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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the formulation and development of the
concept of historical continuity in German historiography from the 1973
publication of Hans-Ulrich Wehler's Das deutsche Kaiserreich 1871-1918
to the Historikerstreit of the late 1980s. For German historiography,
the problem of historical continuity refers to the attempt to fit the
years of National Socialism (1933-1945) into the fabric of German
history from the unification of Germany under Bismarck in 1871 down to
the present. Hans-Ulrich Wehler champions widening--or shifting--the
paradigm of German historiography to include social history
(Gesellschaftsgeschichte) rather than continuing to write from
traditional perspectives, The thesis examines the concept of historical
continuity from a perspective of practical application rather than
metaphysics. Historical continuity is seen as a professional construct
of the historian and therefore is as much contingent upon following
conventional rules of logic and chronological sequence as it is upon the
historiographic paradigm developed within the historical profession in
Germany. Furthermore, the formulatisn of historical continuity reflects
a desire of the part of practising historians to advance and perpetuate
the particular historiographic paradigm in which they and their students
operate. The formulation and development of historical continuity in
Germany also hag been influenced by the political affiliation of German
historians and their attitudes towards the sources of legitimization of

the German State,
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Introduction

This thesis is concerned with the concepts of historical
continuity and discontinuity in the light of the writing of German
history since the 1973 publication of Hans-Ulrich Wehler's Das deutsche
Kaiserreich 1871-1918. The thesis is divided into three chapters:
Chapter 1 deals with continuity as a historical concept; Chapter 2 deals
with Wehler's book and his appresach to the writing of history and also
several critiques of both the book as well as Wehler's approach; Chapter
3 deals with the German historians' dispute (Historikerstreit) regarding
continuity and methodologies in approaching the writing of German
history.

Chapter 1 deals more with historical continuity than its
conceptual counterpart, discontinuity. The concept of historical
continuity is related both to coherence and to sequence in history, and
causality is associated with both coherence and sequence. Historical
continuity, furthermore, is a construct of the historian, and is a
function of the value system of the historian who is doing the writing
of a particular history. Historical continuity can also refer to the
continuity of a particular nistorical tradition in which either an
individual historian or a school approaches the writing of history. The
construction of a valid sequence of historical continuity is more
dependent upon avoiding basic errors in logic as well as using some
common place practices, for example, maintaining a correct temporal
sequence, comparing similar things in the construction of continuity,
and establishing a proper proportional scale of both time and analysis
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so that discontinuity is not smoothed into continuity nor continuity
broken up into discontinuity.

Chapter 2 deals with historical continuity in the writing of
German history in the light of both Wehler's Das deutsche Kaiserreich
1871-1918 and his approach to history--an approach which is termed
"societal history® (Gesellschaftsgeschichte)--as well as critiques of
the book and his approach. Wehler's intention was to write
"emancipatory history" by concentrating on economic and structural
relationships in the period of 1871-1918, and thus show how there is a
continuity in German history from this period to the era of National
Socialism (1933-1945) and even to the founding of the West German State.
As an exponent of Gesellschaftsgeschichte, Wehler wanted to both
vindicate and validate this approach to the writing of German history by
concentrating on the "primacy of domestic policy." Wehler approached
the writing of German history from this point of view in order to
explicitly challenge what he maintained was the paradigm in the writing
of German history: the "primacy of foreign policy." His challenge also
was an assault upon the dominance in the historical profession itself of
this paradigm. To achieve what was, in effect, a paradigm shift in
German historiography would reinforce and further open positions in
faculties of history in Germany for those who were following a gesell-
schaftsgeschichtlich approach to the writing of history.

Since Wehler approached his topic with an explicit political
agenda, it was not surprising that some of the criticism which was
directed at both his book and his historiographic approach was political

as well as methodological. On a theoretical level, Thomas Nipperdey



directed the major and most serious methodological criticism against
Wehler. Nipperdey insisted that one might best view German history from
1871 to 1933 as consisting of a series of continuities which were
radically reformed in 1933 rather than just being conceived of as a
monolithic and uniform continuum. Nipperdey also asserted that to work
backward from the present to filter even the Kaiserreich through the
spectrum of 1933, is to approach history teleologically, which in turn
distorts both the continuities as well as the discontinuities of German
history. For Nipperdey, the writing of history should reflect the
temporal process of history itself, in which the arrow of time moves
forward and the future remains open to different possibilities.

Chapter 3 deals with the Historikerstreit, which was a battle over
both continuity and historical consciousness (GeschichtsbewuBtsein) in
German histery as they related both to the political situation in
Germany in 1986 and how Germany viewed itself in relation to 1933.
Rather than being driven by theoretical or methodological
considerations, the historians' arguments were driven by partisan
political considerations. To no small degree, the controversy pitted
those who had aligned themselves with the dominant paradigm of the
"primacy of foreign ptlicy” against Wehler and those associated with an
economic and structural approach to the writing of history. This
controversy svemed to have reached maximum intensity in about 1987-88,
since vhen, apparently, it has been superseded by the unification of
Germany.

