’68-generation” of Germans have created super-taboos, such as
the nation-state. Consequently, an ‘‘orientation crisis” has
gripped Germany after reunification as the hollowness of a post-
national identity has been revealed and, according to Gall, only
the development of a more positive attitude to the nation-state
will overcome this crisis,*?

Hans-Peter Schwarz has called most clearly and directly for a
political instrumentalization of nationalism to cope with the tasks
of reunification. For him, the preoccupation with the Nazi past
is a mere pastime for intellectuals and has no bearing on the
reality of life: ““People fit for life [Lebenstilchtige Leute] often cope
with their past precisely by not talking about it all the time, but
by pushing it aside for the present and attending to the tasks of
the future”.® For Schwarz, historians have not yet faced up to
these responsibilities: ““The whole profession plays the melody
of reunification with only muted trumpets”, In his view, it is to
be regretted that ““the enthusiasm which inspired the generation
of Sybel and Treitschke during the foundation period of the
German Reich is completely absent now?’,%

 Werner Weidenfeld, “Die  Perspektiven der weiteren Entwicklung
Deuntschlands”, in Bckhard Jesse and Armin Mitter {eds.), Die Gestaltung der deutschen
Einheit (Bonn, 1992), pp. 389, 396,

9 Werner Weidenfeld and Karl-Rudolf Korte, “Die pragmatischen Deutschen:

Zum Staats- und Nationalbewussisein in Deutschland®, Aus Politik und Zeftgeschichie,
2 Aug. 1991, p. 12,

%3 See Lothar Gall, “Den geraden Gang miissen wir erst noch lernen®, Die Welt,
14 Sept. 1992,

 Huns-Peter Schwarz, “Wider das Intellektuellengerede®, ibid., 2 Oct. 1991,

% Hans-Peter Schwarz, “Mit gestopften Trompeten: Die Wiedervereinigung
Deutschlands aus der Sicht westdeutscher Historiker™, Geschichte in Wissenschaft und
Unterricht, xliv (1993), pp. 703-4.
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The late Thomas Nipperdey also argued that the problem was
not a rebirth of nationalism, but on the contrary a lack of national-
ism, The peculiar German non-acceptance of the nation-state
would, he argued, contribute significantly to the difficulties of
overcoming the problems of the unification process.’® Nipperdey
had been among those who lamented the alleged lack of national
identity back in the 1980s.%7 For him, the unexpected reunifica-
tion of the country marked a welcome return to a historiography
centred firmly on the nation-state. Historiography in the future
had to help Germans to find answers to “the question of why we
are as we are: namely, German. That is, we want to have a better
picture of the fate of those people whom we call Germans . , .”.*
Similarly, Gustav Seibt, literary editor of the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, has argued that more nationalism would have
helped the reunification process: “A blood-sweat-and-tears
speech, made right at the very beginning, which would pave
argued in terms of historical laws of causality and national solidar-
ity, would have effectively prevented the continuation of the
divided mentality and jealousy still prevalent in Germany todasf”.
He blames the historians for failing to provide Germans with
such a “‘sense of sacrifice based on a national historiography”.
Once again the nineteenth-century Prussian historial}s are held
up as shining examples: “The lttle-German solution to the
German question achieved by Bismarck would have been jmposs-
ible without the preparatory work of the Prussian historians, such
as Droysen, Sybel and Treitschke’”.? Favourable reference to
Prussian historiography is combined with an attac.k.on th.e mc?th-
odology of critical historiography: in so far as critical historians
were unable to predict the events of 1?89 and 19?0, t.heu' met.lg—
odology is held to have been responsible for t.hls failure. Sei ';
has already called for the abandonment of social and structura
history, resorting to personal diatribe rather than argument when
he calls Jiirgen Kocka a “mediocre and consequently representat-
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ive member of the social history orthodoxy”. Instead he recom-
mends a return to neo-historist narrative which will account for
the contingency of specific historical circumstances,’®® Harold
James is equally dismissive. In his view, social history dehuman-
ized historiography and laxgely ignored diplomatic, political and
military history. According to Michael Stiirmer, “From the
mid-1960s onwards society became the only subject of the new
critical historiography, promising both salvation and a career . . .
No longer did it want to know about the drama of history: it
dissolved into social statistics and trends”.'® For Stiirmer, Seibt
and others it is the drama of German national history, sometimes
tragic but always great, which will have to be laid out before an
identity-hungry people. Michael Wolffsohn, professor of history
at the Bundeswehr University in Munich, who likes to call himself
a “German-Jewish patriot’’, has pleaded openly for the revival
of German nationalism, which for him has to be seen as something
“‘completely natural”,1%?

