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SUMMARY

Memory has become a focal point of research across several disciplines, including Irish
studies. What remains unacknowledged, however, are the roots of memory’s ascendancy in
the worldwide engagement with the victims of the Second World War and the progression
of critical discourse beyond Pierre Nora’s landmark study on lieux de mémoire. If, as
historian Dan Diner claims, memory of the Second World War and its “core event”, the
Holocaust, is the point of departure for a shared European memory in the present, how can
this legacy affect a country at the periphery of these events? This thesis explores how
cultural memory, through texts that particularise the experiences of perpetrators and
victims, can overcome the limits of Irish national memory. It does so by examining
Christabel Bielenberg’s, Francis Stuart’s and Hugo Hamilton’s respective engagements
with their personal or mediated recollections of the Second World War in Germany. Their
double vision — looking at German history in order to define their position in an Irish
environment — constitutes the ground for testing the reciprocal relations between self and
other, past and present.

My analysis is itself embedded in an exchange between two theoretical discourses
which shed new light not only on the writers and their texts, but also on their historical and
cultural contexts. The combination of cultural memory theory and imagology addresses
questions about the connection between memory and history, witness and secondary
witness; about the limits of representation and an ethics of remembering; about the role of
literature as a medium that reflects on the discourses related to the production and
representation of memory; and, finally, about the difficulty of overcoming clichéd images
of self and other that derive from a long tradition of Irish and German literary
representations. Within this framework, I discuss the possibilities as well as the risks
involved in defining identity and belonging in the present with reference to German history

as both focal and counter point. I explore the problems that arise when the personal



intervention that is necessary to make the past relevant to the present abandons the
necessary critical distance and conflates the positions of self and historical victims. Instead
of building bridges across disparate memories, such an emotional identification with the
other can lead to a valorisation of victimhood and trauma or to an interpretation of the war
and Holocaust as foundational in a self-serving, competitive manner.

Bielenberg’s, Stuart’s and Hamilton’s outsider perspectives on German history
have received little critical attention. This thesis aims to contextualise their works in order
to understand how each of them has formulated memory in literary forms ranging from
memoir to autobiographical fiction to memory fiction. It draws on previously unexplored
material from their literary estates in order to chart their changing interpretations of events
in response to a changing environment. My reading of Christabel Bielenberg’s memoirs,
The Past Is Myself and The Road Ahead, is supported by her diary notes from the war,
correspondence, manuscripts, typescripts of two unpublished chapters and two short
stories, and a copy of an unpublished interview carried out by an American scholar in
1988. Francis Stuart’s diaries offer new insights into his changing interpretation and
exploration of the aftermath of the war in his novels The Pillar of Cloud, Redemption, The
Flowering Cross and of his wartime experiences in Victors and Vanquished and Black List,
Section H. Finally, my critique of Hugo Hamilton’s works refers to the Hugo Hamilton
Papers, acquired by the National Library of Ireland in 2010, which include the diaries of
the author’s German mother, Irmgard, as well as the papers of his father, Sean O
hUrmoltaigh. These provide an invaluable vantage point on the processes at work behind
Hamilton’s literary exploitation of his family narrative in his two memoirs, The Speckled
People and The Sailor in the Wardrobe, and behind his approach to German history in
Surrogate City, The Last Shot, The Love Test, and Disguise. His publication in German,
Die redselige Insel, and his latest novel on a migrant’s experience of Ireland, Hand in the

Fire, conclude my evaluation of his writing.
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INTRODUCTION: THE DIALOGUE BETWEEN IDENTITY AND

ALTERITY

Interviewed about his vision of Europe’s future at the beginning of the 1990s, Paul Ricceur
remarked on the insufficiency of economic cooperation and shared political institutions to
topple the wall of exclusiveness surrounding national identities. He spoke at a time when
European borders ceased to be carefully guarded against outside influences as well as
defection from within; a time when an intercultural dialogue could be envisioned that
would defy old prejudices and meet the foreign other on equal terms. What Ricceur
proposed was an exchange of memories as a stepping stone towards achieving a shared
memory, a mutual recognition and respect for different experiences of the past (cf.
Kearney 1992: 123f.). There were other voices similar to Ricceur’s, and there have been
since, warning against the privatisation and commodification of memory and pleading
instead for a dialogue between different experiences of the past.' John R. Gillis concluded
his introduction of Commemorations: The Politics of National Identity in 1994 with an
appeal that has lost none of its resonance:

In this era of plural identities, we need civil times and civil spaces more than

ever, for these are essential to the democratic processes by which individuals

and groups come together to discuss, debate, and negotiate the past and,
through this process, define the future. (20)

Dan Diner ventured further, locating the point of departure for a shared European memory
in the Second World War and its “core event”, the Holocaust (cf. Diner 9). This historical
rootedness, he argued, was “not only assuming the salience of an arsenal of remembrance”,
but “also being transformed into (...) a foundational act” (ibid.). In his opinion, it is

likely, however, that there will be an increasing qualitative extension of
memory arising from the growing incorporation of the events of World War II,

! See, for example, Seamus Heaney in interview with Richard Kearney in Visions of Europe, Derrida, On
Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness or The Essence and the Margin: National ldentities and Collective
Memories in Contemporary European Culture, which explores the influence of images from within and from
outside the nation on the transformation of its cultural imaginary (Rorato & Saunders).
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while the Holocaust will continue to impact and color ever more powerfully the
various European national memories. (...) In such a process of equalizing and
bottom-lining the various European memories of World War II, the differing
experiences and histories of the various nations during the war and its
aftermath will make themselves felt. Here, after all, were countries allied with
the German Reich, some that collaborated, others that were overrun and
conquered, and still others that concealed themselves behind a hedge of
neutrality. (17)

Diner suggested that “in a reversal as well as elongation of its historical role as the ultimate
perpetuator [sic], Germany will likely become the center and focus of this negatively
shared European memory”, its “monuments, memorial sites and memory culture” proving
“distinctly paradigmatic” within Europe (ibid.).

As a country on the periphery of Europe and a non-participant in the Second World
War, Ireland at first glance seems to hold relatively little stake in an idea of shared
European memory that centres on the Holocaust as its unifying, inaugural event. Indeed,
Colm Toibin explicitly thematised the distance which he felt separated him and his fellow
members of the Irish affiliation of artists, Aosdana, from the victims of the war, when, in
1997, they rejected the motion to exclude Francis Stuart in light of his collaboration with
the Nazis: “No one in Aosdana, as far as I am aware, had lost family in the war. All of us
were part of the legacy of Irish neutrality, and all of us, debating the issue of Francis
Stuart, were living in a sort of backwater, protected from the terrible pain and anger
suffered by the families of those killed by the Nazis” (To6ibin 2001). Traditionally, Irish
national memory relates victimhood to its own past of colonisation, and, as Téibin’s
reaction illustrates, the myths and ideologies that sustain it simultaneously close it off to
the outside. Over the last decades, however, the central narrative propagating a uniform
vision of history, culture and identity has been broadened to include different experiences
of the past in order to provide a recognisably heterogeneous group with a sense of
belonging. The exposure to diversity at home and abroad encourages the rethinking of the
image of the other, overcoming disparate memories and, in the process of doing so,
fostering empathy in ways Toibin found lacking. At this precise point, memory, history

11



and the dialogic exchange between self and other assume supreme relevance — and cultural
memory, which operates through symbolic media that can easily transcend national
boundaries, can create solidarity and responsibility across different mnemonic groups.
Literature, as a medium that can construct these encounters and particularise different
experiences of the past, offers a point of access to examine how personal memories of the
Second World War and the Holocaust — this “event at the limits” (Friedlander 3) — have
been translated and transformed over time in order to broaden our historical imagination
and connect us back to the past by initiating a process of critical reflection in the present.
This is the impetus behind this thesis: a departure from a nostalgic, solipsistic
engagement with the Irish past and rehearsed national stereotypes” towards a dialogue
which communicates with and incorporates foreign experiences. Not in order to shape
them in its own likeness, but to understand something of its own historicality and context.
It is, therefore, at the intersection of, on the one hand, cultural memory as a dynamic
process and available “arsenal”, as Diner intimates, and, on the other hand, of the
correlation between auto- and hetero-images that 1 wish to position my research on
Christabel Bielenberg, Francis Stuart and Hugo Hamilton. These three writers have
addressed in different ways the implications of the Second World War for postwar Europe
— including Ireland’s understanding of itself — and, in turn, of Ireland’s significance for
“the wounded heart of Europe” (Lee 2008). Although their response differs, their writing —
be it memoir, autobiographical fiction or memory fiction — is very much informed by the
lasting topicality of the Holocaust and the social frameworks that have been established to
accommodate the narration and reception of this event. Each writer’s case epitomises the
conflict between memory and history, and the difficulties inherent in interpreting and
articulating the past and relating it to the present. At the same time, each case highlights

the difficulty of escaping stratified and clichéd images of self and other that derive from a

2 As explored, for example, in Oona Frawley’s work, Irish Pastoral: Nostalgia and Twentieth-Century Irish
Literature.
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long tradition of Irish and German literary representations. The three writers’ literary
engagement with their personal or mediated experiences of the war allows me to assess the
reciprocal processes between their writing and cultural memory in Ireland and Germany.
More importantly perhaps, it enables me to point out the possibilities as well as the risks
involved in defining identity and belonging in the present with reference to German history
as both focal point and counter point.

A purely imagological approach to this topic would explore the images of Irish self
and German other in these writers’ works in an effort to offer insights into the constants
and variables of literary attitudes and values. I would like to use the Irish-German polarity,
however, as a point of access to reflect further on how the dialogue between self and other
entertained by these writers is itself embedded in a specific cultural and historical context.
For this particular binary relationship is formed in relation to a larger setting of national
subjectivities, sympathies and antipathies that are lodged in, and retrieved from, the
archive of cultural memory (cf. Dyserinck 1997: 89).3 Since imagology cannot be more
than a “theory [...] of national stereotypes — not a theory of cultural or national

29

‘identities’” (Beller & Leerssen xv), linking the study of literary representations of self and
other with a dynamic concept of Irish and German cultural memory broadens the scope of
this thesis. At the same time, it reflects the twofold problem the authors themselves
encountered in writing about the Second World War and its aftermath in Germany — that is,
resolving the issues that affect both the representation of the past and the construction of
self- and hetero-image. Although expansive in its breadth, this approach integrates
Bielenberg, Stuart and Hamilton in a more illuminating discursive framework that

introduces a novel perspective on their writing and considers it alongside contemporaneous

developments outside Ireland. It is a small step towards undertaking the exchange Ricceur

* See, for example, Ute Mittermaier’s thesis on Irish writers’ engagement with Spain from the Spanish Civil
War onwards to the end of the Franco era (“Images of Spain in Irish Literature, 1922-1975”, Trinity College
Dublin, 2009).
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envisioned and explores the three writers’ interpretations of German society’s failures and
achievements as examples of the challenges inherent in a European shared memory of the
war.

In Part One of this thesis, I shall address the conflict between memory and history
before exploring its implications for the formation and transformation of cultural memory
and of an ethics of remembering in writing about the Second World War and Holocaust. I
will then try to elucidate the scope and methods of imagology and outline the context of
Irish-German literary relations and perceptions which inform the writing of Bielenberg,
Stuart and Hamilton. As I will show in Part Two of the thesis, the perspectives these
writers adopt towards the German other are motivated by their awareness of a tradition of
literary representations of national self-images and images of Germany in Irish (and
English) literature, and, to varying degrees, by their awareness of a tradition of literary
representations of German sclf-images and images of Ireland in German texts. In
individual chapters dedicated to each writer, I will outline the interplay between images of
otherness, selfhood and home and the ideological and historical contexts that inform their
representations. In the case of each writer, I will consider their changing interpretations of
the Second World War in its relevance to the present. Placing their creative reconstructions
of the past, self and other firmly within the theoretical parameters set out in Part One, I will
endeavour to show the potential and limits of their respective engagement with this
important chapter in European history.

Neither Bielenberg’s, nor Stuart’s, nor Hamilton’s outsider perspective on German
history has received much critical attention, and even where some ground has been
prepared, it merits a careful reconsideration. My evaluation aims to contextualise their
works in order to understand how each of the writers has adopted memory in literary forms
ranging from memoir to autobiographical fiction and memory fiction. I draw on previously

unexplored sources from the authors’ respective literary estates in order to examine the
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changing interpretation of events in response to a changing environment. My reading of
Christabel Bielenberg’s memoirs, The Past Is Myself and The Road Ahead, is supported by
sources from her personal papers which include diary notes from the war, correspondence,
manuscripts, typescripts of two unpublished chapters and two short stories and a copy of
an unpublished interview conducted by an American scholar in 1988.* These documents,
many of which have never been accessed before, chart the genesis of her texts in light of
the author’s understanding of their relevance within a postwar context. Francis Stuart’s
interpretation of events in his diaries offers new insights into his exploration of the
aftermath of the war in his novels The Pillar of Cloud, Redemption, The Flowering Cross,
and of his wartime experiences in Victors and Vanquished and Black List, Section H. The
Hugo Hamilton Papers, acquired by the National Library of Ireland in 2010, also include
the papers of the author’s father, Sean O hUrmoltaigh, and the diaries of his German
mother, Irmgard (née Kaiser).” The latter, in particular, provide an invaluable vantage point
on the processes at work behind Hamilton’s literary exploitation of his family narrative in
his two memoirs, The Speckled People and The Sailor in the Wardrobe, and behind his
approach to German history in Surrogate City, The Last Shot, The Love Test, and Disguise.
His publication in German, Die redselige Insel®, commissioned by his German publisher to
mark the fiftieth anniversary of Heinrich Boll’s Irisches Tagebuch, and his latest novel,
Hand in the Fire, conclude my evaluation of his attempts to draw analogies between past

and present.

41 have transcribed a selection of this material for inclusion in an omnibus edition of Bielenberg’s two
memoirs, published in 2011. For convenience, | have included my transcript of the diary notes from summer
1944 and spring 1945 in the Appendix.

> A summary of my translation of Irmgard O hUrmoltaigh’s six diaries, written between 1952 and 1980, is
likewise included in the Appendix. A copy of the complete translation has been deposited with the National
Library of Ireland.

S Although written in English, The Island of the Talking has so far only appeared in German translation. The
first story in this collection was published in English in /rish Pages in 20009.
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Part I: Key Concepts of Cultural Memory and Imagology

in an Irish-German Context

1. Memory, History and the Processes of Cultural Memory

In the 1980s, historian Pierre Nora embarked on a lengthy project entitled Les lieux de
mémoire, chronicling over seven volumes — at first with curiosity, later with regret — how
the impact of a veritable “memory boom™ was fast displacing history with a capital % in the
wake of the emancipation of ethnic, gender and social groups. In Theatres of Memory a
decade later, the Marxist historian Raphael Samuel interpreted the individualised
appropriation of the past in a “heritage boom” in Great Britain much more favourably as
the expression of an expanding, more democratic sense of history. David Lowenthal, by
contrast, warned of the dissimilar purposes of heritage — the fabrication of an exclusive
notion of the past for self-aggrandising purposes — and history, the methodical and
verifiable enquiry into the past (cf. Lowenthal 1998b: 7).