The concepts of continuity and discontinuity--or continuities and

discontinuities--in German history have been broadened through the use



of Gesellschaftsgeschichte. Continuities in Goyvean history, moreover,
have not been approached from a dispassionate, scholarly viewpoint. The
very construction of historical continuity is a value-laden process, and
the paramcters of its valid construction depend upon the constraints of
logic and structure. While adhering to the principles of logic and
structure, the attempts to formulate a picture of historical continuity
in Germany have been driven by partisan political considerations which
have been oriented towards the political foundations of the West German
state. Moreover, the traditiona! pest-War German approach to historical
continuity also has been seen as perpetuating that methodological
approach to history and validating that approach in the historians'
guild associated with the most prestigious chairs in history in West
Germany. The challenge to the traditional approach has been a challenge
to both methodology and also to increasing the academic positions
available to those advocating a broadur approach to the writimy f
history in Germany. The absorption of East Germany into a unified
German state will present new problems for the concept of historical
continiity in German historiography. One can only assume that if past
practice is any indication of future performance, political
considerations will also play a large part in the future construction of
historical continuity in the new Germany.

The time frame considered by thir *issis begins in 1973, since
Wehler's work was considered to epitomize the gesellschaftsgeschichtlich
approach to German history. Within Germany, previous works which had
considered historical continuity were writcen from a more traditional

methodological point of view. For example, while Fritz Fischer's



Germany's Aims in the First World Wer was very controversial in regard
to continuity in German history, it was still historical continuity as
written from a traditional perspective. Furthermore, Wehler asserted
that Das deutsche Kaiserreich 1871-1918 was an attack on the guild
mentality of German historians and their advocacy of Historismus and
their writing history from the perspective of the "primacy of foreign
policy.® Thus, Wehler challenged continuity within the historical
profession itself.

As explained in Chapter 3, this thesis concentrates on what has
been historiography within West Germany alone. Historians writing in
East Germany had operated within a Marxist-Leninist framework, and saw
the East German state as being continuous only with those elements in
the German past which might have been considered to be socially
*progressive.” In this thesis, whenever I refer to West Germany I have
just used Germany.

The author's interest in the problem of the concept of historical
continuity and German history began in the writing of a seminar paper on
Friedrich Meinecke for Professor Helen Liebel-Weckowicz. Thanks are due
not only to her, but to those other Professors who saw various parts of
this thesis in their classes and seminars: Rod Macleod, David Johnson,
Ulrich Trumpener, and Ronald Hamowy, as well as to Julian Martin, who
read the thesis. All failures of both omission and commission are still

the responsibility of the author.



Chapter 1

A Discussion of Historical Continuity

In modern German history, the problem of continuity--or, the
cortinuity problem--refers to the efforts to establish the relationship
of German history from the years surrounding German unification under
Bismarck in 1871 to the years of National Socialist rule, 1933-1945.
Closely related to the problem of continuity is the question of
continuity's conceptual counterpart, discontinuity. Within German
historiography, the debate has centred around the degree(s) of
continuity and discontinuity in the elements which constitute German
history. The problem of continuity, moreover, embraces the concept of
historical continuity within the historians' guild as well as the
presuppositions which the historians have used in writing about German
history in this period.'

For the most part, discussions of historical continuity have
centred on the theory of continuity per se and have had more of a
metaphysical orientation than a practical orientation.? One finds that
in Gardiner's two antholegies on the theory and philosophy of history,
chat not only are there no articles on historical continuity but there
are no references to continuity in the indices.’ In a similar work
edited by William Dray, the only article on continuity is Michael
Oakeshott's “Historical Continuity and Causal Analysis." Oakeshott

6



opined that what the "principle of mechanism is in scientific
explanation, the principle of unity or continuity is in historical
experience”; however, he did not examine the context in which continuity
itself was developed.® The thrust of this chapter is to show that
while continuity is a given in history, there are some broad rules which
establish its validity (practicality versus metaphysics); furthermore,
even though continuity is a given, the formulation of continuity related
to a particular historical constellation of events has usually occurred
within a group of historians which shared a particular historiographical
tradition.

Historical continuity has been and is accepted as a given, if not
an almost unquestioned presupposition in the writing of history. For
example, in his GrundriB, Johann Gustav Droysen wrote that while the
tfield of historical method is the cosmos of the moral world," which in
turn is the creation of humanity, "without a consciousness of
continuity, without history," this work of humanity would be "a barren
sand dune and an empty breeze." A similar sentiment is reflected in
the following: "The first thing to note about history, then, is that it
has its origin in man's awareness of continuity."®¢ Historical
continuity has been described as an inherent "theme" in the writing of
virtually any kind of history, except for "simple minded chronicles and
listings."? Lying behind even so-called "simple minded chronicles,"”
however, are coherent principles of selection and ordering which give
rise to historical continuity.® The very idea of the medieval
chronicle grew out of the idea of "describing how God worked in time."?