Nolte, for one, would certainly be willing to contribute to any
rebirth of German nationalism. He has already laid down five
legitimate paradigms of national identity after reunification and
explicitly called for a debate on the whole topic. ¥e denounces
the “negative Germanocentricism” under which variations of the
idea of a German Sonderweg are subsumed. Instead he wants to
interpret the history of the twentieth century using his concept
of the “world civil war” between fascism and communism as a
variant of the totalitarianist paradigm. The theory of totalitarian-
ism is experiencing a revival elsewhere, notwithstanding its ser-
jous methodological shortcomings, especially its tendency to
ignore the considerable social and theoretical differences of fascist
and communist regimes.*® Some authors, like Wolf Jobst Siedler,
use the concept of totalitarianism to compare National Socialism

1% Gustav Seibt, “Ein Drama ohne Helden: Historische Wissenschaft und gegen-
wiirtipe Erfahrung”, Frankfurter Allgomeine Zeitung, 5 June 1990, For the renewed
popularity of narrative in German historiography, see also Wolfgang Miiller, “Der
Wind hat gedreht®, Die Zeir, 3 Qct. 1991, p, 59.

W Stirmer, Grenzen der Mache, p. 147,

102 Michael Wolffsohn, “Wachsam sein und Flagge zeigen”’, Die Welt, 14 Nov, 1992,

193 For the revival of totalitarianism as a theoretical tool for historians, see Bekhard
Jesse, “Der Totalitarismus-Ansatz nach dem Zusammenbruch des realexistierenden
Sozialismus®, Di¢ nene Gesellschaft | Frankjurter Hefte, xxoxviil (1991), pp. 983-92.
See also Brnst Nolte, ““Die fortwirkende Verblendung: Uber Gleichsetzungen und
Vergleiche von Drittem Reich, DDR und Bundesrepublik®, Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, 22 Feb, 1992.
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favourably with the communist regime of the G.D.R. According
to Siedler, the Nazis merely created “an authoritarian regime,
even if it included substantial criminal energy”, whereas the
communists managed to build up a “really totalitarian regime?’, 1%
If German national history did not culminate in National
Socialism, and if National Socialism can even be seen as a legitim-
ate and rational reaction to the evil of Soviet communism, then
the German nation-state in the late twentieth century can be
reconstituted without recourse to National Socialism, With the
end of communism, the National Socialist past has also been
buried. The end of the “world civil war’’ closes one chapter in
history and leaves the future wide open.!®”

The anxieties of many jforeign historians writing about
Germany, however, draws attention to the fact that there is no
perceived “normality” in a unitary German nation-state. As
Hugh Trevor-Roper wrote in 1989 about efforts to reconstitute
the Bismarckian Germany: ‘“No thinking Getman today can look
with pride on that stage of German history”.’® And David Calleo
added in 1990: “Any re-creation of the Bismarckian Reich would
have the same effect as the return of Frankenstein’s monster’.'"
Jan Kershaw has condemned the numerous efforts to use the
historization of National Socialism for renationalizing German
identity;'% and Gordon A, Craig has expressed fears that in the
reunified country the lessons of the past will be forgotten: “In
this Germany a new thinking would emerge, a new pride, new
ideas about what the Germans are and what their role in Europe
should be”.1%? None of these historians can be accused of anti-
Germanism, but their reaction demonstrates that the renaponal—
ization of German identity meets with little undg.rstapdmg or
sympathy among a majority of Anglo-American histotians. For
Timothy Garton Ash, “3 October is not so much the day of
German unity. It is the day of German freedom . . . the question

' Baring, Dentschland, was nund, pp. 55-6.
195 Nolte, *Identitit und Wiedervereinigung”, pp. 35-42.
1% Hugh Trevor-Roper, “On the Unification of Germany”,
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of national identity is not of first-rate importance™.'1? Efforts to
revive German power politics will fuel the suspicions of comment-
ators like Conor Cruise O’Brien, for example, who has warned
of the danger to other Europeans of ‘““German hegemony in its
plenitude”,! and it will continue to bewilder even
Germanophiles like Craig: “If the Germans talk a lot about nations
and nationalism again, one has to remind them that terms such
as these make a bad impression when uttered by a German. . .
Why do Germans have to be constantly bound up in them-
selves?” Yet another astute observer of Germany, John
Breuilly, recently expressed his lack of understanding for the
amount of ink that West German historians were willing to spill
over questions of national identity: “German intellectuals . . .
constantly agonise over an alleged problem of ‘national identity’
in Germany. But what the historical evidence suggests . . . is that
there is no problem”. According to Breuilly, such recognizable
hallmarks of identity as stable instititutions and a single national
culture are well in place. Equally, Charles Meier has warned
of the return of German historiography to a neo-Prussian agenda:
“The Germans always demand an identity from their histor-
jans . . . This is not the most fruitful framework for historical
research . . . History cannot create harmony”’,'**