This danger is particularly apparent where Samuel’s “theatres™ are staged on
contentious ground, as lan McBride’s History and Memory in Modern Ireland shows.
Although “questions of collective memory and commemoration ha[d] assumed a new
prominence in recent years” (McBride 3) in Ireland, Joseph Leerssen noted a perpetuation
of an unrelenting opposition between Catholic and Protestant remembering and pleaded for
“at least a recognition of each other’s past sufferings” to allow “some understanding
between inimical parties” (Leerssen 2001: 222). Terence Brown, exploring the curious
connection between economic success and wealth, on one hand, and an obsession with the
past, on the other, proffered two possible explanations: Irish society’s need for self-
validation in the present in terms of its past, and the genuine possibility of a delayed
resurfacing of traumatic collective memories (cf. Brown 403). Whatever the cause,

recollective inspection has become emblematic of Irish literature which uses it as a means
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of contrasting individual versions of the past with the dominant narrative. More recently,
Oona Frawley has embarked on an exploration of Ireland’s cultural memory in her series
Memory Ireland, which maps the scope of a diverse archive of cultural emblems, historical
landmarks, and literary icons.

In Germany, Etienne Frangois and Hagen Schulze have carried out a similar project
in their three-volume work, Deutsche Erinnerungsorte. The preoccupation with the past,
presumed by some historians to be unusually strong, has fostered a belief in a special
German way (Sonderweg) of dealing with memory and continuity, manifesting itself, for
example, in a “cult of monuments” (Koshar 215). Yet a look at some of the key public
debates of the past two decades’ reveals a shift away from an official process of coming to
terms with the legacy of the past, in particular of the Third Reich,® to individual
preservationist endeavours which delve into the Alltagsgeschichte (“everyday history™) to
restore the narratives of German families. Ten years after unification, as Helmut Schmitz
points out in his provocatively titled collection of essays, A Nation of Victims?, at the very
moment when the Jewish Museum and the Holocaust Memorial in the heart of the
Republic’s new, old capital demonstrated that Germany had enshrined Holocaust memory

in its national memory, German literature witnessed a surge in writing that used the Jewish

” These debates include the Historians’ Debate (Historikerstreit) of 1986/87 on the permissibility of analogies
between the Holocaust and other atrocities, and the Walser-Bubis debate in 1998, a controversy stirred by
German writer Martin Walser’s warning against a perceived instrumentalisation of the Holocaust in his
acceptance speech for the Peace Prize of the German Book Trade. Ignaz Bubis, then President of the Jewish
Council in Germany and an Auschwitz survivor, accused Walser of dodging historical facts. The debate
continued in the run-up to the creation of a Holocaust monument in the heart of Berlin and is still ongoing in
relation to plans for a “Centre against Expulsions” proposed by the German Refugee Council. Although
intended to commemorate the fate of war victims in general, it risks presenting the expulsion of ethnic
Germans from Eastern Europe out of its historical context (cf. Salzborn 94f.).

¥ In her article on the two very different approaches to commemorating the Holocaust in the Federal Republic
and the German Democratic Republic, Claudia Koonz points out that the communist propaganda celebrating
the glorious victory over fascism had effectively exculpated East Germans from any complicity with Nazi
policies prior to the creation of their state. The GDR placed a disproportionate emphasis on commemorating
(male) communist victims persecuted by the NS regime to the near total neglect of the vast majority of
Jewish victims. Koonz further suggests that, following unification, East Germans were reluctant to reshape
their version of the past on a West German model which had accepted culpability and responsibility for the
Holocaust. Instead, equating their experience of communism and Soviet occupation with the totalitarian
regime of the Nazis, East Germans were eager to have their own victimhood acknowledged (cf. Koonz
272f.). Perhaps it is this shift in focus on their personal suffering and their ancestors’ which made it possible
for German society at large to address the unresolved traumas suffered by civilians during and after the war.
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victim narrative as a template to voice allegedly suppressed German memories of wartime
suffering, revealing the force of communicative, family memory more than five decades
after the war (cf. Schmitz 2007a: 4).° The successful integration of the witness’s
perspective into Holocaust historiography and the postmodern acceptance of a plurality of
histories have encouraged the expression of individual perspectives on the “perpetrator”
side, too (cf. idem 6). However, where such narratives of German suffering are recollected
outside the causality of their historical context, they risk continuing to suppress and
displace the trauma inflicted by the Holocaust. The precarious status quo is aptly
summarised by cultural critic Aleida Assmann and historian Ute Frevert as a tendency to
vacillate ~ between  Geschichtsvergessenheit ~ (“oblivion  of  history”)  and
Geschichtsversessenheit (“obsession with history™) (see their eponymously titled study).
What this sample of investigations into contemporary memory practices shows is
that the way we remember is no longer perceived as spontancous and authentic, but rather
as culturally and socially constructed and, as such, subject to change from within as much
as from without. The seesaw reactions to the upsurge in emotionally loaded acts of
remembering, encroaching on the objectivity pursued by historians, indicate just how
difficult the current rapprochement between history and memory is. As Nora observes in
his general introduction to Les lieux de mémoire, the two terms “memory” and “history”
refer in many respects to diametrically opposed approaches to the past:
Memory, being a phenomenon of emotion and magic, accommodates only
those facts that suit it. It thrives on vague, telescoping reminiscences, on hazy
general impressions or specific symbolic details. (...) History, being an
intellectual, nonreligious activity, calls for analysis and critical discourse.

Memory situates remembrance in a sacred context. History ferrets it out; it
turns whatever it touches into prose. (Nora 1996: 3)

? Since 2000, an increasing number of literary texts has been published which seek to recover these
suppressed memories. The topic of Nobel Prize winner Herta Miiller’s Atemschaukel, for example, is the
forced deportation to Soviet labour camps of members of the German minority in Romania after the war.
Other accounts include testimonies of mass rape by Soviet soldiers, such as the republished anonymous diary
Anonyma: Eine Frau in Berlin, and countless personal memoirs and family histories like Sebastian Haffner’s
widely read reminiscences Geschichte eines Deutschen, or Wibke Bruhns’s Meines Vaters Land: Geschichte
einer deutschen Familie.
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Yet as Peter Burke reminds us, both memory and historiography are steeped in the social
and historical processes in which they are expressed:
Neither memories nor histories seem objective any longer. In both cases we are
learning to take account of conscious or unconscious selection, interpretation

and distortion. In both cases this selection, interpretation and distortion is
socially conditioned. It is not the work of individuals alone. (Burke 98)

Implicated in this complex context are Bielenberg, Stuart and Hamilton, and it remains to
be seen in Part Two of this thesis how their works engage with collective memory and
contribute to a broader cultural memory. The following chapters will set the groundwork
for such an analysis. Retracing the problematic relationship between “objective” history
and “individual” memory, [ will show how the two need not be mutually exclusive, but can
complement each other and enhance the exchange of different experiences of the past. In a
further step, I will highlight how the critical engagement with a society’s historical
representation of itself can challenge the founding vmyths of national memory and make
room for more inclusive societal frameworks. The significance of these frameworks in the
acquisition, formulation and preservation of individual and collective memory will be
explored in the subsequent section. In the final part of this chapter, I will investigate the
dynamics behind cultural memory along with the capacity of symbolic media, such as
literature, to shape the contours and contents of memory by offering access to a

supranational platform of discourses of alterity and the past.
1.1. Interpreting the Past

Friedrich Nietzsche addressed the “uses and abuses of history for life”, pondering the issue
of how to reconcile a plethora of memories and versions of the past with a nation’s need
for a coherent identity in the present. Under the strain of historicism, with its emphasis on
empiricism and lack of contextualisation, life threatened to be stifled and the “horizons” of
individuality and originality swamped with too much knowledge about the past, making it
virtually impossible for history’s latecomers to fashion a distinctive culture of their own.
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Modern man, according to Nietzsche’s half-humorous, half-serious reflections, lived a
precarious existence in which the past exhorted reverence and a dedication to preservation
rather than creation. In effect, Nietzsche saw history rendered useless to contemporary life
by the methods of objective empiricism, criticising that it lacked all measure, giving “equal
importance (...) to everything, and therefore too much to anything™ (Nietzsche 19):
The antiquarian sense of man, a city, or a nation has always a very limited
field. Many things are not noticed at all; the others are seen in isolation, as
through a microscope. (...) There is always the danger here that everything

ancient will be regarded as equally venerable, and everyone without this
respect for antiquity, like a new spirit, rejected as an enemy (ibid.)

In order to render history of service again, Nietzsche advocated an equilibrium between
historical and unhistorical awareness, between remembering and forgetting. The means by
which such a balance could be achieved was through “the ‘plastic power’ of a man or a
community or a culture” (7) which allowed them to distinguish between important and
irrelevant aspects of the past and thus function as the saving selective mechanism that
would limit the focus on the past. Recognising the revisionism at work in every historical
assessment of the past, Nietzsche outlined how man’s plastic power could be assisted by
choosing a convenient perspective on history from among the antiquarian, monumental and
critical approaches.

In contrast to “antiquarian history”, prevalent in his day, “monumental history”
suited men of action, who required examples from bygone days to provide a model for
their struggle and to legitimise it by invoking a kindred spirit. However, Nietzsche warned
against the wrongs the past would suffer by a method that seized on a few aspects and
suppressed inconvenient facts:

Monumental history lives by false analogy; it entices the brave to rashness and
the enthusiastic to fanaticism by its tempting comparisons. Imagine this history

in the hands — and the head — of a gifted egoist or an inspired scoundrel; kings
would be overthrown, princes murdered, war and revolution let loose. (16)

The twentieth century would see the worst manifestations of “inspired scoundrels”,

wielding a biased view of history as a weapon in their fight against their enemies. It is
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hardly surprising, then, that, in the aftermath of the Second World War, “critical history”
has gained the upper hand, enabling the historian to evaluate the past according to a
recognised set of values developed with hindsight. However, the problem inherent in this
approach, as Nietzsche anticipated, lies in the difficulty of “plant[ing] a new way of life, a
new instinct, a second nature” (21) from within the tradition that is to wither. Inevitably,
elements of the first nature persist, as evinced by the — in some quarters lamented, in other
quarters celebrated — lingering topicality of a relationship with the past characterised by
reverence and assiduous gathering of all things “past”.

In his presidential address to the American Historical Association in 1931, Carl
Becker reiterated Nietzsche’s assertion that all history had to serve life in the present.
Instead of invoking man’s “plastic power”, he believed that it was the historian’s role to
inject meaning into facts. Reducing “history” to its lowest denominator, Becker defined it
as “the memory of things said and done” (Becker 223) and concluded: “Everyman is his
own historian”. He argued that the individual’s sense of the present needed to be
“deliberately and purposefully enlarged and diversified and enriched” (226) through the
artificial extension of his personal memory in anticipation of, and preparation for, the
future. In Becker’s view, the purpose of the historian was

to harmonize, as well as ignorance and prejudice permit, the actual and the
remembered series of events; to enlarge and enrich the specious present
common to us all to the end that ‘society’ (the tribe, the nation, or all mankind)

may judge of what it is doing in the light of what it has done and what it hopes
to do. (231)

Adapting history to the needs of the present was a contribution to shape the course of
history, was “living history” (234) even, and did not preclude the task of correcting
Everyman’s misconceptions of the past.

Yet Becker’s contention that the refashioning of the past in light of the present
should be but “an unconscious (...) effort on the part of society” (235) appears more than

problematic with hindsight, as does his assertion, that “[n]either the value nor the dignity
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of history need suffer by regarding it as (...) an unstable pattern of remembered things
redesigned and newly coloured to suit the convenience of those who make use of it”
(ibid.). Whereas such an understanding of history may have been plausible for
“conventional narratives (...) seeking resonant closure” (LaCapra 2001: 16), Dominic
LaCapra points out that historiography in a posttraumatic context has seen even the most
relativist postmodern historiographers at pains to prescribe appropriate ways of relating
“limit events”, such as the Holocaust, truthfully.'o He echoes Theodor Adorno’s belief,
expressed in “The Meaning of Working through the Past”, that only “seriously working
upon the past (...) through a lucid consciousness breaking its power to fascinate” (Adorno
2005a: 89) will enable progression by strengthening the individual’s sense of self (cf. 102).
Adorno insists that

[w]e are neither simply spectators of world history, free to frolic more or less at

will within its grand chambers, nor does world history, whose rhythm

increasingly approaches that of catastrophe, appear to allow its subjects the

time in which everything would improve on its own. (Adorno 2005a: 99)
For this reason, “democratic pedagogy”, or enlightenment of the individual, is the only
effective weapon against “a forgetfulness that all too easily turns up together with the
justification of what has been forgotten™ (99f.).

This realisation has been accompanied by a growing awareness that archival

sources alone could not begin to convey the experience of genocide. The closest

approximation was the witness’s testimony, giving a voice to all those who did not survive.

As Avishai Margalit writes,

1 Thus, Hayden White, who understands history as but another discourse, writes: “It is because narratives are
always emplotted that they are meaningfully comparable; it is because narratives are differently emplotted
that discriminations among the kinds of plot types can be made” (White 40). LaCapra ultimately dismisses
White’s proposition that the “emplotment” of the events of the Holocaust dictates the mode of their narration,
pointing out that “life with a determinate (‘plotted’) meaning, much less a true story, simply becomes a
contradiction in terms” (LaCapra 2001: 17). If White were right, a different end to the Second World War
would have engendered a different emplotment of the events which, in turn, would have enabled those
comical and pastoral representations that White rejects as incompatible with the meaning of the Holocaust.
See also Anne Fuchs’s criticism of James Young, who compromises his otherwise purely constructivist
approach to narrative in order to accord more moral weight to the narratives of Holocaust witnesses (cf.
Fuchs 2004: 36f.).
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[t]o be a truthful chronicler is to be a perfect historical seismograph, to record
accurately the vibrations of history. But a seismograph does not tell us what it
is like to be in an earthquake. For that we need a moral witness. (Margalit
2002: 163)

He emphasises that “/w/e are dependent on testimonials in an essential way. This is true
for all our walks of life: science, religion, history, court, and of course for our collective
memory” (180). Where Nietzsche and Becker sought to render history serviceable to a
collective identity by investing the past with an emotional dimension for individual as
much as national purposes, the historian’s affective response to the victim’s perspective in
recent historiography has introduced an ethical orientation in the epistemological research
of history. This creates a bond between witness and historian acting as moral
“Remembrancers” (Burke 110) to their society, confronting it with what it would prefer to
forget. Incompatible as they may seem, the two supposed opposites, “memory” and
“history”, can be seen to motivate and complement each other: where memory provides the
emotional bond to one’s own past, history offers the tools for the necessary verifications

and corrections.