This, in turn, was predicated upon the conceptualization of history in
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the 0ld Testament, in which "a privileged line of events represented and
signified the continuous intervention of God in the world which he had
created. "0

There are, however, several different kinds of continuities in
evidence in this Old Testament conceptualization of history. Firstly,
"the historical section of the Bible is a continuous narration from the
creation of the world to about 400 B.C."' Secondly, it means that the
narrative was a matrix which was constructed according to principles of
selection which imposed a coherence upon the events so that the divine
would be seen to be manifested. Thirdly, it means that the writers
themselves were part of a continuous tradition which accepted common
principles of selection, organization, and interpretation.’ Even
though "the motivations behind the canonical process were diverse and
seldom discussed in the biblical text," the idea of an authoritative and
active tradition which lay claims upon future generations of scribes was
mentioned. The process was not continuous in the sense that everyone
at all times agreed on everything, but it was continuous in that those
who wrote and shaped the scriptural canon wrote within a community that
agreed om the principles that the divine interacted in history, that the
text bore witness in a concrete historical manner to that interaction,
and that the interaction was an ongoing historical phenomenon. Here one
can see a continuity of events which in turn was shaped by a continuity
in selection and organization and a continuity in the community of
scribes. By contrast, Emil Brunner, a Protestant scholar writing in the
1920s in Switzerland, saw historical continuity within the scriptures as

something created by the modern scholar who brought to the texts a



continuity shaped around a "natural-human analogical®™ continuum which
would illuminate references which would otherwise have been hidden in a
mere spatio-temporal continuum.' This approach, however, concentrated
more on what the modern scholar brought to the texts in retrospection
rather than dealing with the continuity in the texts themselves and the
communities whi:h shaped those texts.

Historical continuity can be either simple or complex. If all
that is meant by historical continuity is that connections exist
"between events that occur in temporal sequence," then "to claim that
continuity in this formal sense is a basic postulate of historical
methodology is as harmlzss as it is trite."’ At this level of
analysis, historical continuity is a postulate which is taken for
granted. However, when one speaks about the nature of the connections
which exist between the events that occur in a temporal sequence, or, in
other words, the coherence between events, then continuity becomes
complex. One may speak about a continuity problem when the coherence of
a particular segment of history is questioned. "With the concept of
historical continuity, the question is asked concerning the possibility
and requirements of the coherence of history. Its use characterizes an
historical situation in which the coherence from the past and present
has been in question."®

"Sequence” and "coherence" are two words which are associated with
the Greek and Latin words for "continuity." Sequence denotes the
ordering of one thing after another and coherence refers to those things
which are ordered in a meaningful relationship. Both the Greek (ouvexia

and ouvexns) and the Latin (continuatus, continuitas, and continuo)
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words for continuity share some of the same meanings. In both, for
example, space and time are described as being continuous in the sense
of being uninterrupted, unintermitting, or without interval. Of things
in a seriess, cuntinuity can denote coherence, connectiveness, or a chain
of cause and effect.?

The German Kontinuitat is derived from the Latin continuitum.
Synonyms for Kontinuitat are Fortdauer, Stetigkeit, and liuckenloser
Zusammenhang. In German, as in Greek and Latin, continuity is
associated with the uninterruptedness, connectiveness, and coherence of
an ordered unfolding. For example, in the index to a 1977 edition of
Droysen's Historik, Zusammenhang is the cross-reference for Kontinuitat.
Also, in the index to Krieger's study of Ranke, instead of having any
direct reference to "continuity," the cross-reference is to "coherence, "
and synonyms for "coherence" are: "connection, connectedness,
continuity, and unity."18

In practice, what has been behind any discussion of.the "coherence
from the past to the present,"” has been the stated or unstated
dissatisfaction with the results that have arisen from either the
presence or absence of coherence associated with a particular series of
events. In Ritter's Dictionary of Concepts in History, continuity in
history was subsumed under "Periodization in History," and according to
Ritter discussions regarding continuity in history have been conducted
for the most part by German medievalists, in particular, Alfons Dopsch,
an Austrian, and Hermann Aubin, a German.!? Even though Ritter's
reference is correct, it was an extremely limited view of the debate

about historical continuity. Interestingly enough, the debate was not
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mentioned either by Iggers in his survey of German historiography, The
Conception of German History, or by Srbik in his second volume of Geist
und Geschichte.?®

The discussion about whether the transition from late Antiquity to
the Early Middle Ages was continuous or discontinuous began at the end
of the First World War and the defeat of the German and Hapsburg
Empires. It was a time of the rise of a "biological-cultural
morphology," which attempted to explain the "rise, bloom, fall, and
decline" of "civilization [Kultur]," an explanation which was
exemplified in Oswald Spengler's The Decline of the West (although the
reference to Spengler's work only referred to the Zeitgeist and not to
the scholarship).?! Even though political history was the dominant
approach towards the writing of history during this period of time in
Germany, social history was used by German medievalists in pursuing the
question of historical continuity. According to Faulenbach, some of the
concepts which were discussed were the history of the land
(Landesgeschichte), the history of settlements (Siedlungsgeschichte),
population history (Bevolkerungsgeschichte), and folk art (Volkskunde).
Although Aubin had been editor of the Vierteljahresschrift fur
Wirtschafts- und Sézialgeschichte from 1926 to 1967 (the publication
began in 1903), the idea of Sozialgeschichte was a special discipline
and did not impinge on what today would be called Gesellschafts-
geschichte and the gesellschaftsgeschichtlich approach to the writing of
political history.?