Yet, as I have argued above, since reunification there has been
a clear attack on the methodology of critical history-writing,
which merges with a return to a more national historiography
aimed at providing Germans with positive national identity. What
then is the reaction of those historians who formerly criticized
the history of the German nation-state as a dead end, and who
increasingly sought to transgress national boundaries in their

”‘;('}l‘ﬁin‘;otlhlyzGarton Ash, untitled speech, in Reden ther Deutsehland (Munich, 1990),
pp. 106-7, 114,

1 Conor Cruise O’Brien, *Pursuing a Chimera: Nationalism at Odds with the Idea
of a Federal Burope™, Times Lit. Suppl., 13 Mar, 1992, p. 3.
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57ohn Breuilly, “Conclusion: Natlonalism and German Reunification”, in
J. Breuilly (ed.), The State of Germany: The National Idea in the Making, Unmaking
and Remaking of a Modern Nation-State (London, 1992), pp. 235-6. Dinmetrically
opposed to Breuilly is Harold James, who axgues that Germany, like other nations,
would need a national myth (that is, a greater sense of national identity) so as to be
able to cope with the changes brought about by reunification: James, “Nemesis der
Einfallslosigkeit™.

14 Charles Meier, “‘Sackgasse aus dem Sonderweg”, in Kocka and Sabrow (eds.)
DDR als Geschichie, p, 223,
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histqry-—writing — either by looking beyond the nation or by
looking to regions and localities? First tentative conclusions sug-
gest that in important respects they surrendered to the revision-
ists’ onslaught (some more obviously so than others), and that
their erstwhile interpretation of German nineteenth- and twenti-
eth-century history was severely shaken by the charges brought
against them by their critics, One can summarize the response of
critical historians under four headings: first, the slow abandon-
ment of the Sonderweg paradigm; secondly, the reaffirmation of
western integration alongside the abandonment of ideas about
binationalism and post-national identity; thirdly, the rejection of
a new nationalist historiography alongside demands to recapture
nationalism for the political left; and finally, a somewhat lacklustre
defence of its methodology.

Critical historians continue to stress the problematic nature of
the history of the German nation-state between 1870 and 1945,
The renewed emphasis on geopolitics as an explanation for the
outbreak of the First World War is still viewed with a great deal
of scepticism, and few historians are willing to rehabilitate
Imperial Germany as a nation-state worth emulating by the reuni-
fied Germany.!'* Stig Forster of Bern University has recently
unearthed new archival evidence that the military leadership of
Imperial Germany risked war in 1914 in the full knowledge that
it could not be a short local campaign, but would very likely
become a world war,'® Only one month after reunification
Eberhard Jiickel of Stuttgart University warned that the founda-
tion of the German Empire in 1871 led directly to two vyorld
wars, "7 According to Jackel, the one overriding task of reunifica-
tion must be “to create conditions in which following generations
can make as little mischief as possible”. Recipes for damage
limitation include Germany’s federal traditions and pan-
Europeanism. Therefore local, regional, comparativeland transna-
tional history-writing is still the best protection agamst a1 evival
of Prussianism. Jitrgen Kocka has argued that Nolte’s central
thesis of a “world civil war” fails to acknowledge the role played
by western liberalism. The interpretative framework for