1.2. The Memory Boom: Its Uses and Abuses

This combined approach, however, derives from the painful awareness of the “uses and
abuses” to which not only history is susceptible, but also memory. Nora traces the acute
sense of an obligation to remember experienced by individuals today to the loss of the
“milieux de mémoire” — “settings in which memory is a real part of everyday experience”
(Nora 1996: 1) — that is, to the displacement of history’s function as an anchor to a place
where memories were shared in face-to-face communities. This loss is aggravated by the
emergence of critical history, or what Nora calls the emergence of a historiographical
consciousness, casting doubt over the contents of a collective memory fund shared by all in
a nation. In his view, these two factors, together with a sense of an “acceleration” and
“democratization” of history in the maelstrom of globalisation and mass culture, explain
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the current upswing in memory’s currency, particularly among groups whose past has
remained unacknowledged by mainstream history or runs counter to it. Evidence of a
compulsion to remember is to be seen in our efforts to record and archive as much as
possible in order to provide a substitute for lost memories (cf. Nora 1996: 9). The loss of
authentic memories, passed on by the members of a group, is compensated for by the
creation of “lieux de mémoire™: places, events, symbols and institutions that retain a
residue of memory to comfort and support a nostalgic society. A further manifestation of
the memory imperative is, according to Nora, the “coercive force” it brings to bear on the
individual for whom “the discovery of roots, of ‘belonging’ to some group, becomes the
source of identity” (11). In the attempt to undo our alienation from the past, we will our
reconstructions of history to match who we are in the present (cf. 13). Nora concludes that,
whereas memory used to be legitimised either by history or literature, the blurring of the
boundaries between the two disciplines has now resulted in history becoming a substitute
for the imagination:

History offers profundity to an epoch devoid of it, true stories to an epoch

devoid of real novels. Memory has been promoted to the center of history: thus
do we mourn the loss of literature. (20)

The right to remember and to voice memories is undisputed, but the essentialist or
rivalling claims deduced from memories have been the source of grave concerns. Just as
Nietzsche noted that “the world seem[ed] to be full of men who ‘serve[d] truth,” and yet
the virtue of justice [was] seldom present, more seldom known, and almost always
mortally hated” (35), so, too, Nora anticipated isolationism and a vying of different
memories for supremacy. Speaking at the annual symposium of the Herbert Quandt
Foundation in 1999, he shifted his allegiance accordingly from a “duty to remember” to a
“duty to history” (cf. Nora 1999). By 2002, his concerns about the resurfacing of
foundationalism in various groups’ pretensions to a pure, defining store of memories had

intensified, as the following statement highlights: “To claim the right to memory is, at
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bottom, a call for justice. In the effects it has had, however, it has often become a call to
murder” (Nora 2002). In his assessment of Irish history since the 1970s, Roy Foster, too,
warned against indiscriminately applying “concepts of psychotherapy and ‘liberation
psychology” such as ‘collective memory’ and ‘post-stress trauma’ on to the historical
experience of past centuries” (Foster 2007: 176). Like Nora, he sees a correlation between
this trend and a flaring up of nationalist discourse and cultural stereotyping in Ireland. As
his cautioning against “the movement of roots-discovery among people of Irish stock”
(177) epitomises, there is reason to be suspicious of “recovery projects” pursued by
particular groups which seek to anchor their common identity in lost or hidden memories.
Where Nora nostalgically longs for a time before the era of “commemorative bulimia”
(Nora 1998: 609), Foster fears that the shift in focus towards collective memory might
have paved the way for “nationalism with footnotes™ (Foster 2007: 177).

At an earlier point, however, Foster had also acknowledged that history could be
divested of its totalising tendency “by rereading it, and by realizing and accepting the
fractured, divergent realities, and the complications and nuances behind the various
Stories™ (Foster 2001: 35). Ricceur and Aleida Assmann promote such an approach which
seeks to mediate by placing subjective memories in a wider historical and cultural context
instead of merely dismissing them as inauthentic, derivative and dangerous.'' Indeed, the
epistemology of history could be enriched by what Ricceur considers its ability to move
between the individual scale of memory, the institutional scale of collective memory and
the macro-scale of history in the long duration (cf. Ricceur 13). Where Nora laments a
ubiquitous duty to remember, Ricceur reminds us that history’s function remains to seek

the truth before any such duty can become binding (cf. 17f.). These “truth claims”,

"' Susan Crane’s proposition is similar, stressing the role of the individual (and not necessarily the specialist,
that is, historian) as determined by, and simultaneously shaping, both collective memory and historical
consciousness: “All narratives, all sites, all texts remain objects until they are ‘read’ or referred to by
individuals thinking historically. (...) For any individual, learning about history is a lived experience that
becomes part of collective memory” (1381).
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LaCapra insists, are relevant not only in their relation to events, but also in terms of the
“mutually interrogative relation” between historiography and art:
(...) truth claims are (...) relevant to works of art both on the level of their
general structures or procedures of emplotment — which may offer significant
insights (or, at times, oversights), suggesting lines of inquiry for the work of
historians (for example, with respect to transgenerational processes of

‘possession’ or haunting) — and on the level of justifiable questions addressed
to art on the basis of historical knowledge and research. (LaCapra 2001: 15)

With the responsibility to establish and ascertain the truth comes another responsibility,
namely that of accounting for oneself, and to do so not only by exploring an alternative
point of view on one’s story, but by allowing the other to narrate his perspective on the self
(cf. Ricceur 24). Far from being a call to murder, this is the point where counter-memories
can, in fact, enrich the dialogue in and between different groups, where the exchange of
narratives can occur. For narratives which function as a “path of mourning” (ibid.) not only
the losses incurred by oneself, but also those incurred by others, will make it more difficult
to withdraw into the sequestered realm of national memory where old battles are fought
again and again without once internalising the position held, perhaps, by one’s neighbour.
Aspiring to such a mnemonic community, where the “irreducible diversity of perspectives,
loyalties and alliances” (Assmann 2007: 270, my translation) would be respected, could
help create a historical consciousness that would integrate memories across the different
levels of the parochial, national and supranational. This would ultimately result in “the
Europeanization of (...) Europe” (Sontag 288), realising in the process what historian Ute
Frevert calls “a piece of lived Europe” (Frevert 2003: 13, my translation) — a realm of

European memory, offering a cultural home beyond the confines of the nation.

1.3. Nostalgia in National Memory

Traditionally, national memory relies on revanchism and on the suppression of counter-
memories in order to conform to the “duties, and (...) common effort” imposed by “a
glorious heritage and regrets” (Renan 19). Ernest Renan defined the nation in his famous
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1882 lecture as “a soul, a spiritual principle”, working on the “social capital” (ibid.) of a
revered, but by no means correct vision of a common past: “historical error”, Renan
admitted, “is a crucial factor in the creation of a nation” (11). A decade after Nietzsche
postulated that history be made serviceable to the construction of national identity, Renan
illustrated how the idea of the nation was effectively propped up by a consensus resting on
a set of shared memories. Fragile as such a construct may seem, one could argue, as
Lowenthal does, that the shelter national memory provides is, unlike history, less subject to
reconstruction, because of the faith it commands among those who take pride precisely in
the bias and prejudice heritage enforces:

Falsified legacies are integral to group identity and uniqueness. Those who

seek a past as sound as a bell forget that bells need built-in imperfections to
bring out their individual resonances. (Lowenthal 1998a: 11)

However, in order to accommodate heterogeneity and cultural diversity in its midst,
national memories have had to become more inclusive of outsider narratives. In Ireland,
recent political developments have attempted to redress the bias in national memory,
reflecting what historian D. George Boyce has called “the direction of public memory
towards an agreed Ireland” (Boyce 270). He points out that the enterprise of “stabilis[ing]
the present” (ibid.) risks smoothing over the rifts in the past, making it in turn more
difficult to understand the origin of conflicts in the present. Colin Graham draws attention
to the Irish critic’s struggle for a suitable distance from a collective discourse that is
trapped in renovations of tradition and the mourning of its own lost identity (cf. 42).
Graham suspects that such nostalgia is the driving force behind the continuous deferral of
addressing and defining contemporary Ireland into an undetermined futurity (cf. 48). From
his perspective, the preoccupation with its past would serve as a means of reference for a
society which deluded itself with a notion of being conservative for want of a coherent
vision of the future. Yet as Christopher Shaw and Malcolm Chase point out, the retreat into

a cosy inward-looking privacy is a double-edged sword: while being a response to the
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powerlessness individuals feel in the matter of changing collective life, their withdrawal in
fact cements their lack of influence in shaping the community (cf. Shaw & Chase 3f.). 12
The preoccupation with a perceived loss of an originary identity in the Irish context
may represent a feeling of “absence at a ‘foundational’ level” (LaCapra 2001: 46).
Converting absence into loss, LaCapra warns, “increases the likelihood of misplaced
nostalgia or utopian politics in quest of a new totality or fully unified community” (ibid.)."”
Unlike losses, which can be specified, mourned, and worked through (cf. Freud 145-56),
absence, and the anxiety or desires it provokes, can only be affirmed in the sense that one
learns to live with it. Accepting absence has an empowering potential, for it frees the self
from searching any longer for a supposedly harmonious former state. This futile quest, as
LaCapra shows, has more often than not justified the scapegoating of the other and
legitimised the sacrifice of the latter to society’s totalising purposes (cf. 2001: 58). By

3

recognising absence as untranscendable, however, “one would historicize and
problematize” such desires that are otherwise prone to subscribe to “notion(s] of a fall from
a putative state of grace, at-homeness, unity, or community” (LaCapra 2001: 77). I

Rather than settle for a palatable “agreed Ireland”, the task is to ensure the viability

of the coexistence of self and other, what Jean-Luc Nancy termed “being singular plural”.

If “being” is always and necessarily set in relation to the environment as part of “being

'> Lowenthal further intimates that the rejection of the present in favour of an adulation of the past is
insincere, for “nostalgia expresses longings for times that are safely, rather than sadly, beyond recall” (idem
1989: 28).

" Eric Santner elucidates the dynamics behind anxiety and “narrative fetishism” through his reading of

history in light of Freud’s Beyond the Pleasure Principle:
It was Freud’s thought that the absence of appropriate affect — anxiety — rather than loss per se
is what leads to traumatization. Until such anxiety has been recuperated and worked through,
the loss will continue to represent a past that refuses to go away. (...) Fetishism (...) is, by
contrast, a strategy whereby one seeks voluntaristically to reinstate the pleasure principle
without addressing and working through those other tasks which, as Freud insists, ‘must be
accomplished before the dominance of the pleasure principle can even begin.” Far from
providing a symbolic space for the recuperation of anxiety, narrative fetishism directly or
indirectly offers reassurances that there was no need for anxiety in the first place. (147)

' Graham’s interpretation of the confrontation between Stephen and Leopold in the “Ithaca” episode of
Ulysses reveals a similar understanding of the dangers and opportunities inherent in the relationship between
self and other: Stephen realises that his “status as only-possible-first-principle” is, in effect, “a self-
perpetuating sense of [his] own ‘destiny’ which has an alternative and an alterity” (46f.). This alternative is
Bloom, as one of so many others, who “fulfils his desire and lost hope for responsibility” (47).
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with” — “the co-implication of existing [/ ‘exister] is the sharing of the world” (Nancy 29),
and hence the stress in existence falls on the “co-" or “with” — then the subordination of
plurality to a traditionally accepted primacy of one singular is no longer justified.
Accepting being in common — the “we” — without common being, I would argue, enables a
self-critical dialogue which rejects the objectification and commodification of the past and
of the other, testing instead preconceived notions of moral superiority in the observer. Such
an open encounter will reveal the complexity and conflict inherent in the national
collective’s self-representations in relation to the foreign other. Recent works by Irish
historians, cultural critics and poets have charted some scarcely traversed territories of
national memory, such as the Irish participation in, and experience of, the two World
Wars."” In a similar way, my examination of the writing of Bielenberg, Stuart and
Hamilton for the first time accords attention to their attempts to rethink concepts of

belonging in light of a shared European past.

1.4. Memory’s Frameworks: Neuronal, Social, Cultural

This thesis considers memory’s “embodied-ness” in Bielenberg, Stuart, and Hamilton and
the “embedded-ness” (cf. Prager 70) of their works in a supranational historical and
cultural context. Memory, as Jeffrey Prager explains, is “embodied” at a most basic level
in the individual, whose brain processes the sensory data it receives and performs “a form
of complex thought organised and structured by lower-order sensory experiences” (184).
Emotions, which carry information on how the body experiences the world, provide the
structural link between sensations, perceptions, and memories, giving the latter a sense of
certainty and objectivity. In order for memories to be accessed, the individual has to be

embedded first in a network of social interaction. Second, there has to be awareness of

' Examples include Clair Wills’s Thar Neutral Ireland: A Cultural History of Ireland during the Second
World War, John Horne’s Our War: Ireland and the Great War and Gerald Dawe’s Earth Voices
Whispering: An Anthology of Irish War Poetry 1914-45.
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cultural forms of communication — so-called “story schemata” — which provide the
structures, symbols, stereotypes, and media to formulate episodic memories in narratives
(cf. Neisser 178, Schudson 347, also Burke 102ff.). As Ulric Neisser elucidates:
Talking about the past is a skill, something one must learn how to do. Like
other skills it develops with age, social support, and practice. (...) Those
schemata are still not fully understood, but they probably include some
representation of one’s continuity through time. The beginnings of the life

narrative may be what marks the beginning of the end of childhood amnesia.
(178)

The fundamental role of social frameworks in the acquisition, recall, reorganisation and
dissemination of memories was first recognised by French sociologist Maurice Halbwachs
in Les cadres sociaux de la mémoire. Turning against the essentialist notion that memories
were biologically inherited, he showed how individual memory is formed in
communication with, and in relation to, groups — from the family to the nation — who in
turn define their identity in terms of shared memories. These social frameworks, and the
places they operate in, provide the very arena for “the collective memory to reconstruct an
image of the past which is in accord, in each epoch, with the predominant thoughts of the
society” (Halbwachs 1992: 40). Yet for “lived memories” to remain accessible to the
collective memory of later generations, they have to be saved beyond the death of the
individuals who originally embodied the remembered experience. This, as Halbwachs
explained in the posthumously published La mémoire collective, could only be achieved by
fixing orally communicated memories in symbols and mediated representations, such as
writing (cf. Halbwachs 1950: 45).

What Halbwachs considered a less privileged medium, compared to the perceived
authenticity of an oral tradition, became the central focus of the German Egyptologists and
cultural critics, Jan and Aleida Assmann. Since the 1980s, they have been elaborating on
Halbwachs’s ideas, both in the context of ancient civilisations and in relation to
contemporary society. Together they have formulated a concept of cultural memory that
operates beyond the individual psychology of remembering, demonstrating instead how
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shared memories are collectively constructed, circulated and exchanged through cultural
processes.'® By acknowledging mediated sources of information as “the order of the day”
(Rigney 14), they effectively leave the dread of being mere epigones behind, pioneering
instead the opportunities cultural memory can offer across boundaries. According to Jan
Assmann, collective memory is constituted by “communicative memory” (or informal
“everyday memory”), and “cultural memory”, “a collective concept for all knowledge that
directs behavior and experience in the interactive framework of a society” (J. Assmann
126). Cultural memory is formed over generations through “repeated societal practice”
(ibid.). Communicative memory, as the name suggests, is the practice of oral transmission
Halbwachs envisioned and is temporally limited to a maximum of one hundred years (cf.
127). The transition from its unfixed, disorganised form to cultural memory is effected
through objectivised cultural methods — “texts, images, rites, buildings, monuments, cities,
or even landscapes™ (128).