On the one hand, the Austrian economic historian, Alfons Dopsch,

maintained that there was no coherence between Roman and German culture,
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and on the other hand, the German medievalist, Hermann Aubin, maintained
that such a coherence existed.® It would appear that both Dopsch and
Aubin wrote about historical continuity and discontinuity as if these
were monolithic, overarching concepts which applied to the transition
between late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages as a whole rather than
writing about continuities or discontinuities in discrete, individual
areas. Even though Dopsch more than Aubin in effect wrote about
continuities or discontinuities in individual areas, for the most part
both of them wrote as if they were describing an either/or situation
rather than a both/and situation.?®* Dopsch's point in writing about
discontinuity was to stress the continuity which existed in the
development of the German people apart from Roman influence while Aubin
wrote about continuity in order to stress that the development of the
German people included the heritage of the Roman and classical world.

In part, when one considers what elements are necessary in order
to construct a valid historical continuity, one may turn to Alexander
Gerschenkron's essay, "On the Concept of Continuity in History."
Gerschenkron was trained in economic history in Austria and only left
for the United States in 1938.% Even though he was an economic
historian whose primary concern was to look at continuity in terms of
business cycles, his examples were drawn from such diverse fields as
mathematics, philosophy, and history (especially European history).
Furthermore, Hans-Ulrich Wehler referred to Gerschenkron as one of those
whose historical arguments helped him understand pre-industrialist and
industrial economies.?®

Gerschenkron's concern was to "formulate a concept of continuity
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and discontinuity which is primarily historical rather than mathematical
or metaphysical in nature."? From a practical standpoint,

Gerschenkron wanted to look at how one might evaluate whether a series
of events was continuous or discontinuous. To this end, he looked at
five elements which he felt related directly to historical change and
which addressed the problem of mensuration while avoiding "the
metaphysical paint of inevitability." Gexrschenkron's five elements
were: "(a) constancy of direction; (b) periodicity of events; (c)
endogenous change; (d) length of causal regress; [end,] (e) stability of
the rate of change."? All five elements of historical change are
related to each other; furthermore, they are related in the causal sense
of having been crafted by the hand of an historian who "creates
continuities or discontinuities . . . by abstracting from the
differences and by concentrating on the similarities."®

This process of abstraction and comparison is not worked out in
some kind of theoretical framework divorced from reality. The historian
brings to bear on a particular problem the tools of the historical
profession, for example, the investigation and weighing of sources, the
logic of analysis and narrative, the criteria of selection for the
events to be analyzed, and so forth. Moreover, in arriving at a valid
historical reconstruction, there is an interplay between the historian's
own approach to the subject matter and the methodology which is used.
All of Gerschenkron's five factors depend on this interplay between an
objective set of events and a subjective arrangement and interpretatiom.

In Gerschenkron's scheme, constancy of direction has more to do

with the notion of progress than it does with temporal direction; where
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there is regress rather than progress, one may speak about
discontinuity.3° At times, since one can note that there is regress,
one can speak about a periodicity of events. Periodicity in history
must be treated with care, since one must avoid the extremes, such as
depicting history either as a "neo-Kantian . . . succession of specific
and individual events" or depicting it in the manner of "Schopenhauer's
monotonous parade of human bodies which are born, grow, decay, and die
as the earth continues on its diurnal and annual rotations."3! The
interplay between data and the historian's skill in analysis and
arrangement are shown in the question of periodicity, where the
historian must find the delicate balance between "similarities amidst
the differences, [and] of recurrences amidst the novelties."32 The
historian's analytic and conceptual skills are challenged in determining
the manageable length(s) of the period(s) under investigation.

The determination of endogenous change takes place within the
parameters established by periodicity of events and constancy of
direction, but at the same time it also assists in establishing those
parameters. It would appear that endogenous change refers back to "the
similarities amidst the differences”™ since Gerschenkron defined
endogenous change as that which is "described in terms of a homogeneous
set of factors." In constructing a model of historical continuity, the
historian exercises a "qualitative judgment" in the determination of
what factors are or are not endogenous. Within this model, exogenous
factors would indicate discontinuity. Working in economic history,
Gerschenkron wrote that an example of an exogenous factor would be

entrepreneurial innovation in the business cycle since this innovation
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was based on "biological or psychological or other factors" which were
»alien to the economic factor in terms of which the preinnovational and
postinnovational situations are dealt with."3 In this regard, as well
as some of the following examples, Wehler posits that a theoretical
framework is necessary in order to establish some kind of meaningful
selection criteria.®

The length of causal regress and periodicity ere closely related,
however, causal regress is the concept (or set) under which periodicity
of events is subsumed. In discussing the business cycle, for example,
one might find two similar events separated by a hiatus but still be
part of the same business cycle. Similar but separated events might be
periodicities, yet these occur within a cycle which is viewed in terms
of one causal regress. The historian sets about determining the origin
of the causal chain, "to make the selection plausible in terms of the
specific strength of the causal chain that is attached, link by link, to
the 'original' cause.” Within this theoretical secheme, however,
Gerschenkron noted that "the concept of discontinuity eluded our
search, *3

For the most part, Gerschenkron's discussion of the stability of
the rate of change was dependent upon examples drawn from economic
history, from the area of “"societal statistics.” This reference to
economic history and a subsequent reference to economic cycles is
consistent with Wehler's gesellschaftgeschichtlich approach to history,
in which Wehler attempts to construct a history which will connect the
so-called uniquely political with such longer term horizons as the