21 (Munich, 1992).
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twentieth~-century European history is instead seen to be the
struggle of western liberalism against communism and fascism.,
A comparative study of dictatorships from the angle of western
democracy is regarded as more fruitful than Nolte’s “metaphysics
of fascism from a German nationalist perspective’.'® Klaus
Tenfelde of Bielefeld University has argued that the first half of
the twentieth century was dominated not so much by Nolte’s
“world civil war’, but rather by a fierce modernization crisis.***
Whilst acknowledging the validity of comparing dictatorships,
the limits of the theory of totalitarianism are emphasized by a
number of critical historians, and any revival of such a theory as
a historical tool is regarded with a great deal of scepticism,'®
Kurt Sontheimer, one of the doyens of German contemporary
historians, has recently attacked what he called the “typical tend-
ency in the current historiography on National Socialism, namely
to relativize and sanitize’® German twentieth-century history.'®!
Norbert Frei from the Institute of Contemporary History in
Munich and Axel Schildt from Hamburg University have also
criticized the assumptions of revisionist historians about the
modern character of National Socialism.'#
However, these critical perspectives on German history are less
and less connected to the view that the route to the German
. nation-state in the nineteenth century was a tortuous path which
in its peculiarities Jed to National Socialism. Already before 1989,
Kocka had modified the Sonderweg thesis so that it continued to

138 Trgen Kocka, “Durch und durch brlichig. Wider die ‘ewige Linke’: Ernst
Noltes neuerlicher Versuch, um Verstindnis £iir den Nationalsozialismus zu werben”,
ibid., 12 Nov. 1993, p. 15.

119 Klaus Tenfelde, ““1914-1990: Einheit der Epoche®, dus Politik und Zeitgeschichte,
27 Sept. 1991, p. 11,

120 See especially Bberhard Jickel, Die zweifacke Vergangenheit: Zum Vergleich polit-
ischer Systeme (Bonn, 1992), pp. 9-13. See also Bernd Faulenbach, “Probleme des
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bedeutung der jingsten Geschichte”, in Werner Weidenfeld (ed.), Dewtschland: Bine
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1993), p. 186; Jirgen Kocka, ““Von der Verantwortung der Zeithistoriker: Das
Interesse an der Geschichte der DDR ist — auch ~ Munition in der Tagespolitik”,
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explain only the emergence of National Socialism in Germany.'?®
More recently, he has explicitly argued that one of the con-
-sequences of reunification for German historiography will be the
complete abandonment of the Sonderweg paradigm.'® Tenfelde
has written after reunification: “In the light of the most recent
developments, the thesis about the German Sonderweg has to be
modified. Not the emergence of the central European peculiarit-
ies, but their levelling-out was the really important develop-
ment”.’® Wolfgang Mommsen, the former director of the
German Historical Institute in London and now at Diisseldorf
University, has recently argued that the re-emergence of a united
nation-state in 1990 has also laid new stress on the positive sides
of German national history, which had been in danger of being
forgotten,'”® And at a recent conference at the Protestant
Academy in Tutzing on the issue of national identity, the particip-
ants were unanimous that the idea of a German Sonderweg into
modernity was not helpful and would best be dropped.'” Lutz
Niethammer, the doyen of “everyday history” in Germany, is
almost a rarity in that he argued after 1989 that the German
Sonderweg may have been hidden by the division of the country,
but that after reunification it was becoming worryingly obvious
again. Arguing that the concept had to be used in a modified
version, his playful analysis still found much merit in the old
concept, 128

There is still a consensus amongst critical historians that wha}t
is regarded as the central achievement of the Federal R'epubllc
after 1945, namely western orientation, should not be given up
by the reunified Germany. They can rely on Jirgen Habermas's
interpretation of the 1989 revolutions in eastern Europe, which
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% Tenfelde, *1914-1990 — Einheit der Epoche”; p. 3.

18 Wolfgang Mommsen, “Die neue Lektiire der Vcrgan;ge
gcschichtswissenschnft mach der ‘demokratischen Revolution’ In O
rankfurzer Rundschau, 4 Dec, 1993, . .
™ Carl Wilhelm Ijgln,cke, “Riertanze und Denkverbote: Bine Tagung zum ‘Abschied