From this perspective, the dynamics of cultural memory do not denote a depletion
of shared memories in need of repair, as Nora fears, nor a hypothetical original state of
plenitude that needs to be regained. Rather, they point towards a vast “store of knowledge”
(J. Assmann 130), available much like an archive, the normative and formative potential of
which is realised through the actual elements retrieved by a group in an effort to concretise
their own identity. Typically, a group will construct its identity around “fateful events of
the past” (ibid.) in opposition to, and by excluding those whose interpretation of these
events differs. To ensure that this past will be remembered by its members, the group will

set in place mechanisms of “cultural formation (texts, rites, monuments) and institutional

'® Paul Connerton, in How Societies Remember, took Halbwachs’s theory of memory as a cultural practice in
another direction, focusing on bodily practices (rituals, rites, gestures etc.) as they are incorporated and
inscribed into “social memory” and performed in society.

31



communication (recitation, practice, observance)” (129)."” Assmann allows for variations
in the response to what he calls these “immovable figures of memory” (130), figures akin
to Nora’s lieux de mémoire, created by the interplay of memory and history. Depending on
the context, they can be appropriated, criticised, preserved or transformed. Alternatively,

they may recede from the cultural horizon.
1.5. The Dynamics of Cultural Memory

Aleida Assmann elaborated further on two aspects of cultural memory which, according to
her, form its  foreground/background  respectively:  “working  memory”
(Funktionsgeddchtnis), a society’s active memory, operating on the basis of a small
selection of sources from the “storage memory” (Speichergeddchtnis), an archive that
holds data regardless of its present relevance (cf. A. Assmann 1999: 138ff.)."* As projected
by Nietzsche, the selective recollection of the past serves to legitimise an official discourse
and to distinguish the community involved in its memorial practices from others.
Invariably, in choosing certain aspects from the archive and by infusing them with interest
and emotion, working memory neglects, and sometimes consciously suppresses, alternative
memories. Yet storage memory, fed by the arts, sciences, archives, museums, and other
sources already contains in its repository the elements for future working memories.
Renaissance phenomena tap into its abundance, as does any movement promoting cultural
change, for it allows the critical distance necessary to assume a different perspective from
the canonised version of the past, and to subvert its scope by retrieving events and aspects

that differ from those currently valorised. Understood in this way, memorial practices do

'7 Jan Assmann warns in this respect of the danger inherent in “the inevitable egoism of cultural memory that
derives from °‘the need for identity’ (...), if the representations of alterity, in their relation to the
representation of identity (self-images), become images of an enemy” (130).

'® However, Ann Rigney reminds us that, just as “many potential memories remain perpetually unnoticed and
unrecalled in the archive”, so, too, “some things are ‘remembered’ for which there is no basis in the archive”
(Rigney 17). Andreas Huyssen points out a further irony in the use of the term “archive”, namely its
connotation of stability when memory is, in fact, a dynamic process which also includes forgetting (cf. 26).
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not merely reflect a community’s identity, but can define and redefine the way a
community conceives of itself.

Adopting the socio-constructivist model of cultural memory proposed by Jan and
Aleida Assmann, Rigney focuses on its intercultural potential, exploring the ways in which
literature and other media act as catalysts in the promotion of shared memories. Like Nora,
Rigney contends that what is perceived as an explosion of memories is in fact a
manifestation of scarcity: because so much is forgotten of all the things that could be
remembered, the memories that do survive are by definition mediated vicarious
recollections'® which are conserved, repeated, endlessly expanded upon and reinterpreted.
Rigney sees the principle of scarcity at work in the selectivity of recall, described by
Aleida Assmann with regard to working memory, and in the convergence of memories into
sites of memory which, once established, can be invested with further symbolic meaning.
A similar economy can be seen in the recursivity of remembrance, which often relies on a
combination of different media, such as monuments, texts and images, to repeat and
reinforce shared memories. Models of remembrance, too, can prove scarce, in particular
when a traumatic or painful experience is to be retrieved and related. A form once used
successfully to remember a certain experience may be recycled on a different occasion for
a different act of remembrance. This “copy-cat dimension to memorial culture” (Rigney
24) unites different groups in their strategies even as they set out to use the same tools to
carve out their particularity. For example, the narrative of Holocaust victimisation and
trauma has been adapted to work through colonial legacies and genocides elsewhere and,

as mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, has even served later generations of

' While Rigney refers to such memories as “vicarious”, LaCapra resists the act of identification implied in
this term, suggesting instead memories that are handed down to us over generations are “virtual”. To him,
identification is not only counterproductive for the present, but also unethical: “(...) one possessed, however
vicariously, by the past and reliving its traumatic scenes may be tragically incapable of acting responsibly or
behaving in an ethical manner involving consideration for others as others” (2001: 28). He maintains that the
loss experienced by actual victims is for them to work through and not for secondary witnesses. The latter
should resist conflation of their present with past events and maintain an attitude of “empathic unsettlement”
in relation to the victims and the past (cf. Part [.2.3 and 2.4).
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Germans to address ancestral wartime experiences and to empathise with their parents’
suffering. Yet the dynamics that shape cultural memory amount to more than just shared
memorial patterns and techniques. The very media that convey representations of the past
can not only traverse temporal and spatial boundaries, but can also communicate to
societies which, regardless of their actual connection to the events related, can come to
identify with other people in an “imagined community” far larger than the social
frameworks Halbwachs initially described (cf. Rigney 25).%

Michael Rothberg takes this approach one step further to show the
“multidirectionality” of memory at work in the simultaneous emergence of public
Holocaust memory and the process of decolonisation in the 1950s and 1960s. In his study
Multidirectional Memory, he argues that the spread of Holocaust memory across the world
has helped other groups in several national contexts formulate and resolve issues of
memory and identity in their struggle for acceptance and recognition (cf. Rothberg 2009:
6). Rather than foster a vying of memories for prime spot in collective memory,
international awareness of, and critical engagement with, the Second World War and the
Holocaust has revealed similarities with other histories of oppression and encouraged the
investigation of injustice, discrimination and trauma suffered by other communities.”!
Rothberg combines Holocaust studies and postcolonial studies to emphasise that “coming
to terms with the past happens in comparative contexts and via the circulation of memories
linked to what are only apparently separate histories and national or ethnic constituencies”

(Rothberg 272). His analysis of works by black American, French-Algerian and European

% Undoubtedly, there is a danger that the sheer volume of texts and images of the past, consumed
superficially, may have the reverse effect and desensitise individuals instead of making them empathetic
towards it (cf. Shaw & Chase 10). Huyssen voices this concern, wondering if, “once the memory boom is
history, will anyone have remembered anything at all” (21). He further contends that the memory industry is,
in fact, feeding contemporary amnesia and takes Nora’s claim of an acceleration and democratisation of
history to the next level, locating the contemporary “crisis of temporality” (21) in “informational and
perceptual overload” (24).

A Huyssen, however, fears that the Holocaust may have become a “screen memory” (19) and that in the
ritualised memory of this event, world politics avoids facing up to present atrocities, wars and crimes.
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artists illustrates how diverse memories are interlinked and reappear as overlapping
multiple layers in different contexts to uncover the persistence of unresolved histories,
traumas and social divisions, thus enabling the creation of new sites of concord (cf.
Rothberg 308).

Accepting that memory is recursive, recyclable and “multidirectional” rather than
competitive, scarce and exclusive has direct consequences for studying Irish literature
about the Second World War in Germany. If memory is no longer considered “a zero-sum
struggle over scarce resources” (Rothberg 2009: 3), but instead as a productive process of
“ongoing negotiation, cross-referencing, and borrowing” (ibid.), it is important to examine
Bielenberg’s, Stuart’s and Hamilton’s creation of images of self and other and their
understanding of history, trauma and reconciliation in light of the interplay between
German and Irish sites and agents of memory. The culturally constructed nature of
mediated recollections, as much as the “imagined communities” that form around them,
highlight the need for a critical enquiry into the mnemonic readjustments and
reformulations the three writers perform. In Burke’s words, “[i]t is important to ask the
question, who wants whom to remember what and why? Whose version of the past is
recorded and preserved?” This consideration is not only relevant to historiography with its
avowed aim of producing an informed representation of the past, but also to literature as a
memorial medium in its own right, actively involved in disseminating images and stories

of the past in a variety of genres.
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2. Writing in the Force Field of the Holocaust

Astrid Erll and Rigney identify three roles literature plays in the production of cultural
memory, roles which are by no means assumed in isolation but are in constant interplay: as
a medium of remembrance, works of literature represent the past, often by revisioning and
rewriting prevailing accounts, and raise the question of how genre conventions, style and
perspective influence our view of the past. Literature functions as an object of
remembrance in the way texts position themselves, reverentially or critically, in relation to
the corpus of earlier narratives. Finally, literature exposes how memories are constructed
through the mimesis of individual and group memory (Erll & Rigney 2006: 112f.).* As a
medium for observing the production of cultural memory, “literature reflects upon the
epistemology, ethics, and workings of collective memory and, as such, it engages in a
dialogue with historians and sociologists regarding the interpretation of the past and the
forms appropriate to it” (113). Bielenberg, Stuart and Hamilton, writing at the intersection
of German past and Irish present, have each used their vantage point to construct a past a
posteriori using different modes of literary representation. They range from Bielenberg’s
experiential mode of the eye witness, to the monumental mode of myth-making® which
allows Stuart to present the war as evolutionary progress, to the self-reflexive mode with
which Hamilton observes the construction of memory itself and attempts an exchange of
Irish and German memories. Their writing offers an opportunity to examine not only how

they understand and endeavour to shape the past, but also how their works comment on the

*2 First expounded in their introduction to a special issue of the European Journal of English Studies in 2006,
Erll and Rigney have since reiterated these tenets in their introduction to Mediation, Remediation and the
Dynamics of Cultural Memory.

¥ In “Literature and Politics”, Stuart explicitly states that “serious novelists communicate by myth and
parable to their readers” in the hope that some of them may “respond with understanding and delight” and
thus set “a counter-current (...) flowing” (1977: 72).
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tradition of remembering the Second World War and Holocaust.>* A critical analysis of
their works should, therefore, seek to integrate their works into the larger context in which
they are embedded and with which they engage. The parameters of this setting are
delineated, on the one hand, by the dynamics of memory and history outlined in the
previous sections of this chapter. They are further defined by an ethics of remembering
which addresses the limits and opportunities artistic expression has encountered in the

process of working through the losses inflicted by these historical events.
2.1.  Writing Trauma

With increasing distance from the war, and with the gradual transition from the
communicative memory of witnesses to objectivised, mediated forms of remembering, the
artistic engagement with, and consciousness of, the events surrounding the Holocaust have
intensified. This paradox can be explained in terms of the latency of trauma which has
entered into a “posttraumatic situation” (cf. Assmann 2006: 93, my translation) where it
continues to preoccupy later generations as “a sense of crisis (...) in acknowledged or
unacknowledged fashion” (LaCapra 2001: 217). Psychological trauma refers to a wound
caused by experiences of violence so extreme, they threatened the individual’s selfthood
and had to be sealed off. As Laurence Kirmayer points out, dissociated traumatic
experiences are “nonetheless registered and potentially available, indeed, demonstrably
affecting past and present behavior and experience by [their] palpable absence” (cf.
Kirmayer 179). By comparing the case studies of Holocaust survivors and victims of child
abuse, Kirmayer, however, discovered that the trauma of the former group had not resulted
in severe dissociation, as was the case with the latter group, but instead given rise to

“painful recollections, anxiety, or numbing and emotional disconnection” (183). Even

* Their works have themselves encouraged further artistic engagement with their perspectives using multiple
media. Bielenberg’s memoir was adapted for television by the BBC in the late 1980s, and Hamilton’s novel
Surrogate City inspired contemporary composer Heiner Goebbels’s symphony Surrogate Cities, performed
under the direction of Sir Simon Rattle in Berlin in February 2008 (Scally 2008: B7).
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where patterns such as depersonalization and duality of consciousness occurred in
survivors’ narratives, vacillating between reliving the deep memory of the pain and
quotidian memory — patterns that closely resemble dissociation — Kirmayer maintains they
were employed consciously and in a self-reflective manner by the individual seeking to
connect to his ruptured self.” The key difference between the two responses to trauma, he
concludes, is socially conditioned: for the integration of trauma into conscious memory to
occur, a suitable frame for remembering is required, offering the victim both narrative
structures to voice the traumatic experiences and a sympathetic audience willing to listen
and to recognise the crime committed (cf. Kirmayer 186; also Assmann 2007: 94f.). Where
these conditions are not in place, the traumatised individual is likely to sequester the
memory which society refuses to listen to into a dissociated space (cf. Kirmayer 189).
During the decade following the Second World War, the general lack of interest
and comprehension witnesses were faced with forced them to “be selective in their
retelling” (ibid.) or else to consign their individual stories to quarantine until an audience
emerged that provided a social framework for remembering and narrating their
experiences. In postwar Germany, for example, keeping silent over both personal guilt and
personal hardships suffered was considered essential to expedite the swift transition to a
democratic society. The victims’ simultaneous silent struggle to come to terms privately
with their pain was misconstrued as condoning this attempt to draw a line under the past
(cf. Assmann 2007: 101). However, the claim of a “taboo” surrounding German
recollections of the Second World War has come under attack. Research conducted by
Robert G. Moeller and Norbert Frei shows that public discourse in the 1950s was centred
precisely on German losses and that Germans commonly understood themselves as
threefold victims: victims of a war that had been foisted upon them, victims of Hitler’s

megalomania, and victims of the Allies’ retribution (cf. Schmitz 2007a: 9f.). Bielenberg, in

* Kirmayer does, however, admit that there is no knowing if dissociation occurred at an earlier stage and had
since been overcome by the individuals whose cases he examined.
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fact, found this mentality on her return to Germany in 1946 so prevalent and infuriating,
she was still raging against it many decades later when she wrote her second memoir: “To
blazes with their complaints and their suffering! As far as I was concerned they could all
take up their worthless share portfolios and go jump in the Rhine” (R4 79). Only in the
1960s did attention gradually shift to the actual victims of the Nazi regime:.26

But it was not only the losers of the war who sought to distance themselves from an
immediate past in order to attempt a new beginning from an imagined “zero hour” (the
famous Stunde Null). As Gillis points out, Israel, too, avoided examining the Second
World War until it had established itself securely as a State. The narratives of Jewish
survivors experienced an upgrading in prestige and privilege in the wake of the media
attention the Eichmann trial received in 1963, and again after Israel’s military victory in
the Six-Day War (cf. Schudson 350). A “new openness and pride on the part of Jews in
their Jewishness” met with the growing awareness that, as living memory of the Holocaust
was slipping away, “the only memories that remain are those culturally institutionalized”

(ibid.). Both aspects taken together suddenly provided “a powerful reason to

commemorate” (Gillis 12) and to bear witness to this human catastrophe.
2.2. Eye-Witness Accounts

Primo Levi’s struggle to have his testimonial, Se questo é un uomo, published must have
confirmed his worst nightmare in the concentration camp: while still in Auschwitz-

Monowitz, he had frequently dreamed of being back among his family and feeling

*% The diaries of Hamilton’s mother incidentally corroborate these findings, in that they contain detailed
records of her and her family’s losses during the war (both of material possessions and, in her uncle’s case, of
status and employment, for which his widow was later compensated by the Federal Republic), but make no
mention of the consequences of Nazi policies or of her experiences as a staff secretary in the army, other than
giving her access to luxuries like chocolate and coffee in occupied France and the Netherlands (entries on 17
May and 18 August 1980). She also outlines the hardships suffered under Allied occupation, vividly recalling
the shame and fear she felt when forced to steal two bars of soap from her American employers for the
children of one of her sisters who were suffering from rashes due to the coarse “sand soap” of the day. The
only two references to Nazi crimes in over almost four decades covered in her diaries occur in the early
1960s, following Eichmann’s trial (see Part I1.3.1).
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compelled to tell them everything about life in the camp, only to notice halfway through
his account that nobody was paying attention (cf. Levi 53f.). Indeed, as the postscript to the
1976 edition reveals, it was more than a decade after the barely-noticed first publication of
his book in 1947 that an exhibition about the deportation of Jews in Turin suddenly
sparked an interest in his testimony among a younger generation. This, in turn, gave him
courage to resubmit his work to a bigger Italian publishing house, Einaudi. His work has
never been out of print since. Levi’s example illustrates the chasm between the survivor’s
obligation to reveal the catastrophe he has witnessed and the conceptual and
representational difficulties his account presents both for him as narrator and for his
audience.