Kondratieff c:ycle.’6 Broadly speaking, from an historical
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perspective, a low rate of change is most often associated with
stability of the rate of change, while, "per contra, the concept of
discontinuity may be similarly restricted to the case of an increase in
the rate of change from the previously maintained low level.*3 The
determination of what constitutes a low rate of change or a high rate of
change must be within the historical context of the material being
examined. Even though Gerschenkron's examples are economic in nature
(i.e., industrial development in Europe), it is important to note that
"any curve can be ‘smoothed’ by the use of an appropriate technique in
such a way as to eliminate any sign of discontinuity."3® 71t goes
without saying that, on the one hand, if continuity can be created by
choosing the appropriate mensuration scale in order to eliminate
discontinuity by means of smoothing the scale, then, on the other hand,
discontinuity can be created in the place of continuity through choosing
a scale which will emphasize unevenness rather tkan smoothness.
Gerschenkron's observations on historicsl continuity, however, do
not completely address the problem of the logic which would govern the
construction of a valid representation of %istorical continuity.
According to Jorn Risen, "narrative cops“itutes historical
consciousness,” in which continuity mudiates the "inner coherence" of
the past, present, and future.¥® 1ix the "Introduction® to Das deutsche
Kaiserreich 1871-1918, Hans-Ulrich iiahler argued that writing a history
of this period was "no longer possible . . . in a conventional narrative
style,” since it would perpetuate out-of-date point» of view.*0
Wehler, however, did not want to eliminate narrative, he merely wanted

to broaden it to include analysis, and thus emerge with an analytic
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narrative, so to speak, which would include the insights from economics,
sociology, and so forth. As the debate developed over Wehler's approach
to history, Wehler specifically maintained that “to assert a sharp
dichotomy of theoretically oriented action and narrative leads to an
unproductive, rigorous polarization. %!

To look at the logic behind a narrative--or, analytic narrative--
of historical continuity, one might turn to the work of an American
historian, David Fischer's Historians' Fallacies.*2 For Fischer, the
Earl Warren Professor of History at Brandeis University, history is more
of a case of problem solving rather than story telling, although "the
solution [sometimes] takes the form of a story."‘3 Two chapters which
are relevant to our topic are "Fallacies of Narration" (Chapter 5) and
"Fallacies of Causation” (Chapter 6), both of which comprise a portion
of Part 11, "Explanation.” Historical narrative, which is a vehicle for
historical continuity, is bound by time and place; it is a story which
"explains how and what--but not why.® Fischer went on and wrote that an
explanation need not give the "why" fn order to remain a valid
explanation, but could be valid in the sense of being that which is "to
make clear, plain, and understandable . "4

Fallacies of narration can be grouped into two categories;
fallacies of anachronism and fallacies of change (the latter is not
Fischer's terminology). Probably the most common form of anachronism is
describing or analyzing an event in the past with terms contemporary
with the author but foreign to the events in the past. Closely related
to thi«, is the fallacy of presentism, or nunc pro tunc, in which "the

antecedent in a narrative series is falsified by being defined or
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interpreted in terms of its consequent."5 An example of presentism is
to be seen in Karl Buchheim's description of William II's speech on
Bismarck's birthday in 1888:

William called the Chancellor the standard bearer of the Reich,

"from whom we expect all things.* He exclaimed, “"Let him go

forward, we will follow him!" We note with horror the similarity

between these words and the Hitlerite slogan, "Fihrer command, we

follow!" Thus we see the fateful continuity of autocracy.%
In this illustration, Buchheim has defined the experience of 1888 in the
terms of 1933; thus, in the complex series of events which occurred
between 1888 and 1933, the focus is on those events which bore fruit in
1933 to the exclusion of those which did not. This does not mean that
one cannot employ “retrospective symmetry,” but any view of the past
must be balanced lest the story be falsified by presentism. Similar to
presentism is the fallacy of tunnel vision, in which history is reduced
to a single theme, for example, political history, social history,
ethical history, and so forth.

Fallacies of change are closely related to anachronism and deal
with a false sense of the unfolding of time. This is closely related to
Gerschenkron's presentation of problems associated with the stability of
the rate of change, but here the problem is narrative history and not
statistics. The static fallacy "broadly consists in any attempt to
conceptualize a dynamic problem in static terms.**” Fischer's example
was to cite those who would view the history of the United States as a
gradual unfolding of democracy. For German history, Ralf Dahrendorf has
characterized an extreme point of view which would look at the so-called

darker side of the German character: "'The Germans have always run true

to the type described by Tacitus.'®*® The fallacies of "presumptive
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continuity® and "presumptive change" (in this case, Fischer's
terminology) are ones in which either continuity or change are assumed
to be the normal state of affairs without any attempt to explain the
underlying causes which would support either continuity or change .4?