in Antonia

vom deutschen Sonderweg®™, ibid,, 15 Mar, 1994,
Grunenberg (ed.), Welche Geschichts wéhlen wir? (Hamburg, 1992}, pp. 23-54.
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he has called “catching-up revolutions™.'® The relevance of those
revolutions is that they were bringing the eastern European
nations in line with western Europe, so far as the re-establishment
of civil societies is concerned. The western, and in particular the
West German traditions, are only reaffirmed by the eastern
European revolutions. The history of West Germany is seen as a
new beginning, a path leading away from the ill-conceived idea
of the illiberal Bismarckian German nation-state: “‘Only after
1945 did a constitutional consensus first become a possibility and
then a permanent reality: the old élite finally lost their inherited
positions, the separate milieux of the bourgeoisie and the labour
movement increasingly disappeared, cultural diversity was
accepted and the working class became fully integrated into
German society for the first time”."® Many historians continue
to warn of the danger that lies in abandoning this tradition of the
Federal Republic and instead reorienting the newly unified
Germany towards older continuities which came to an end with
the destruction of the German nation-state in 1945, Spiritual and
political orientation towards the west should not be given up. It
is connected with the values of a pluralistic, civil and open society,
parliamentary democracy and tolerance. Ideally, reunification
should mean the direct application of the West German ideal state
on to the bankrupt East German state.'® Hans-Ulrich Wehler
has given short shrift to any arguments that Germany’s geo-
graphic position between east and west demands the abandonment
of its allegedly one-sided western orientation: “It is about time
that we stand up against these crackpots of the Mirrellage, against
their Germanocentric arrogance, their ignorance and their argu-
ments which would lead Germany into a new cul-de-sac”.'®
According to Tenfelde, the geographic position of Germany in
the middle of Europe will appear “a minor problem” in a few
years’ time,!

However, some critical historians have significantly shifted
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12 Trgen Habermas, Kleine politische Schriften, vii, Die nachholende Revolution
(Frankfurt-on-Main, 1990).

120 Tenfelde, “1914-1990 — Einheit der Epoche”, p. 10.

| tirgen Kocka, “‘Nur keinen neuen Sonderweg: Jedes Stiick Entwestlichung wiire
als Preis filr die deutsche Binheit zu hoch”, Die Zeit, 19 Oct, 1690, p. 11; Heinrich
Aulggxst Winkler, "Fﬁr.den Westen — ohne Vorbehalt”, ibid., 19 Nov. 1993, p. 10.

s Wehler, “Hart widersprechen und mit dem Unfug stets konfrontieren”,

Tenfelde, “1914-1990 — Einheit der Epoche®, p, 11, The original term is ¢in

Sandkastenproblem, a Sandkasten being a “sand-box" in which children play.
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position. There is, for example, a clear withdrawal from the ideas
of binationalism and post~national identity which had been voiced
earlier. The necessity and legitimacy of the debate on the new
identity of the new-found nation-state is not called into doubt;
the fact that something has changed is acknowledged. Heinrich
August Winkler, quite possibly the critical historian with the
highest public profile, is a good example, as he openly adhered
to Karl-Dietrich Bracher’s 1986 dictum that West Germans had
developed a post-national identity: “The German nation-state
definitely belongs to the past . . . Hopes of a restoration of the
German nation-state . . . would be vain”.”** As late as 1989 he
belonged to those who argued against reunification and for the
continuing existence of a reformed G.D.R.** Only after political
realities had changed did he accept that “binationalism” and
“post-national identity” had been largely invalid concepts, 1%
Winkler agrees that since Germany has unexpectedly become a
nation-state once more, there is a danger in neglecting terms such
as “nation” and “patriotism”."¥’ He goes one step further by
accepting the right’s claim that the Federal Republic should be
seen as “one of the smaller superpowers”,*® and finally arrives
at Karlheinz Weissmann’s concept of the Federal Republic’s 1}15-
tory as a Sonderweg, which he denounces with equgl zeal as 'domg
little to provide the allegedly necessary natim}al identity in the
new nation-state,’®® Ironically enough then, his path has finally
led him to a remarkably similar position to that of the neo-
nationalists. L,
With some notable exceptions, critical historians remain
opposed to any utilization of history-writing for the Purposehfii
constructing national identity. Some, tike Pet_er Alte_r, argue I a_
the categories of the nation-state will become mcreas@glﬁfre efY
ant: “Who today is moved by the absence or the artificiality o aa;
German national consciousness, the power of a qu{liat} nliﬁlon
state, the ‘greatness’ of the nation?” Efforts by sevisionist histor-

134 Winkler, “Deutsche Sonderweg”s p. 803,
138 Winkler, “Mauer wegdenken”, po 7.
13 Heinrich August Winkler, “Mit Skepsis zuf,
mtll§7sen nicht nur materielle Opfer bri}?:?ﬂ\l;:;rgﬁai?’t’
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128 }'Ivéflklnniﬁ Aggf:scze{.lv\i)nvkler, “*Nationalismus, Nationalstast w;mtliglglintlgnzi Frage
in Deutschland seit 1945, Aus Politik und Zeitgaschichte, 27 Sept. 1991, P,

1331 A, Winkler, “Abschied von einem detschen Sonderweg: Wider die postna-

, 633-6.
tionale Nostalgie®, Dic newe Gesellschaft | Eranhfurter Hefte, %1 (1993), pp. 63