In The Ethics of Memory, Avishai Margalit dedicates a chapter to the “moral
witness” and defines the latter as an individual who has witnessed, if not experienced, “the
combination of evil and the suffering it produces” (148) and who has been at “personal
risk” (150), either as a potential victim or as witness to the victims’ suffering. Unlike the
religious witness or martyr, who suffers and dies in the hope that his story will serve a
higher glory, the moral witness’s hope is “that in another place or another time there exists,
or will exist, a moral community that will listen to their testimony” (155), even if that
moral community may only comprise the victim and his, by then, older self. Furthermore,
the moral witness’s “special role in uncovering the evil he or she encounters” (165) is
motivated by the self-sustaining need to fight the oblivion that threatens to erase every
trace of the crimes committed.?” The ability to tell their story, however, requires a narrative
intervention to repair the rupture caused by their traumatic experiences and to reinsert the

trauma into a social context. As Kirmayer observes, and Margalit concurs, a major

7 Of course, the motivation behind each testimony may differ from witness to witness. Thus, Margalit
concedes that survivors of the camps who had been deported for political reasons may shape their testimony
to serve as an indictment of a corrupt system and as a justification for its replacement (cf. Margalit 167).
Koonz confirms that the commemoration of the camps in the Eastern Bloc valorised the accounts of anti-
fascist male activists to the near total neglect of the perspective of those persecuted for racial, religious or
sexual reasons.
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stumbling block for traumatised individuals is the sheer inadequacy of language to express
their experience truthfully:
Traumatic experience is not a story but a cascade of experiences, eruptions,
crevasses, a sliding of tectonic plates that undergird the self. These disruptions
then give rise to an effort to interpret and so to smooth, stabilize, and
recalibrate. The effect of these processes is to create a specific narrative

landscape. This landscape must fit with (and so is governed by) folk models of
memory. (Kirmayer 181f.)

The caesura represented by the Holocaust thus defies mimetic representation, and
for a long time the closest approximation witnesses found acceptable was the documentary
style of the first-person testimony.”® Yet even this form poses a problem for the witness,
who, by formulating the unspeakable in a coherent structure, discovers he or she has
inadvertently reinserted a traumatic experience into a continuum, seemingly refuting its
unassimilability. This step, however, as LaCapra emphasises, represents an important
transition from acting out to working through trauma: by assuming a critical distance from
the narrated self, the narrator has already embarked on the process of mourning the loss
sustained in the past with the prospect of letting it go in the present (cf. LaCapra 2001: 66).
What the testimonies encode is the “emotional difficulty of retelling and the profound
effect of living with memories that subvert the everyday construction of the self”
(Kirmayer 182). They do so with particular care for detail, hence the documentary style,
knowing that once the narrative is composed, it will leave the realm of the narrator’s
authority, becoming a virtual memory to the social community of secondary witnesses that
act as its midwife and audience.

James Young explains this experience common not only to memoirists and diarists
of the Holocaust, but particularly problematic for them because of the ethical motivation

behind their acts of remembering:

* Ellipsis is another possible technique to convey “how ineffable the experience of radical evil is”,
describing “the-moment-before and (...) the-moment-after (...) but avoiding the moment of horror itself”
(Margalit 2002: 168).
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Evidence of the witness’s experiences seems to have been supplanted — not
delivered — by his text. Once he withdraws from his words, the writer has in
effect also withdrawn the words’ evidentiary authority, the only link it ever had
to its object in the world. The writer’s absence thus becomes the absence of
authority for the word itself, making it nothing more than a signifier that
gestures back toward the writer and his experiences, but that is now only a
gesture, a fugitive report. (24)
As Paul Celan put it in the last lines of his poem “Aschenglorie”: “Niemand/zeugt fiir
den/Zeugen” (Celan 1983a: 72) — “No one/bears witness for the/witness”. And yet, Celan’s
elliptical evocation is itself bearing witness. He pointed this out himself in his acceptance
speech for the Georg Biichner Prize in 1960: “Aber das Gedicht spricht ja! Es bleibt seiner
Daten eingedenk, aber — es spricht. Gewiss, es spricht immer nur in seiner eigenen,
allereigensten Sache” (1983b: 196).%° This act of bearing witness involves the reader: it
needs him as audience to the process of making the past present again. And it needs him to
believe. Witnessing thus brings the past to life for the secondary witness.*” Proof is not the
issue; it is the act of faith demanded in the singular experience the witness articulates (cf.
Derrida 2005: 83). Although to the witness the insistence on a restitution of truth may be
the chief concern — and Bielenberg states this as her primary motivation in her foreword to
The Past Is Myself — Young maintains that what is really at stake in the testimonies are not
the realia of the events related’', but the witness’s interpretation of them in light of his

personality and his environment as they evolve (cf. 30f.). Therefore, the witness’s

perspective needs to be examined not only in light of the knowledge they gained post

* My translation: “But the poem does speak! It commemorates its own dates [or references], but — it speaks.
Of course, it only ever speaks on behalf of its own, its very own matter.” Adorno, who sees Celan’s poetry
“permeated by the shame of art in the face of suffering that escapes both experience and sublimation”,
concludes that “Celan’s poems want to speak of the most extreme horror through silence. Their truth content
itself becomes negative” (1997: 322).

%% In the chapter “Poetics and Politics of Witnessing”, Derrida analyses the poem in this way, seeing it as an
act of “bearing witness to bearing witness” (2005: 70). Examining the hypothesis that “all responsible
witnessing engages a poetic experience of language” (66), he argues that no one bears witness for the witness
because no one can and no one should (cf. 87) — the witness’s solitude is “solitude itself and the secret itself
(...) It speaks to the other by keeping quiet, keeping something quiet from him. In keeping quiet, in keeping
silent, it still addresses™ (96).

3! Margalit concurs and points out that “the adjective moral has to do with the content of the testimony, not
with the epistemological status of what the moral witness witnessed” (2002: 163f.).
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Jactum, but also in light of their actions and of their (mis)interpretation of the events at the
time they occurred, which shaped the course the events took in the first place.

By inverse analogy, “the inability to mourn”, ascribed to the German people by
psychologists Alexander and Margarete Mitscherlich in their eponymous landmark study
of 1967,*? has to be interpreted on the basis of the perpetrators’ earlier indoctrination
which had repressed their empathy and conscience during the war, making it difficult to
later feel guilty about what they had systematically ignored or misinterpreted. In contrast to
the trauma inflicted on the victims of the Holocaust, the perpetrators experienced “a
sudden and shocking confrontation with their individual responsibility and conscience”
(Assmann 2007: 97, my translation). Rejecting the notion of traumatised perpetrators,
Aleida Assmann instead speaks of a “taboo” surrounding the shame and loss of face
following the revelation of the full extent of Nazi crimes at the end of the Second World
War and the administration of justice by the Allies. Silence on one’s own implication in the
policies of the Nazi state, a concentration on regaining normalcy, and a tendency to
attribute blame solely to political leaders were the common response (cf. Mitscherlich &
Mitscherlich 2007: 36) — a tactic that will have to be critically examined in Stuart’s
interpretation of events in his postwar novels, which dissolve individual responsibility and
collectivise the persecution experienced by specific victims of the Nazi regime. The
convenient silence was broken at the same time as the testimonies of Jewish survivors
began to be heard. Travel had begun to sensitise younger Germans in particular to the
incongruity between Wirtschaftswunder Germany’s smug self-image and its tarnished
image abroad (cf. M. Mitscherlich in interview with Prieger & Das Gupta). In the late
1960s, the Auschwitz trials brought the horrors of the Nazi regime back into the collective
consciousness and initiated a process which saw a younger generation distance itself from

their parents in order to side with the victims. Their behaviour as “empathy prohibitors”

% Originally published in 1967, their diagnosis would already be contested one year later by the anti-
authoritarian student revolts.
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(Schmitz 2007a: 21) has become the subject of a later generation’s reckoning after German
unification. Both processes can be seen in Hamilton’s novels and memoirs, which typically
combine the earlier rejection by the generation of 1968 and the sympathetic re-evaluation
of the parents’ past in contemporary Germany. In common with writers of this latter trend,
Hamilton likes to present his expression of empathy for German suffering as the breaking

of another taboo.

2.3. Postmemory and Vicarious Remembering

At a further remove, the fragmented memories of witnesses have become a central part of
contemporary cultural memory and are perpetuated through textual, visual and
architectural media. The unresolved nature of the Holocaust perhaps explains the ongoing
“deep personal connection” felt by later generations. Marianne Hirsch considers this the
source of what she terms “postmemory”, namely
a powerful and very particular form of memory precisely because its
connection to its object or source is mediated not through recollection but
through an imaginative investment and creation. (...) Postmemory
characterizes the experience of those who grow up dominated by narratives
that preceded their birth, whose own belated stories are evacuated by the

stories of the previous generation shaped by traumatic events that can be
neither understood nor recreated. (22)

What the victims experienced as historical trauma has come to preoccupy their children
and grandchildren as part of a structural trauma, an anxiety or aporia which, if
misconstrued as a personal loss or lack, threatens to blur the distinction between the self’s
position in the present and the historical losses sustained by others in the past. LaCapra
considers structural trauma to be related to a sense of “transhistorical absence (absence
of/at the origin)” existing in all societies and individuals and exemplified in terms of, for
example, “the separation from the (m)other, the passage from nature to culture, (...) the
entry into language, (...) the anxiety-ridden thrownness of Dasein, (...) the constitutive

nature of originary melancholic loss in relation to subjectivity” (2001: 77).
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This phenomenon manifests itself in literary terms in the probing literature written
by the children of survivors, whose interest in the painful memories of their parents and
grandparents is driven by a need to reconstruct a lost (or to construct a new) Jewish
identity adapted to their environment (cf. D. Lorenz 171). Since the sources of postmemory
are culturally mediated, however, they not only affect those with a biological connection to
survivors, but can also be felt by the descendants of the perpetrators. In the so-called genre
of Viter-Literatur that emerged in the 1970s, German writers of the ’68 generation
imagined a dialogue with their fathers in which they could hypothesise answers to the
questions their parents had passed over in silence (cf. Assmann 2007: 102). Hamilton’s
novel The Last Shot is an example of how a narrator living in the present seeks to ascertain
his own identity by meticulously documenting the flight of his mother and possible father
from the advancing Soviet army in the Czech Republic. His work, however, allows the two
narratives, past and present, to coexist, without imposing the latter’s superiority over the
former. His two memoirs, in turn, exemplify his attempts to locate his identity by trying to
reconcile his German background, which he experienced as shameful and fraught, with his
Irish background, which, in contrast to his father’s prohibitive vision, he comes to define
as pluralistic and modern.

In some cases, the mediated nature of postmemory, together with the heightened
attention and privilege accorded to certain experiences of the past in a society, have created
a degree of responsiveness in individuals that has led them to remember as their own
(traumatic) experience what is in fact somebody else’s experience. Prager, who has
examined such misremembering, or transference, both from a sociological and
psychoanalytical perspective, maintains that the greater the “epistemic hunger” in an
individual, specifically his need to achieve a harmonious emotional state, the stronger the
urge to actively remember (cf. 193). In 1980, the American Psychiatric Association

recognised two new diagnostic categories: posttraumatic stress disorder and multiple
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personality disorder (cf. Prager 72, 128). Prager contends that both diagnoses subsequently
received great attention in American public and scholarly circles alike and turned remote
illnesses like shell shock, combat stress, delayed stress syndrome and traumatic neurosis
into topical categories of remembering.33 The media, in particular, made narratives about
victimiser and victims ubiquitous (cf. Prager 209), and, in the late 1980s, initiated a
veritable “sexual abuse movement” (72) in the United States.*

The eminent example of Binjamin Wilkomirski’s faux mémoire, Bruchstiicke
(Fragments), published in German in 1995 and in English the following year, excited
comment from LaCapra, Margalit and Aleida Assmann as case in point against the
usurpation of the victim’s role (cf. LaCapra 2001: 32ff., Margalit 2002: 173f., Assmann
2007: 145f.). Referring to his childhood between 1939 and 1948 as a dissociated complex
he had never sought to integrate before writing his memoir, but which he could no longer
ignore, Wilkomirski claimed he “wrote these fragments of memory to explore (...)
[him]self and [his] earliest childhood” in order to “attempt to set [him]self free”
(Wilkomirski 155). By observing agreed modes of recollective writing, he managed to
thread together fragmented images of his Jewish childhood in various concentration camps
with accompanying sensations and emotions that appeared overpoweringly authentic to his
readers, among them survivors of the Holocaust. In an afterword, he expressed hope that
his example would encourage others like him “to cry out their traumatic childhood
memories, so that they too could learn that there really are people today who will take
them seriously, and who want to listen and to understand” (ibid.). Three years after the

publication of his prize-winning book, Wilkomirski was exposed as an impostor: he was,

% Similarly, Neisser attributes the surge in accusations of childhood sexual abuse to the creation of a new set
of implicit theories or schemata through the media and psychotherapy which provide individuals with altered
assumptions about their personal narrative (cf. 184).