One last fallacy of change to consider is the genetic fallacy, which
confuses "the becoming of a thing for the thing which it has become."
The genetic fallacy also msy include the conversion of "a temporal
sequence into an ethical system--history into morality,” and for Fischer
the prime example of a conversion of history into a morality play was
the German concept of historicism, since it held "the nasty idea that
vhatever is becoming is right."5® Fischer went on to state that it
would be fallacious to conclude that Hitler came out of a historicism
vhich had its roots in the writings of Herder (although the implication
was there notwithstanding any denials).3' Walter Hofer, the Swiss
historian, wrot: about the complex interrelationship between German
historical thought and 1933:
1deas permit, because of their inmost nature, the most divergent
interpretations, and hence realizations. That they can degenerate
need not be a reproach against their authors . . . . In the case
of the degeneration of historical thought in Germany, we ought not
to speak of a logically consistent development toward inescapable
disaster.3?
The transformation of ideas and the concept of continuity will be dealt
with in a discussion of shared paradigms later in this chapter.
As Cerschenkron has noted in his discussion of causal regress and
periodicity, historical continuity also involves the concept of
causation, since continuity is comprised of a series of events which

must be coherently connected.3® Causation, however, can be ambiguous

becaune of the number and nature of antecedents possible in a causal
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chain. Causation, furthermore, is closely related to continuity since
"when considering the question of continuity one can only look for
preconditions which explain why in a similar, non-predictable
constellation precisely these consequences occurred."® Fischer
rightly noted that the concept of causation has been questioned since
the early part of the twentieth century, and even though it "recently"
(circa 1970) has been regaining respectability, historians are still
avoiding the word "causation" in favour of constructing “"cryptocausal
interpretations® through a host of synonyms, such as *'influences,'
‘impulses,' ‘elements,'" and so forth.5® Today, it would appear that
historians still have problems with the concept of causation. There is
a seeming lack of agreement about "whether establishing causation
is . . . the aim [of historiansj; and furthermore there is a glaring
lack of agreement about what the establishment of causation
involves."%® However, whether there are "cryptocausal interpretations”
or a fundamental lack of agreement on causation itself, there are still
some rules of logic which bear on the problem of aistorical continuity.
Moreover, the connection between centinuity and causation may be treated
by briefly examining some of the logical pitfalls which are to be
avoided rather than entering into a discussion of the still unresolved
debate about whether or not causation demands the creation of covering
law models.5?

Fallacies of causation revolve around the placement of
antecedents, the relation of antecedents to effect in time, and the
number of antecedents. The fallacy of post hoc, propter hoc confuses

the relationship between antecedent and cause by stating that if event A
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happened before event B then event A was the cause of B merely because A
preceded B; mere temporal precedence cannot establish causality. The
reverse of this error is the fallacy of pro hoc, propter hoc, which puts
the effect before the cause. Another fallacy of relationship, and one
commonly cited in books on statistics, is cum hoc propter hoc, or false
correlation, which is rather complex, since many relationships may be
coincidentally related without being causally related. For example, as
bizarre as it may be, some have pointed out the coincidences between
Presidents Lincoln and Kennedy: Lincoln was shot in Ford's Theatre and
his assassin escaped to a barn, where he was shot; Kennedy was shot in a
Ford motorcar (a Lincoln) and his assassin was captured in a movie
theatre; Lincoln was first elected in 1860 and Kennedy was elected in
1960; Lincoln's secretary was named Kennedy and Kennedy's secretary was
named Lincoln, and so forth. There are coincidences here but no
correlations. Another point regarding correlation is that in
statistical relationships, while one can validly generalize for a group,
it may be difficult to determine the correlation between what is valid
for a group and what is valid in regard to the behaviour of an
individual within that group; the two are not necessarily synonymous.

There are several fallacies in which the number of antecedents are
juggled about. The reductive fallacy, as the name suggests, smooths and
reduces the number of antecedents in a causal explanation so that often
one is left with a causal chain of singular simplicity which is
nstretched taut across a vast chasm of complexity" (for example, in the
chain which begins, "for want of a nail the shoe was lost").?® Opposed

to this is the fallacy of indiscriminate pluralism, in which the number
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of antecedents is multiplied indiscriminately and no weight is assigned
to any of the components; the result is a causal jungle.s9 The fallacy
of identity assumes that the effect must be similar to the cause; for
example, religious effects demand religious czuses, economic effects
demand economic causes, political effects demand political causes, and
so forth. In a simplistic sort of way, in German history, the fallacy
of identity is demonstrated when scholars have taken the following
phrases to extremes: "der Primat der AuBenpolitik," or "der Primat der
Innenpolitik," so that a history of foreign policy is completely
detached from domestic considerations or domestic policy is the force
which ultimately lies behind every consideration of foreign policy (this
will be further developed in Chapter 2).

It is clear from reading both Gerschenkron and Fischer that there
are ambiguities in the creation of any kind of historical continuity.
The delineation of the determination of all of Gerschenkron's five
elements is the result of the interaction between the personal values of
the historian and the historical material being examined. While some of
the rules of logic as applied to history by Fischer are seemingly self-
evident, such as pro hoc, propter hoc, some are not self-evident. For
example, there could be legitimate differences regarding the fallacy of
identity; what might be a fallacy for one scholar might be valid
scholarship for another. It would be incorrect, however, to say that
this process is wholly subjective. The very nature of scholarly
activity lies in its public nature. Thus, the findings of a particular
scholar are subjected to peer review. It is this process of public

examination and criticism which constitutes scholarly objectivity. As



23

Karl Popper has written:

objectivity is closely bound up with the social aspect of

scientific method, with the fact that science and scientific

objectivity do not (and cannot) result from the attempts of an
individual scientist to be 'objective', but from the friendly-
hostile co-operation of many scientists. Scientific objectivity
can be described as the inter-subjectivity of scientific

method . %0
Popper's conceptualization of scientific (i.e., scholarly) objectivity
has also been called inter-subjective verification. Any particular
construction of historical continuity must be subject to this process of
inter-subjective verification, whether one looks at elements of
continuity or rules of logic.