Tinigung: Dic Westdeutschen
28 Sept. 1994, p. 8.
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ians to revive national identity in order to further political aims
are seen as anachronistic.*® Others warn of the emergence of a
new German nationalism. The nation-state is seen as a chimera,
a product of the nineteenth century unable to solve the problems
of the late twentieth, and wholly inadequate for the political and
economic realities of the 1990s. By declaring a return to the
normality of the nation-state, the Federal Republic would create
a second “‘sham existence® (Lebensliige),'** and this is in any case
impossible, as such normality never existed in Geérmany, unlike
other countries such as France or Britain, ¥

According to Hans-Ulrich Wehler nationalism served as an
“integration ideology” in the newly reunified Germany.'** As
there was little public enthusiasm, at least on the western side of
the former iron curtain, for creating a unitary state, the govern-
ment of West Germany artificially created support for national
unity by unleashing the hounds of nationalism — which they
might find difficult to whistle back in the future. Such a factitious
nationalism might not only fail to integrate East and West, but
might also lead to a revival of right-wing extremism and racism,
whose results have been all too evident in the dozens of racially
motivated attacks and murders over the past five years. West
Germans found their self-identity primarily in their economic
success and in their anti-communism. Now that communism is
gone and their economic success seems seriously threatened for
the first time, the danger of extreme forms of nationalism becom-
ing a new integration ideology for a united Germany is a very
real one.* Habermas has argued that the overwhelming majority
of East Germans wanted reunification, not because they were
committed to the ideal of the German nation-state, but in order
to get their hands on West German hard currency (‘DM national-

0 Peter Alter, “Die Nation ist den Deutschen wenig vertraut®, Handefsblazt, 1/2
Qct, 1993, Sce also P. Alter, “Der cilige Abschied von der Nation: Zur Bewusst-
seinslage der Deutschen nach 1945%, in Harm Klueting (ed.), Nation, Nationalionus,
Postnation: Beitrdge zur Identitdtsfindung der Deutschem tm 19, und 20, Fahrhundere
(Cologne, 1992), pp. 185-202.

11 Jiirgen Habermas, “Die zweite Lebenslige der Bundesrepublik: Wir sind wieder
‘normal’ geworden”, Die Zefr, 11 Dec, 1992, p. 48, A similar argument for the
terminal decline of the nation-state is presented in a comparative perspective by
E, J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalisms since 1780 {Cambridge, 1990),

142 Winkler, “Mit Skepsis zur Einigung”, p. 9,

"f Hans-Ulrich Wehler, “Wider die falschen Apostel: Der Verfassungs- und
Sozialstaat schafft Loyalitiit und Staatsbiirgerstolz”, Die Zeit, 9 Nov, 1990, p. 54.

¥ Cf, Wilhelm von Sternburg, Fall und Aufsticg der deutschen Nation: Nachdenken
flber einen Massenrauseh (Frankfurt-on-Main, 1993),
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ism*”),*** Similarly, West Germans after the outcome of the Note
Campaign of 1952 could have few illusions about the prospects
for rapid reunification, and instead increasingly came to identify
with economic success and a strong currency. A kind of materialist
nationalism could, according to Habermas, have a serious impact
on the relationship of Germany with its European neighbours if
the Deutschmark is allowed free rein, not only in the territory
of the former G.D.R., but also over the territory of other
European nation-states. Furthermore, the dangers to continued
western integration are exacerbated by the potential for economic
nationalism in Germany. The central question for Peter Bender,
for example, is: “How can one prevent German hegemony from
becoming once again a danger to stability in Burope?”** Eberhard
Jickel too has asked how the new German state should be: 50
constituted as to prevent a rerun of the first half of the twentieth
century.'”’ The potential for economic nationalism in Germany
can be countered only by creating a kind of constitutional patriot-
ism which would serve as an alternative, positive basis for identi-
fication for the reunited Germans. The ethnic definition of
Germanness has to be replaced by a definition via cmze-nshlp,
participation in the political process and allegiance to universal
constitutional values. To counter the nationalist threat of a reun:-
fied German nation-state, the critical historians continue to prop-
agate the idea of a united Europe which would be able to“tame
the German tiger. Winkler, for example, has catled for a “con-
sciously European Germany” to prevent not only Germany, b“;
the whole of Europe from falling back on the old forms o
pationalism. ¢ Only a mixture of regionalism and pan-
Europeanism can prevent destructive nationalism from raising 1ts
ugly head again. ' ,

gCslrritic:al higstorians have not without success unde_rmmed eﬂ"m:ti
by consetvative historians to ally themselves with an ofﬁ'If:tll?
nationalism espoused by the conservative government, 1S
became most obvious at the last meeting of the German
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Y5 Tirgen Habermas, “Der DM-~Nutionalismus: e saachieq fber cin neus