* In the case Prager cites, this climate led an individual to seek analysis for an imagined history of child
abuse which she had misappropriated into her personal narrative in an attempt to explain her feelings of
insecurity and doubts in the present. Once the analyst had recognised the surrogate victimhood adopted at a
time of heightened media attention to abuse cases, the actual problems at the root of the transference could be
addressed and worked through.
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in fact, Bruno Grosjean, an illegitimate child born in Switzerland and raised by adoptive
parents as Bruno Dossecker. Despite his protests that he had been switched on arriving in
Switzerland after the Second World War with Bruno Grosjean, a DNA test confirmed his
identity as the former.® Wilkomirski/Ddssecker had reframed his own childhood
experiences within the complex narrative of a child who survived Majdanek, Auschwitz-
Birkenau and a Krakow orphanage. Although he may have been affected deeply by
evidence of the Holocaust, which he researched meticulously through texts, documentaries,
visits to concentration camps, interaction with Jewish survivors in the self-help groups he
joined and even through psychoanalysis, the images he recalled of those places were
suggestive images he had accessed through cultural memory and not through experience
(cf. Maechler 80ff., Assmann 2007: 147f.). Margalit, who stipulates that “one has to have
some knowledge by acquaintance to be a witness” (Margalit 2002: 172), therefore
dismisses the possibility that the author’s identification with the victims could constitute a
shared identity (cf. 173f.). For LaCapra, the hybrid status of the text as faux mémoire,
which leaves it up to the reader to decide on the veracity and acceptability of its

representation, is unacceptable and even undesirable (cf. 2001: 34).
2.4. The Limits of Representation

In the context of historical trauma, LaCapra strongly cautions against an identification of
the secondary witness with the victim, and against a confusion of past events and present
concerns that lead to “quasi-sacrificial processes of victimization and self-victimization”
(2001: 71). He rejects popular generalisations that consider all history trauma (cf. 64) and
criticises the “displaced sacralization” and “negative sublimity” (23) with which

traumatising events have been invested. LaCapra warns that such events

% The Wilkomirski case was investigated in detail by Stefan Maechler, who was asked by the writer’s
literary agent to establish the truth when fraud allegations arose in the Swiss press in 1998.
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may also give rise to what may be termed founding traumas — traumas that
paradoxically become the valorised or intensely cathected basis of identity for
an individual or a group rather than the events that pose the problematic
question of identity. (ibid.)
Similarly, Aleida Assmann declares that the generalisation of different experiences of
suffering into an abstract idea of “trauma” that everybody can “share” threatens to
supersede a self-reflective engagement with one’s personal and national history (cf.
Assmann 2007: 256). The danger of such an uncritical approach lies in the fact that, as
Adorno pointed out in Minima Moralia, by judging the past in light of an “abstract
conception of universal wrong, all concrete responsibility vanished” (27).

Comparing different experiences of suffering along simply moralistic lines fails to
acknowledge the necessary historical and political context — without it, however, later
generations cannot gain an informed understanding of their ancestors, who were not simply
victims, but also political personae implicated in the policies of the time in one way or
another. The consequences of such a skewed perception are disastrous, as a study on
National Socialism and the Holocaust in German family memory shows. The authors of
“Opa war kein Nazi” (“Grandad wasn’t a Nazi”) have demonstrated that the “lexicon
knowledge™ of Nazi crimes coexists in German families side by side with the “family
album certainty” of the heroism, suffering, deprivation and victimisation of one’s own
relatives (cf. Welzer et al. 10, my trabslation). According to this common intergenerational
understanding, there was hardly a Nazi or anti-Semite in Germany during the time of
National Socialism. Schmitz draws attention to another problem related to current attempts
at representing the “immediacy” of traumatic war events experienced by individuals as a
more “authentic” perspective, unimpaired by current values and knowledge (ct. Schmitz
2007b: 198). These representations, he argues, sacrifice critical insight to a sentimental,

empathetic identification based on the realisation of one’s own ethical fallibility (cf. 200).

The problematic result is that
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a perspective of experience is accepted as ‘authentic’ that is, more often than
not, cleansed from the Nazi-perspective on the world and by definition
amalgamated with the contemporary ethical universe. Consequently, the
current perspective of historicist empathy is largely determined by the desire
for a German perspective freed from issues of ideology and perpetration.
(Schmitz 2007b: 208).

Decades before this current trend became the object of criticism in German literary
studies, Stuart recognised the danger of implication by association and hence the need for
creating the necessary parameters that would allow the political persona to disappear
behind a smokescreen of glorified suffering, amplified by virtue of “communion” with an
innocent female from Eastern Europe. Even more effectively than his three postwar novels,
The Pillar of Cloud, Redemption and The Flowering Cross, his autobiographical fiction,
Black List, Section H, succeeded in creating the impression that the protagonist’s stated
motivation and beliefs in relation to Nazi Germany were the author’s own. Published in
1971, at a time when the witness’s perspective had begun to gain currency, the novel
translated shame and guilt into a dishonour in the sense of a positive self-image and had an
effect not dissimilar to a founding myth among its commentators. Yet, as Aleida Assmann
warns, an identity resting on the foundations of a mythically sublimated, or indeed
surrogate victimhood is locked into passivity and not only resists development which
working through trauma would entail, but, in its self-centredness, is also blind to the
suffering experienced by others (cf. 2007: 81). This realisation is at the heart of Hamilton’s
novel Disguise, which explores the motives and consequences of its German protagonist’s
wilful reinvention as a Jewish survivor in a case of misremembering similar to that
described by Prager and personified by Wilkomirski.

Instead of projective identification with the victim, LaCapra advocates a dialogue
between victim and secondary witness based on “respect for the other and the realization
that the experience of the other is not one’s own” (2001: 40). He proposes an approach that
combines objective reconstructions of the past with empathy for its victims, in the sense
that their alterity is recognised and that the contemporary observer neither presumes to
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incorporate their experience as his own nor to speak with authority in their place. While he
accepts that the self is caught up in “subject positions” or prejudices at the outset of any
such dialogic exchange, LaCapra still demands that “identity politics” not be simply acted
out and legitimised in the encounter with the other without at least probing their validity
(cf. 41). What he postulates for the secondary witness is this:
Being responsive to the traumatic experience of others, notably of victims,
implies not the appropriation of their experience but what I would call
empathic unsettlement, which should have stylistic effects or, more broadly,
effects in writing which cannot be reduced to formulas or rules of method. (...)
At the very least, empathic unsettlement poses a barrier to closure in discourse

and places in jeopardy harmonizing or spiritually uplifting accounts of extreme
events from which we attempt to derive reassurance or a benefit (...). (41 £

Empathic unsettlement presupposes the crucial ability to distinguish between structural
trauma (absence of/at the origin) and historical trauma, and to resist conflating the former
with the latter in an indiscriminate “desire for redemption and totality” (77). Where these
limits of dialogue are not respected, LaCapra fears that empathic unsettlement will spill
over into dubious routines of methodology or representation expressed in “compulsive
repetition, (...) aporia, paradox, or impasse” (47). The result would be an inability to
mourn of a different kind, trapped in the backward look of melancholy (cf. 68) and in
danger of succumbing to “the notion that everyone is somehow a victim (or, for that

matter, a survivor)” (77).

36 Hayden White had suggested that the representation of the Holocaust defied classical realism and instead
called for a “modernist style” (52), which would be neither descriptive chronicle nor purely subjective
response, but instead a “middle voice”, based on the ancient Greek mode between the active and passive
voices. Writing as an “intransitive” activity would mean that “writing becomes itself the means of vision or
comprehension, not a mirror of something independent, but an act of commitment — a doing or making rather
than a reflection or description” (48). However, as LaCapra points out, modern languages lack a middle voice
in their grammar and “may at best allow for a discursive analogue of it” (2001: 19). Similarly, Saul
Friedlander insists that “it is the reality and significance of modern catastrophes that generate the search for a
new voice and not the use of a specific voice which constructs the significance of these catastrophes” (10).
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3. Auto- and Hetero-Images in Irish-German Literary Relations

Subject positions must be re-evaluated not only in the imaginative representation of the
past — they equally need to be tested in the construction of literary images of self and other.
This thesis, therefore, seeks to complement the analysis of the texts at hand as objects of
remembrance and media for perceiving the construction of memory with an exploration of
the traditions and fictions at work behind the creation of an Irish self in relation to a
German other. Central to this imagological approach, as Jean-Marc Moura stresses, is the
realisation that the observing society’s cultural memory mediates the way a writer sees and
represents self and other (cf. Moura 186). Like myths, images are man-made, but develop
an autonomy which allows them to reactivate exemplary memories, to occlude others and
to resurface, consciously or unconsciously, in literature (cf. Pageaux 1988a: 375,
Dyserinck 1988b: 29). It is, however, not the author’s projections onto a foreign country
alone which are relative; rather, the very subject under observation is an interactive entity
which engages with and reflects the gaze of its observers, revealing in the process the
dynamics behind their conception of self (cf. Bock 32). Retracing both directions of
perception has the potential to disrupt convenient modes of thinking about the self and to
enlarge the frameworks in which representations of self and other are conceived and
expressed.

In the following chapters, I will first explain the scope of imagology and its
methods. I will then illustrate the stratification of German and Irish national character,
paying particular attention to the passage from “nomination” to “domination” (Pageaux
1988a: 373) in the creation of the two countries’ respective self-images. These images have
influenced the ways in which the Irish or German other is perceived, as I will show in a
survey of Irish-German literary relations. The traditions that inform literary representations

of German and Irish character demarcate the outlines of the store of images to which

3l



Bielenberg, Stuart and Hamilton have access. Whether they ignorantly perpetuate such
images, strategically redeploy them or, in fact, realise their fictionality and struggle to
envision an encounter with the other that steers clear of rehearsed patterns will be explored

in Part Two.

3.1. Scope and Methods of Imagology

Heralded “un domaine d’avenir” (Guyard 117) in his 1951 textbook, La littérature
comparée, Marius-Frangois Guyard suggested modern Comparative Literature should
cease to analyse nation and national identity as a reality (“tel quel™), but rather as they are
perceived through subjective literary tropes, conventions and misunderstandings. He
believed that the study of the literary image of the other — “I’étranger tel qu’on le voit” —
would teach “aux peuples a se mieux connaitre en reconnaissant leurs illusions™ (118).
Guyard’s proposition, supported by his forerunner and teacher Jean-Marie Carré, was
promptly criticised as plunging the entire discipline into crisis by encouraging it to pursue
objectives extrinsic to literature and more suited to public opinion (cf. Wellek 151).
Dismissing Comparative Literature as being limited to “second-rate writers, (...)
translations, travelbooks, (...) foreign sources and reputations of writers™ (ibid.), Renée
Wellek defended the integrity and originality of works of art against the threat of being
subjected to Stoffgeschichte and causality. Such mechanistic applications had in the past
only encouraged a type of “cultural expansionism”,

a strange system of cultural book-keeping, a desire to accumulate credits for

one’s nation by proving as many influences as possible on other nations or,

more subtly, by proving that my nation has assimilated and ‘understood’ a
foreign master more fully than any other. (155)

Wellek concluded that Comparative Literature, in order to progress methodologically,
would have to abandon its “external factualism and atomism™ (157) and resume a critical

evaluation of literature’s “literariness”, separate from its cultural history.
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In response to this fierce critique, Hugo Dyserinck contended that images (and
“mirages”) of self and other were not merely disseminated by literature and literary
criticism, but very often created by them and permeating them to a degree that rendered an
interpretation of certain literary texts dependent on a critical analysis of the national
imagery employed (cf. Dyserinck 1966: 110f.). The purpose of such analysis, however,
was not to correct “wrong” or unfair attributes ascribed to a “national character”, but to
expose the very fictionality of national character. Shifting the focus from writer to reader,
Dyserinck likewise promoted research on the effects of national stereotypes on the
reception and translation of foreign literature abroad, for literary images of the other had
long since been internalised into the Weltanschauung and politics of the observing society.
Dyserinck’s defence marked the beginning of a new subdiscipline, imagology, which set
out to research from “a culturally neutral, (...) supranational perspective” (Dyserinck

37 applied among

1988b: 22f., my translation) the imagotypical macrostructures
literatures.”® He, as well as fellow scholars from the Aachen Programme of Comparative
Literature and from further afield, have since demonstrated how auto- and hetero-images,
despite their recognised relativity and origin in discursive practices rather than in reality,
continue to ‘“constitute possible identifications” (Leerssen 2007a: 27) that are as
problematic to demythologise and rationalise as the relationship between past and present.
As Daniel-Henri Pageaux points out, the image is not just a representation of “real”

otherness, but precedes every description of otherness as a set of references or as a

secondary language (“une langue seconde”) that defines the relationship between the

7 “Imagotypical macrostructures”, according to Dyserinck, refer to a system of image-relations that
comprises at least three literatures (cf. Dyserinck 1988b: 27) or to established polarities such as liberty-
authority, Protestantism-Catholicism, north-south (idem 1997: 96).

® Dyserinck emphasises that the early European focus of imagology must not be misconstrued as
Eurocentrism, but as the first results from a laboratory that may benefit the study of intercultural relations on
other continents as well (Dyserinck 1988a: 31f.). European macrostructures, for example, have been used in
parallel by proponents of the négritude theory. Léopold Sédar Senghor and Aimé Césaire based their
explication of African-European relations on the already existing model and the accompanying set of images
associated with German-French-English relations; that is, they used the same images proffered by German
scholars, such as ethnologist Leo Frobenius, who formulated a sense of awakened German national identity
in opposition to Frenchness, while professing kinship with English culture (cf. Dyserinck 1988b: 29f.).
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society that observes and the society observed (1988a: 368f.).*" In effect, the image of the
other country reflects the way “dont une société se voit, se définit, se réve” (ibid.), but also
the opportunity for the observer “a écrire, a penser, a réver autrement™ (376):
Impossible d’éviter que 1’'image de I’Autre, a un niveau individuel (un
écrivain), collectif (une société, un pays) ou semi-collectif (une famille de
pensée, une ‘opinion’) n’apparaisse aussi comme la négation de 1’Autre, le

complément, le prolongement de mon propre corps ou de mon propre espace.
(Pageaux 1988a: 368)"

Acknowledging the influence of national concepts in the process of forming aesthetic
judgements, imagology proposes to examine the origin, function and effect of national
images in literature in two ways: first, by establishing the context within which the image
is expressed in a given text, and, second, by taking into consideration the historical context
of the text itself (cf. Syndram 236f.). On the textual level, this includes an examination of
the key words used to describe the other, some of which may have been borrowed from the
language of the observed or specifically coined to enhance the flavour of otherness (cf.
Pageaux 1988a: 370f.). On a socio-historical level, factors to be examined are the author’s
persona and intentions (if verifiable), and the time, place and conditions of publication and
reception that justify and condition the use of certain national images. Finally, international
parallels in political as much as in aesthetic developments must be considered in order to
critically evaluate the importance of national images in intercultural relations (cf. Syndram
237, Pageaux 1988a: 377). This aspect of the required contextualisation will be explored in
the subsequent three sections which will set the frame for the later textual analysis of the

concrete images employed by Bielenberg, Stuart and Hamilton.

% Pageaux distinguishes three fundamental types of hierarchical relationships between self and other: “la
phobie, la manie, la philie” (1988a: 372).