Not only are the results of scholarship regarding the construction
of historical continuity tested through this process of inter-subjective
verification, but the testing process itself takes place within a
community of scholars who share certain presuppositions as well as
dispositions towards the subject matter at hand. As mentioned earlier,
there is not only continuity of the subject matter, but also continuity
in the scholarly guild as well as in the assumptions which they use to
interpret the historical data. Both these points have been addressed by
Thomas Kuhn in his investigation of scientific revolutions. In Kuhn's
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, the two essential elements for
the establishment of a paradigm are that it be "sufficiently
unprecedented to attract an enduring group of adherents away from
competing modes of scientific activity" and that it be "sufficiently
open-ended to leave all sorts of problems for the redefined group of

practioners to solve."®! According to Kuhn, the word "paradigm" has

been
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used in two different senses. On the one hand, it stands for the
entire constellation of beliefs, values, techniques, and so on
shared by the members of a given community. On the other, it
denotes one sort of element in that constellation, the concrete
puzzle-solutions which, employed as models or examples, can
replace explicit rules as a basis for the solution of remaining
puzzles of normal science.5?
When a change occurs in the paradigm, it is not purely a change in the
"puzzle-solutions,” but also a change in the community. Thus, to
evaluate a chang§¢;; paradigms also means evaluating a change in
community, for "in paradigm choice there is no standard higher than the
community," and thus the "issue of paradigm choice can never be settled
by logic and experiment alone."$3

Continuity is a construct of the historian. The historian works
with his material in ordering the past, for continuity does not lie
"simply in the subject matter alone."® Hofer put it well when he said
that the past is not to be compared with a photograph but rather to a
painting; thus, "a historical problem is always a question by the
present to the past. . . . [and] the questioner's interest and principle
of selection and . . . his value system and ideology are decisive
factors in the definition of the question."®® In the same way in which
one seeks to interpret a painting from the perspective of the school of
painting to which the artist belonged, one might well say that in
interpreting constructions of continuities or discontinuities by

historians, it would be helpful to do so from the perspective of the

school to which the scholar belonged.
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Chapter 2
Hans-Ulrich Wehler: Gesellschaftsgeschichte and Continuity in German

History

Hans-Ulrich Wehler's Das deutsche Kaiserreich 1871-1918
attempted to take a new look at continuity in German history in the
light of the concepts of societal or cocial history (Gesellschafts-
geschichte or Sozislgeschichte) in order to provide a context for
explaining thc ritler era. Wehler challenged what he saw as historical
continuity in German history on three levels: he challenged continuity
within the established paradigm of history as being written from a
purely narrative-political aspect (which, for example, stressed the
*primacy of foreign policy" ["Primat der Aufenpolitik"]);? he
challenged continuity within the historical profession itself as
self-perpetuating both in terms of scholarly orientation to the existing
paradigm and professional recruitment;® and, implicitly here but
explicitly elsewhere, he challenged continuity as a historical concept
whose purpose was/is to provide a legitimizing function for the
establishment of the Federal Republic of Germany.® As he wrote in the
introduction to the English edition,

The guiding question underlying this book has been

to investigate why Hitler's Nationalist Socislist regime

came to power some dozen years after the end of the

monarchy; why this regime succeeded in establishing a system

of unprecedented terror and barbaric mass extermination; and

vhy it proved capable of conducting a second total war.g
According to Wehler, previous historians placed the origins of the
Hitler era primarily during the Weimar Republic, either to "stall a

i3
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discussion of German militarism" (Gerhard Ritter), or "to defend the
so-called ideal pre-1914 world" (Karl-Dietrich Bracher).6 Wehler
understood his task to show that the conditions for what happened in
1933 did not come into existence after 1918, but that a "majority of
these conditions® were to be found either as originating during the
Kaiserreich or as a result of policies established during the
Kaiserreich.” To expand the boundaries of continuity in German
history, Wehler sought to establish a new paradigm in German historical
science/scholarship (Geschichtswissenschaft) for the writing of German
history, and that paradigm was Ge. llschaftsgeschichte and the phrase
associated with that paradigm is "the primacy of domestic policy" ("der
Primat der Innenmpolitik").®

To date, this work is Wehler's only systematic effort at
investigating the Kaiserzeit as a whole. His Bismarck und der
Imperialismus concentrated on German colonial policy from 1860 to 1890
and Krisenherde des Kaiserreichs 1871-1918 consisted of a series of
essays dealing with topics related to the Kaiserreich, essays on Eckart
Kehr and Gustav Mayer, and two essays dealing with the historical
development and theoretical considerations of modern German economic and
social history.® Wehler's approach to the writing of history as
Gesellschaftsgeschichte was also the approach he used in these earlier
works, for example, criticizing the traditional German approach to
writing history as well as advocating "the primacy of domestic
development” ("dem Primat der inneren Entwicklung*).10