Binheit nach Artikel 146 zu vollzie[z]e;;/,[ als?gt;ialeg 4
Verfassu treben”, Die Zeit, 30 Mar, 1990, p. 62.
us Pctgf ‘lllrtaznlgerf “Uber dor Nation steht Buropa: Die Losung der deutschen
Frage™, Merkur, xlv (1990), p. 366. .
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Historians’ Association at Leipzig in 1994, where their protest
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successfully prevented an official address by the “historian’ -

Helmut Kohl to the association on the topic of the nation-state —
just before the general election. Lothar Gall, as chairman of the
Association, showed himself personally offended.'s® It was, how-
ever, rather revealing that at the conference itself, the topic of
the renationalization of German historiography was hardly discus-
sed at all.

The widespread rejection of a nationalist agenda in histori-
ography goes hand in hand with the renewed emergence of a left-
wing nationalism which wants to reclaim the idea of the nation
for the political left, Critical historians like Peter Brandt, Heinrich
August Winkler and Jérn Rilsen have all recognized the impor-
tance of “‘new, freer and more open forms of national identity”,*>*
Brandt, the son of the late chancellor Willy Brandt and himself
professor of history at the German equivalent of the Open
University at Hagen, has argued for the emergence of a nationally
self-confident Germany after reunification. He wants to build a
firm basis for a left-wing nationalism, which historians will have
to play a large part in formulating, and which would be able to
hark back to the libertarian traditions and social democratic
notions of patriotism in German history.'>? Winkler has talked of
a “need for national solidarity” which has to accompany any
constitutional patriotism, and of the need to strengthen the feeling
of national togetherness, especially in the younger generation.**>

In their defence of social history and its methodology, critical
historians have begun slowly, and only partially, to abandon key
concepts. Here, as with the other issues discussed above, they
find themselves on the defensive. Probably the most forceful
defence of social history has been put up by Jirgen Kocka. For
him the events of 1989 point to the strength and importance of

%0 Lothar Gall, “Die Geschichte ist nicht das Waffenlager der Politilk”, Dic Weit,
26 Sept, 1994,

13t T6rn Rilsen, “Continuity, Innovation and Self-Reflection in Late Historicism:
Theodor Schieder (1908-1984)", in Hartmut Lehmann and James van Horn Melton
(eds.), Paths of Continuity: Gentral European Historiography from the 1930s to the 19505
(Cambridge, 1994), p. 353, For Brandt’s and Winkler's views, sce nn. 152 and
153 below.

'*2 Peter Brandt, “German Identity”, Debasze, i (1993), pp. 30-41, For Brandt’s
effort to reconstruct & genuine socinl-democratic patriotism in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, sce also P. Brandt and Dieter Groh, “Vaterlandslose Gesellen”:
SPD und Nation (Munich, 1992),

153 Winkler, “Abschied von einem deutschen Sonderweg’’, pp. 633-6.
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historical continuities in European history. Only a historiography
which deals with structures and processes will be able to grapple
with these long-term continuities.’> Yet the same histotian also
conceded that social history changed significantly under the
impact of the events of 1989, Ultimately, Kocka is now advocating
a new merging of social with political history in order meaning-
fully to analyse national history.’*® Furthermore, he now places
strong emphasis on an adequate recognition of contingency and
unpredictability in all historical development,'*

Among erstwhile proponents of social history, Wolfgang
Mommsen goes furthest in rejecting many of his former beliefs.
Whilst generally maintaining the importance of social history, he
has specifically come to reject modernization theory, convergence
theories and the primacy of domestic over foreign policy. Instea.d
he recommends a rehabilitation of classic political and dip}omatm
history, and himself takes refuge in cultural history. In hlS argu-
ment there is a strong sense of a terminal crisis for soc_ml and
structural history in post-reunification Germany. “The wind has
changed?”, and he seems to be changing with it.'’ 3