“ My translation: “It is impossible to avoid that the image of the other — be it held by an individual, for
instance, a writer, or by a society or country or, at a semi-collective level, by a school of thought or ‘opinion’
— should simultaneously become the negation of the other, seeing as it represents an addition to, and
extension of, the self’s own body and space.”
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3.2. The Stratification of the German and Irish National Character

With the demise of the feudal system and the emergence of geopolitical, rationalised
territorial contiguities, centred on the power of a monarch, a systematic process of
profiling began based on territory, language and character. Over time, Leerssen observes,
“ethnocentric registrations of cultural difference have tended to stratify into a notion that,
like persons, different nations each have their specific peculiarities and character”
(Leerssen 2007a: 17). Informal, anecdotal commonplaces on cultural diversity held in
previous centuries were subjected to rigorous classification, as in Julius Caesar Scaliger’s
encyclopaedic compendium Poetices Libri Septem of 1561, in which nations were
distinguished according to different human characteristics. Thus, the Germans were
described as “brave, simple, generous with their lives, true in friendship and enmity”
(Scaliger 228, 1. 25ff., my translation). The characteristic attributed to the Irish*', on the
other hand, along with other Northerners such as Swedes, Goths, etc., is “monstrous” or
“beastly”. This description echoes the tone of the twelfth-century Cambro-Norman scholar
and cleric Giraldus Cambrensis’s Topography of Ireland, which, in order to justify the
“civilising” mission of the Anglo-Normans in Ireland, depicted the Irish as barbarians,
“intemperate in all their actions, and most vehement in all their feelings. Thus the bad are
bad indeed — there are nowhere worse; and than the good you cannot find better”
(Cambrensis 79).** Scaliger’s comparative-systematic approach provided a formula for
“psychological ordering-by-temperament” in the appraisal of nations which has since

“dominated the literary imagination and suffused all of European literature” (Leerssen

1 Or to the Scots, as the reference is unclear according to the German translators, Luc Deitz and Gregor
Vogt-Spira, of the bilingual Latin-German edition. However, as John Hennig points out, Scotus commonly
denoted the nationality of Irish monks in Central Europe whose monasteries in Vienna, Wiirzburg, Ratisbon
and Nuremberg were referred to as Schottenklister (cf. Hennig 105).

*2 Karl Stanzel terms this particular pattern of stereotyping the “Lucifer-pattern” (Stanzel 17), Lucifer having
been “optimus corruptus pessimus”, and points out that it has been applied almost indiscriminately, over the
course of centuries, and in many literatures, to the depiction of racial or national character as well as to social
groups, for example to women.

35



2007b: 65). Drama proved a particularly expedient medium, where classicist playwrights,
under strain to adhere to the prescriptive teaching of Aristotle’s Poetics, strove to achieve
verisimilitude by establishing a plausible link between plot line and the personality of a
character carrying out a certain action (cf. idem 66.)." Stanzel, investigating the
emergence of the drunken “stage German” in English literature, as, for example, in
Shakespeare’s play The Merchant of Venice, found that an earlier literary source
championing the Faustian German image was displaced by the success of the German
satire Grobianus from 1549. Translated into English as The School of Slovenrie in 1605,
the play’s depiction of its protagonist as a rough, churlish, insipid and drunken German
was reinforced by a more venerable source that had been rediscovered around 1500,
Tacitus’s classic text Germania (cf. Stanzel 8f.). Stanzel argues that, rather than represent
the experience of common Englishmen with actual Germans, the image of the German
character percolated down to the masses from a well-read, educated elite (cf. Stanzel 10).**

An incipient national consciousness encouraged the definition of individuality
through mutual differences, at the expense of registering commonalities. The
Enlightenment briefly stalled this development, for its goal was to arrive at universal,
abstract definitions of “man” and “culture”, even if its methodology was based on

empirical research and comparison (cf. Leerssen 2007b: 69).* Deviations from a universal

# Jules de La Mesnadiére, in his Poétiqgue of 1640, stresses the importance of matching the right
characteristics to a nationality and helpfully lists the plausible traits by country in an apparently
indiscriminate manner still based, like Scaliger’s observations, on proverbs, anecdotes and histories (La
Mesnadiere 122f.). His attributes for Germans allow for “sincéres, grossiers, fidelles” characters who are also
“banqueteurs, affables, vaillans, amoureux de la liberté” (123). A popular English dictionary of epithets,
Joshua Poole’s The English Parnassus, proving the relativity of national characters depending on the
observer, adds other nuances by referring to them as “[f]ierce, warlike, audacious, daring, adventurous,
valiant, ingenious, industrious, rebellious, thirsty, drunken” (102). Neither La Mesnadiere nor Poole lists the
Irish.

* Tacitus’s description of the excessive drinking habits of Germanic tribes was itself not a reflection of his
experiences (he had never travelled there), but stimulated by an already existing ethnographic topos,
developed by other historians preceding him, like Herodotus, who ascribed the national characteristic of
drunkenness to various cultures considered primitive by Graeco-Roman standards, be they Persians, Celts, or
Thracians.

% One philosopher who was critical of imposing universal standards on particularities was Giambattista
Vico. In his Principi di Scienza Nuova d’intorno alla Comune Natura delle Nazioni (1725) he argued for
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standard were explained in terms of physical (climate) or moral (society) causes. Or, as in

Jean le Rond d’Alembert’s entry in the Encyclopédie, “national character” was defined as a

mixture of both:
The character of a nation consists in a certain propensity of the soul more
commonly found in certain nations than in others, even though it may not be
found in all the members of that nation. (...) It seems very likely that climate
has a real influence on general character, for the character cannot be attributed
to the form of government that always changes after a certain length of time.
Still, one should not believe that the form of government, should it remain the
same for a long time, is entirely without influence on the character of a nation.
In a despotic state, for instance, the people will soon become lazy and vain,
with excessive fondness for frivolities. The inclination toward the true and the

beautiful is lost. They cannot be expected to think great thoughts or to perform
great actions.*

Charles de Montesquieu had incorporated notions of climate and character in De [’esprit
des lois in order to explain the necessity of different governments suitable for different
geographic regions — from the democratic, republican models suited to northern nations, to
the middle ground of parliamentary monarchies and, further south, to authoritarian
governments (cf. Leerssen 2007b: 70).*” David Hume, by contrast, contested the climate
theory in an essay published the same year, “Of National Characters”. Criticising the
persuasiveness of established, if unfounded, national stereotypes, he then laboured the
same traditional contrastive patterns before concluding that society and its morals
conditioned national character. If, according to him, “the English, of any People in the
Universe, ha[d] the least of a national Character”, this was due to the “great Liberty and

Independency” (Hume 279) they enjoyed, which allowed each of his countrymen to

philology to be understood as a “study of the creative and poetic responses of nations to their historical
circumstances, each expressive of that nation’s character” (Leerssen 2007a: 18).

* Accordingly, the entry for “nation” specifies that
[e]ach nation has its own character: the genre of the proverb tells us so: carefree as a
Frenchman, jealous as an Italian, serious as a Spaniard, wicked as an Englishman, proud as a
Scotsman, drunk as a German, lazy as an Irishman, duplicitous as a Greek, etc. (emphasis
added)

(Both translations were accessed online at http://hdl.handle.net/2027/spo.did2222.0000.351 and

http://hdl.handle.net/2027/spo.did2222.0000.095 on 9 February 2009.)

7" As Stanzel elucidates, “the original theory of climate stipulated an inverse ratio between geographic
latitude and intelligence” which explains “why some English authors sought to shift the burden of
Northernness from their own shoulders to those of their northern neighbours” (Stanzel 15f.), some going
even so far to call nations to the East and South Northerners (e.g. the Danes, the Dutch, the Germans).
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develop their own individuality. Immanuel Kant, in his Anthropology from a Pragmatic
Point of View, found national character expressed instead in language, dress and types of
human activity. He objected that Hume’s celebrated attitude, which despised everything
foreign as constrained and prided itself on its own inner freedom, amounted to a definition
of national character which considered all other nations deviations from the English norm
(cf. Kant 226).

Reacting against the Enlightenment’s valorisation of universal standards that all
cultures should aspire to — and, more specifically, against the hegemony of the French
language and culture in the German-speaking territories — Johann Gottfried von Herder
argued in his “Abhandlung iiber den Ursprung der Sprache” from 1770 that the different
languages and cultural particularities, developed in a strife to set one group apart from its
neighbours, were best adapted to reflect the identity of their speakers (cf. Herder 175, 185).
Not content with collecting songs and folktales of the German people as manifestations of
their roots, Herder also sought to contextualise literature, for example, in his comparative
essay “Von der Ahnlichkeit der mittlern englischen und deutschen Dichtkunst” and to
promote other hitherto neglected literatures, such as James Macpherson’s Ossian, which he
greatly admired (cf. “Auszug aus einem Briefwechsel {iber Ossian und die Lieder alter
Volker”, 194-234).*® Inspired by Herder, later generations of philologists and Romantic
philosophers advanced the notion of an underlying “spirit of a people” (Volksgeist),
breathing life into nations and manifesting itself in their every creative expression (cf.
Leerssen 2007b: 73).* Conversely, the study of literature, language, history or mythology

was believed to give access to the soul of a nation. A comparative perspective prevailed at

*® Another writer Herder championed was Shakespeare, who came to inspire the notion of “genius” so sacred
to the German Sturm und Drang and the Romantic period (cf. his essay “Shakespeare”).

* Eda Sagarra points out that it may have been less Herder’s treatises, which would have been available only
to a small readership, than Walter Scott’s popular novels that brought to the attention of a German readership
the concept of a national character (cf. Sagarra 1994: 10). Leerssen likewise stresses the immeasurable
impact of Scott’s novels on European national thought in the nineteenth century (cf. Leerssen 2006: 124).
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first, but, over time, gave way to nationalist ideologies and the study of perceived creditor-
debtor relations, which Wellek later decried in his critique of Comparative Literature.

It is no small irony that among the tools employed to verify national character were
the very images derived over the previous centuries from generalising, contrastive
taxonomies, and from social and climate theories (cf. Leerssen 2007a: 19). An eloquent
point in case of these artificially constructed images, presented as “characteristic” by its
observers, is Madame de Staél’s De [’Allemagne from 1813. Her description of Germany
as a country of poets and thinkers, in thrall to imagination rather than reason, proved
influential not only in her native France, but also influenced the German self-image,
confirming the alleged divide between rational, cool French civilisation and the deep,
idealistic German sense of culture which recognised a kindred spirit in the Anglo-Saxon
mentality (cf. Dyserinck 1988b: 34f.). The flipside to interpreting the German character as
the product of passive self-reflection is a lack of active self-enhancement. Nietzsche saw in
this roots-seeking movement the very cause for German culture’s second-rate emulation of
all things French in the nineteenth century (cf. Nietzsche 25). German fashion, architecture
and art being but a poor reflection of another people’s greatness, Nietzsche was wary that
the one unique quality Germans took pride in — their “‘sense of substance’ (...) their cult of
‘inwardness’” (26) — remained invisible to their observers and might one day disappear
altogether without it even being noticed. Dieter Hensing argues convincingly that the
younger generation of German authors writing after the Second World War experienced
just such a dissolution of national consciousness and self-image (cf. Hensing 146). In
contrast to the demonstrably apolitical stance of an older generation, which kept historical
realities at bay by tapping into an idealised prewar tradition, writers such as Max Frisch,
Siegfried Lenz, Tankred Dorst, and Giinter Grass found little solace in the ruins of the past.
Their response was to secularise the third commandment, substituting open images to

formerly fixed identities, and to refuse the tempting sublimation of history into the
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religious and metaphysical realm by exposing the fictions behind any attempt to restore
order in the absurd processes that characterise history (cf. Hensing 150£f.).>

The dependence of the German self-image on impulses given from its observers is
also corroborated by Sagarra’s study on the longevity of the “typical German™ stereotype,
embodied by the national figure der deutsche Michel, from the sixteenth century to the
present day. 5! Sagarra surmises that, unlike other nations who deflected negative attributes
ascribed to them by virtue of their positive self-images and negative hetero-images, the
Germans tended to absorb such negativity into their self-view (cf. 1994: 10f.):

Alone among the European nations, the Germans — diese verspdtete Nation —
adopted a national stereotype which did not embody the collective aspirations
of her people, but rather a sense of inadequacy, disappointment or failure. (...)
[Michel] has almost invariably been represented by German publicists in a dual
perspective, as though to say: “We are what others think of us’. And these
features express themselves in five distinctive and recurrent types: the
provincial fellow, either country bumpkin or philistine; the German as victim
of ‘the Other’; the aggressive, over-lifesized martial German; the idealistic
youth; and finally the little lad, who hopes ‘they will be nice to him’ because
it’s ‘never his fault’. A perennial feature of Michel is the sense that he is not,
and cannot be, the author of his own destiny, or that knowing this, he tries to

compensate by interpreting everything in politics in terms of power relations.
(231)

Only after 1980 does Sagarra begin to notice a distancing from, and critical engagement
with, the projections and judgements of Germany’s observers. This shift enables Germans

to see their national stereotype embody both their positive and negative traits (cf. 25).%

%% Grass’s works, for example, illustrate time and again the futility of interpreting the past teleologically with
hindsight. As the titles of his texts suggest, understanding the past and achieving even miniscule progress
require Sisyphean perseverance: from the hollow sound of the 7in Drum over Crabwalk to the process of
removing layer after layer in his revelatory autobiographical work, Peeling the Onion (cf. Hensing 161).

’! Michel, the diminutive form of Michael, already implies a trivialisation of the name’s powerful origin,
namely Germany’s patron saint, the archangel Michael. St Michael, whose name means “he who is as God”,
was charged with the defeat of “the ancient serpent” according to the books of Daniel and Revelation.
Sagarra speculates that such a warrior saint “must have recommended himself to the propagandists of the
Holy Roman Emperor, whom theology and political theory alike saw as Christ’s executive on earth” (Sagarra
1994: 6). Yet the trivialised national figure Michel personifies the discrepancy between the projected
aspirations of a nation and their shortcomings in reality, and, more often than not, he has been portrayed as a
scapegoat rather than a sword-wielding Superman.

52 And yet the continued belief in the actual existence of a German national character was evident in such
reactions to plans for unification as Conor Cruise O’Brien’s apocalyptically invoked resurgence of the
“Fourth Reich” in October 1989 (cf. O’Brien 1992), or in Charles Powell’s leaked memorandum of a
meeting between the British Prime Minister and a group of experts who unquestioningly agreed the Germans
“had certain characteristics, which you could identify from the past and expect in the future” (Powell 234).
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In Ireland, the national movement of the nineteenth century brought together
various traditions to campaign for self-determination. The remnants of native bardic
learning, the alternative histories written by Irish clergy and gentry in exile, an antiquarian
scholarship of folkl(;re and tradition, and an interest in Gaelic roots mingled in literature
and media to inspire among urban readers an idealistic self-image of Irishness steeped in
Gaelic antiquity (cf. Leerssen 2006: 161). Just when authentic milieux de mémoire had
begun to vanish, cultural and philological arguments, rather than economic and legal ones,
appealed to a nascent public sphere and crucially influenced public opinion in its choice
between emulating a received, provincial notion of national identity, or radically breaking
with such a flawed tradition to remake themselves in their own likeness.” Leerssen
concludes that the cultural revival movement in Ireland opted to reshape the Irish self-
image within the parameters already fixed by the coloniser (cf. Leerssen 1988: 110f.). The
result, as C. L. Innes notes, was that negative projections were converted into positive
attributes, and the dialectic opposition between self and other maintained:

All [former colonies] contrast their spirituality, emotional warmth, vitality, and
intuitiveness with a mechanistic, artificial, rationalistic, and sterile Anglo-
Saxon or European culture. African and Gaelic cultures, the nationalists

maintain, are collective, expressive of the people as a whole, most authentic
when associated with music and dance and the spoken word. (11)

As the following chapter will show, the glamourisation of rural Ireland and the Celtic past,
in fact, betrayed the same detached enthusiasm for the exotic as had earlier German

writers” accounts of backward, but noble Ireland,”® or, indeed, Matthew Arnold’s

> Foster stresses the importance of understanding Irish history in terms of a story, with an established
beginning and middle, and a preordained destiny — liberation — to be fulfilled. Popular histories of the 1860s,
such as A.M. Sullivan’s The Story of Ireland or Lady Mary Ferguson’s The Story of the Irish before the
Conquest, laid the foundations for a national consciousness and the cultural revival before the more
frequently invoked, yet less ideologically suited Standish O’Grady “restore[d] to the Irish their mythological
pedigree” (cf. Foster 2001: 12) with a series of impressionist and prophetic histories on which the “literary
power-brokers” (19) thrived.