I conclude that in all four areas the responses of the critical
historians to post-reunification historical revisionism are less con-
vincing than they had been in the Historikerstreit of the
mid-1980s. The neo-historism, the ideas on the primacy of for-
eign policy, the tendencies to relativize the I}Tatmnal Socialist
crimes and to exculpate German history from its darkest years,
the attacks on the paradigm of the German.Sonderweg — all this
had been present in the West German historiography of the 1980s
and even earlier. Reunification certainly encouraged those who
had been arguing for a revival of the nation-state since the earlg
1980s. Questions of national identity move Into the foregroun
of historical investigation once again, as more and more hfstor;qu
(largely male and politically conservative) come to percen;;*: thelr
task as shaping national identity according to pohncal expe hlencyli
Such national teorientation of German historiography might we
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15 Jiiegen Kocks, “Sozialgeschichte der nennziger Jahre™,

by 1993 , 1125-9. .
rﬁﬁ%’:;ee;}gﬁﬁafl"(U%ergsili’mng und Erkliirung: Was die gnl?rtttlﬁnhe :?211%2311‘».9)?
fiir die Gesellschaftsgeschichte bedeuten konnten”, in Mﬂnﬁi nicl(: 19931)’ op. 11-12,
Was ist Gesellschaftsgeschichted Positionen, Tﬁ”’“f’;ﬁ‘:ﬁﬁﬁ;‘?{ (na ch der ‘demokratischen
STy
17 Wolfgang Mommsen, “Die GesclichBWSEl ooy 'y 75 g8

Die newe Gesellschaft !

Revolution’ in Ostmitteleuropa”, Neue Rundschat,




222 PAST AND PRESENT NUMBER 148

threaten the development towards regional, local and comparative
social history which was so characteristic of the 1970s and 1980s.
Whilst the critical history-writing which emerged in West
Germany in the early 1960s is still defending some of its posi-
tions — notably the rejection of any apologia for Nazi Germany
and of the Federal Republic’s commitment to western orientation,
together with the demand for the realization of a constitutional
patriotism — other key notions of critical historiography are
abandoned, for example the critical view of the problematic
development of the German nation-state in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, the rejection of classic political and diplo-
matic history and the rejection of post-national identity. Having
secured a belated and unexpected victory in the aftermath of
reunification, the revisionists of the Historikerstreit have now
turned to the revival of Prussianism in German historiography.
If they were to be successful, it would almost certainly isolate

German historiography from its counterparts elsewhere in west-~
ern Europe. .

University of Wales

Stefan Berger
College of Cardiff

A Short History of
Ireland

Second Edition

John O'Beirne Ranelagh

A revised and extended edition
of John O’Beirne Ranclagh’s
brief account of the history of
Ireland, first published in
1983.

‘A book which compresses the
Itish story from pre-history to
post-Sunningdale with norable
dexterity and justice of scale,
(the author) attains a
remarkably dispassionate
detachment of tone'  The Times

Educational Supplement

£40.00 net HB 0521475481 315pp.
£14.95 net PB 0521469449

The Chief
Governors

The Rise and Fall of Reform
Government in Tudot
Ireland, 1536-1588

Ciaran Brady

This book offers a
fundamental critique of
conventional views of
sixteenth-century Irish
history.

£3500 net HB 0521461766 280 pp.

Cambridge Studies In Early Modern
British History

5

CAMBRIDGE

Modern Wales

A Concise History

Second Edition

Gareth Elwyn Jones

A fully updated edition of this
highly-regarded survey of the
history of Wales,

‘It is to Jones's credit that he
has produced a clear, crisp and
thoroughly sensible narrative
which will prove a real boon to
students and general readers.’

The Temes Literary Supplement

£45.00net HB 0521475465 395pp.
£14.95net FB 0521469457

Implicit
Understandings
Observing, Reporting, and
Reflecting on the
Encounters Between
Europeans and Other
Peoples in the Early
Maodern Era

Edited by

Stuart B, Schwartz

This volume examines the
nature of the encounter
between Europeans and the
other peaples of the world

from 1450 to 1800.

O0net HB 0521452408 655pp.
2?2.95 :et PE 0521458803
Cambrldge Studies In Comparative
garly Modern History

The Edinbusgh Building, Cambridge cuz2 28U




	Seite 1 
	Seite 2 
	Seite 3 
	Seite 4 
	Seite 5 
	Seite 6 
	Seite 7 
	Seite 8 
	Seite 9 
	Seite 10 
	Seite 11 
	Seite 12 
	Seite 13 
	Seite 14 
	Seite 15 
	Seite 16 
	Seite 17 
	Seite 18 
	Seite 19 
	Seite 20 