** A corresponding development can be noted in Irish craft industries which showcased antique reproductions
of Celtic jewellery and High Crosses as examples of their national designs at the first Dublin exhibition of
Irish art-industry in 1853 (cf. Anonymous, The Exhibition of Art-Industry in Dublin, 1853: 29, 39, 47, 53,
59). Later, an idealised rural lifestyle was purposefully put on display both at the Irish Exhibition at the
Olympia in London in 1888 (cf. Anon., The Times, 4 June 1888 and 18 July 1888), and in the two Irish
villages at the World’s Columbian Exposition in Chicago of 1893 (cf. Applebaum). On both occasions,
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patronising image of the Celt. Conceiving of the latter as essentially ‘“sentimental”,
“aspir[ing] ardently after life, light, and emotion” (Arnold 80f.), Arnold found him at the
same time lacking the measure and steadfastness needed to achieve success in either art or
life. As Leerssen points out, the process by which the “real” Irish character was to be
brought to light again “was called, significantly, ‘De-Anglicization’ (rather than the
‘(Re-)Gaelicization which was really meant)” (Leerssen 1988: 108). Locating “real”
Irishness in those aspects which were at the furthest remove, both geographically and
culturally, from the imperial centre, however, was often tantamount to rejecting European
cultural influences as decadent also.

Declan Kiberd explains the resulting conflict between those revivalists who
believed in an Irish essence and continuity (Davis, Hyde, Pearse, a young Yeats)™ and
those who took a constructivist approach to creating an identity which would be both Irish
and cosmopolitan (e.g. Joyce, Synge, Connolly) in terms of Lionel Trilling’s distinction
between “sincerity” and “authenticity™:

Sincerity is based on the romantic idea of being true to yourself — it assumes a
definite identity which it is the labour of a lifetime to be true to. (...)
Authenticity (...) recognises that the real problem is not to be true to a self but

first to find a self worth being true to. It concedes that a man, or a nation, has
many identities, constantly remaking themselves. (Kiberd 1984: 21)

The latter understanding of identity displays awareness not only of the relativity and
artificiality of auto- and hetero-images, but more poignantly of the absence of a foundation
to national identity as such. It recognises the previously discussed flaws and risks inherent
in the assumptions made by national memory. At the same time, it was, as Kiberd admits,

“a more painfully modern preoccupation™ (ibid.) that had not yet dawned on what he

Ireland’s self-image was presented in terms of a village that contained an eclectic mix of plaster casts of High
Crosses and Roman arches, replicas of Blarney Castle and Muckross Abbey, connected by whitewashed
cottages where Irish craft could be admired and purchased.

5 As both Leerssen and Foster emphasise, however, Yeats’s position cannot be simply summarised as
“essentialist” or as blindly subscribing to an idealised Irish history, as he strove throughout his career to open
up Irish experience to European and international influences and to fight the dangers of intolerance (cf.
Leerssen, 1988: 112; Foster 2001: 35).
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concludes was “a nation of apple-lickers — people who, if tempted in the Garden of Eden,
would have licked rather than bitten the apple” (22).%°

The widespread acceptance of such anthropological founding myths fostered
various scientific and pseudo-scientific explorations of national psychology. In literature,
the ontological belief in nations culminated in the positivistic determinism of French critic
Hipployte Taine, who suggested three primordial forces were at the root of cultural
differences and responsible for shaping cultural artefacts: race, milieu, and moment, or
hereditary physical and psychical features, geographic and social environment, and
Zeitgeist (cf. Taine xxii, xxv and xxvii). Renan later conceived of the nation as a state of
mind rather than a given. In time, his view came to inspire an understanding of the relation
between literature and nation that did not presume the former to express the latter
“naturally”, but rather by choice. Quoting Emile Hennequin, French philologist Fernand
Baldensperger argued in 1913 that “une littérature exprime une nation, non parce que celle-
ci I’a produite, mais adoptée” (Baldensperger 292).

German sociologist Max Weber formulated a similarly voluntaristic concept of the
nation at the Second German Sociology Conference in 1912. He revealed the influence of
political processes and vested economic interests behind the creation of linguistic unity or
language movements, thereby discrediting the use of a common language as being only a
media-driven distribution of a national ideology®’ through the creation of a national myth
and providential mission that could be sold to the masses (cf. Bock 19-25). Stripped of
their primordial credentials and regarded as the constructions they were, the concepts of

“nation” and “national character” ceased to be considered explanations of cultural

% Since this article appeared in 1984, Kiberd’s preoccupation moved from “Inventing Irelands” to /nventing
Ireland, and, in 2009, to wondering what would come “After Ireland” (12). In this article he expressed hope
that Irish literature, given to a backward look, would experience a revival through a new interpretation of its
stories undertaken by its immigrants.

’7 Bock points out that Benedict Anderson’s notion of a nation as an “imagined community”, artificially
welded together by a shared language and story promoted by “print-capitalism”, is a perpetuation of Max
Weber’s and Robert Michels’s ideas in the early twentieth century (cf. Bock 28).
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difference when, in fact, they were but descriptions of it. Before this understanding of
national representation and national identity could gain hold, however, two World Wars
were fought in the firm belief that national characters existed and explained cultural
difference.”® As Walter Lippmann observed after the First World War, stereotypes spare us
the trouble of having to “see all things freshly and in detail, rather than as types and
generalities” (48). More importantly perhaps, they unite individuals against outsiders as the
effect of propaganda has shown:

A pattern of stereotypes is not neutral. (...) It is the guarantee of our self-

respect; it is the projection upon the world of our own sense of our own value,

of our own position and our own rights. The stereotypes are, therefore, (...) the

fortress of our tradition, and behind its defenses we can continue to feel
ourselves safe in the position we occupy. (52)

After the Second World War, the need to debunk racist thought and ethnically prejudiced
pseudo-scholarship paved the way for a constructivist approach which challenged the idea
of nationality as an ontologically autonomous category.” This, in turn, allowed literary
scholars such as Guyard to propose the study of nationality not as a given, but as a
transnational literary trope: a source of convention and misunderstanding as much as of
irony and intertextual play (cf. Leerssen 2007b: 74f.). And yet, the realisation and
deconstruction of the fictions that sustain self- and hetero-images — in imagology, but also,
as has been shown in the first part of this chapter, in history and cultural memory studies —
have not been able to prevent the revival of nationalist and culturally-deterministic
attitudes following the fall of the Communist Bloc. In the face of globalisation’s
supremacy, Dyserinck declares the continued goal of imagology as “une hygiéne

intellectuelle, dressée contre 1’influence d’une pensée idéologique qui se sert des catégories

%8 Despite the first constructivist definitions of the nation and national sentiment, undertaken by Weber and
Michels, German studies of the Irish national character until the end of the Second World War — as most
philological studies of nations — remained ethnically-deterministic and did not question the stereotypes that
formed the basis of their analyses (cf. Dohmen 1994: 140-147; Bock 13).

%% Prevalent as the constructivist approach may be in the social and cultural sciences, it is nevertheless
important to note that it never fully obliterated the belief in national characters as an ontological category. As
Leerssen explains, “[t]he revival of national attitudes in the 1990s (...) is not so much a reappearance of
something that had disappeared, as rather a new upsurge of something which in the previous decades had
been unfashionable” (Leerssen 2007a: 25).
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nationales et raciales” in order to “faire mourir des théories au lieu de faire mourir des
hommes”® (Dyserinck 1997: 95).

As man-made constructions, images of self and other remain deeply lodged in
cultural memory and are perpetuated and reactivated through symbolic media according to
the rules of working and storage memory. Their persistence may well reflect an important
human need to imagine a home for the individual among a collectivity that provides a
context of security and intimacy,®’ especially in times of increased mobility and
multicultural societies. The works of Bielenberg, Stuart and Hamilton provide an
opportunity to investigate how their fiction replicates, reinforces and questions
constructions of self- and hetero-images in their disparate attempts to relate their
interpretations of the German past to their Irish environment in the present. Their
mediation between self- and hetero-image, along with their careful definition of belonging,
will be examined in detail in Part II of this thesis, but in order to evaluate their individual
responses, it is necessary to expose first the reciprocal structures of Irish-German literary

representations that condition them.
3.3. Ireland’s Achill Heel: German Romantic Projections

Most famous among the sources of German romantic projections onto Ireland is Heinrich
Bol1’s Irisches Tagebuch, which celebrated its 50™ anniversary in 2007. To many German
readers, the work represents a collection of impressionistic sketches of a quaint but happy
people, living on an island unperturbed and untarnished by war and by the flipside of
economic progress, consumerism. Some among them may have even used this work as a

guide book to the island, although it remains debatable if they were simply attracted by an

** My translation: “a mental hygiene, directed against the influence of ideologies based on national and racial
categories”, in order to “dispose of theories rather than people”.

°' Dyserinck has frequently urged for an examination of this human need for Geborgenheit, that is, for
protection in a comfort zone, which is at the source of each apperception of otherness in terms of auto- and
hetero-images (cf. Dyserinck 1988a: 28; 1988b: 37; 1997: 97).
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unspoiled holiday destination rather than, as Hamilton believes, the promise of finding
healing for “the wounded German heart” (Hamilton 2005d: 14). Others, like the literary
critic Marcel Reich-Ranicki, consider the book to be at heart “ein verstecktes
Deutschlandbuch” (“secretly, a book about Germany”), a veiled critique of postwar
German society in which Ireland was constructed as everything Wirtschafiswunder
Germany was not. By ascribing to his Irish characters “humour, sadness, homesickness, all
the features that appeared to be missing in Germany since the war” (Hamilton 2005d: 15),
Boll implicitly juxtaposed the simplicity and authenticity he claims to have encountered in
Ireland to the hypocrisy of an emergent affluent society oblivious of the past in the Federal
Republic.®? The implied criticism of West German society did not escape Irish critics when
the book appeared in English translation in 1967, but the proposition of poor Ireland as an
alternative to wealthy Germany seemed hardly tenable.*> Conor Cruise O’Brien, in his
review for the New York Review of Books, acknowledged that

[t]ravel books are never about the places and people they are supposed to be

about, but about the differences between these and the places and people the
writer knows best, and about what these differences mean to the writer. (...)

%2 According to BSll’s journal, the Irish do not manipulate monuments of the painful past, such as the ruins of
a village deserted during the Famine, while German “rubble women” could not rebuild their bombed-out
dwellings fast enough, thus eliminating every trace of the suffering they and the landscape had witnessed.
Where constant worrying and time pressure determine life in Germany, Boll praises the equanimity of the
Irish and their wisdom in claiming that God created enough time and that whatever woe betides, it could
always have been worse. Money, though not abundant in Irish society, is shared less parsimoniously than in
the increasingly affluent Federal Republic. Lifelessness, cold and death, which permeate German society, he
only encounters in connection with revered Protestant writers, namely at Swift’s and Yeats’s graves. Their
class, writing, and affiliation with the past, all separate them from the pulsating life of contemporary Catholic
Ireland. Although Boll admires these writers’ art, he nevertheless prefers the kitsch interior of a Catholic
church in the Liberties to St Patrick’s Cathedral’s polished austerity, and the teeming of a small country town
to the loneliness of Drumcliff churchyard. His one misgiving about the Irish — their sympathy for Hitler,
whom they believe to have been the victim of British propaganda — Boll is willing to cure. Imagining himself
as a “peripatetic political dentist” (O’Neill 1985: 241), he is hopeful that he will be loved after administering
his treatment not because of his tainted German origins, but in spite of them.

% Irish criticism of B6ll centres mainly on the representation of the Church as a church for the people and by
the people. Thus, McNicholl contends that it should not have been difficult for Bsll to infer from his own
observations that the tight grip of the clergy extended to almost every aspect of their flock’s private lives and
not merely to the spiritual realm (cf. McNicholl 72f.). Ni Domhnaill remarks in her essay “Cé Leis ti:
[ have read Heinrich Boll’s /rische [sic] Tagebuch in amazement, wondering how the same
country at around the same time could have seemed so different to two people. Beyond the
time in the hills, it was for me a time of unnameable horror, constructed out of a heady mixture
of religious mania, physical violence and a deep dislocation of power between the sexes.
(Ni Domhnaill 133f))
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The traveler’s account, based on a catalogue of differences and ignoring the
common, must therefore seem wrong to the native. (10)

He conceded that a “favorable account can seem to be a kind of freedom” for a minority
people (ibid.), but he, not altogether surprisingly, detested the analogies Boll established
and his endorsement of rural backwardness in what O’Brien ultimately dismissed as “this
ghastly little book™ (11).

However, Boll was neither the first nor the last German author to commend Ireland
precisely because it provided the German observer with an opportunity to dream up an
alternative to home. A pessimistic attitude towards civilisation after 1945 encouraged the
increased publication of Irish fairy tales and myths along with a resurgence of apolitical
travel writing which depicted Ireland as the “home of rainbows” and of “elves, donkeys
and rebels” (cf. Dohmen 1994: 149f.). Yet contrary to B61l’s efforts to use the example of
Ireland to persuade Germans to remember their past and to accept it as part of their mental
landscape, Ireland appeals to many of these writers and their readers precisely because,
there, they do not have to remember. % As 1 will show in Part Two, Hugo Hamilton reflects
this disposition in several of his German characters who spend their holidays in Donegal,
Mayo or Connemara in order to temporarily suspend the obligation of having to deal with
their own national history.

The representation of Ireland as an island where man and nature still coexist in

5

harmony, verging on utopia, spans several centuries and found its most powerful

4 - :
g Eoin Bourke concurs and notes that German travellers to Ireland often consider themselves as

individualists, rather than common tourists, who seek out the “the unpopulated spaces, or, in any event,
unpopulated by fellow Germans” (my translation) in order to allow the free flow of emotions, ordinarily kept
under lock and key in Germany, and to search for a past without the Holocaust, a Heimat they need not
denounce (cf. Bourke 2003b: 198).
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