In Germany, since the days of Ranke until well after the Second

World War, the traditional approach to Geschichtswissenschaft was known
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as Historismus.!' There has been considerable confusion regarding what
exactly is meant by Historismus.'? By Historismus, Wehler understood
an approach to history that revolved around the "dogma of individuality"
and viewed with skepticism any social scientific approach to the writing
of history.® Furthermore, Historismus, by stressing individuality and
noncomparability in events, led some historians (specifically, Andreas
Hillgruber and Klaus Hildebrand) to equate National Socialism with
Hitlerism.'® For Wehler, even though this kind of historiography
justifiably made room for the concept of continuity as a "core concept,”
the continuity that was developed was so hedged with exceptions and
"thousands of reservations," that when applied to the problem of
continuity in German history the result was that "the policies of
National Socialism" were conceived of "as a so-called illegitimate
result of German history instead of recognizing it first of all as a
result of a deeply profoundly rooted continuity precisely of this
history.""® Theoretically, at least, one is reminded that with the
proper scale any series can be smoothed into a continuity or,
alternately, any continuity can be made discontinuous.

In order to properly investigate historical processes, Wehler
himself advocates combining the methodclogy and theory of the social
sciences with traditional Geschichtwwissenschaft. In this regard,
Wehler considers himself, at least in part, to be following in the
footsteps of Eckart Kehr, who was an adY?cate of the idea of the primacy
of domestic policy (Primat der imnenpolitik). This primacy of domestic
politics was opposed to the "traditionally and unquestionably sterile

'Primacy of foreign policy'* which had been the position of German
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historians since Ranke.'® Kehr's view of history emphasized the social
over the individusl; for Kehr,

the problem of history is not the willfulness of human beings who
appear to be directing these institutions, but the fact that they
are the captives of the laws that govern their institutions and
their class and are subordinate to their interests without even
being aware of their dependence.'
This socio-economic emphasis of Kehr meant that Kehr found the
continuities of German history in the "ascertainable social historical
fundamental strata where constancy prevailed under the turmoil of
political change."'® 1In 1965, Wehler edited and published Kehr's
"most important essays" in a book, Der Primat der Innenpolitik (Berlin,
1965).' Wehler assessed Kehr's historiographical importance as
follows:
In its connection to critical theory and imposing empirical
research, Kehr's work remains--possibly also as a torso--even to
this day a very important example for political instruction and
the pressing tasks of our time, [being] a completely open-minded
historical science.??
Wehler's comments regarding Kehr speak as much about Kehr's approach to
historical science as about Wehler's championing that same approach; in
other words and to some extent, form over substance, although in many
cases Kehr's substance was impressive enough. Regarding some of the
substance of Kehr's work, however, Gordon Craig paraphrased Klaus
Epstein's assessment that Kehr's "work should be read with a decent
amount of caution rather than with any preconception that it represents
the new historical gospel."?!
Of course, Wehler followed in the footsteps of others beside Kehr,

particularly Hans Rosenberg.?? In regard to the "primacy of foreign

policy," Rosenberg said that continuity in Bismarckean foreign policv
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was "dependent upon the primacy of the militant conservative-
authoritarian domestic policy within the framework of Bismarck's total
policy."® Rosenberg looked at the effects of both short-term and
long-term e~onomic cycles during the period of 1873-1896; however, since
reality is so multi-faceted, he warned against any kind of mono-causal
explanatory structure and that the influence of economic conjunctures
was only a single causal factor among many factors.2

In 1974, Wehler edited a Festschrift for Hans Rosenberg's
seventieth birthday. In assessing Rosenberg's work, and especially his
Grosse Depression und Bismarckzeit, Wehler wrote:

In spite of some theoretical and empirical difficulties,

which, incidentally, Rosenberg would have been the first to

concede, the book still opened so many new perspectives and
possibilities of interpretation--whether of industrial

growth or of parties, the history of associations, of

politically organized anti-Semitism, or a general

"deliberalization" since the 1870s--and, even in this

regard, it won a special place . . . . The persuasiveness of

[Rosenberg's] study precipitated [the publication of] a lot

of monographs, but also this volume, and it would not be a

too daring prediction that Rosenberg's "GroPe Depressiom"

will remain "essential" for the treatment of the second half

of the nineteenth centurg. One is not able to say that

frequently about a book.®
This was deservedly high praise for Rosenberg, whose works did indeed
open new perspectives upon which German historians capitalized.26 For
Hans Mommsen, Rosenberg's work on the Great Depression laid the
groundwork for Wehler's work on the Bismarckzeit.?” Moreover, Roger
Fletcher believed that Wehler and others in the "Bielefeld School" took
Rosenberg's work to its theoretical conclusion.28

What Wehler and other historians such as Werner Conze had been

looking for was nothing less than a paradigm shift in the

conceptualization of German history.?® This shift was to be
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characterized by a widening of the parameters of historical
understanding of what Geschichtswissenschaft was to include. The shift
was to go beyond both a "modernization of classical historicism"3? and
even a "willing opening towards the neighbouring scholarly disciplines”
(Nachbarwissenschaften--this being understood as complimentary to
Geschichtswissenschaft).3! This was to be "wherever possible a fusion
in direction towards a historical social science," and by fusion Wehler
had and has in mind the theory, the figures of thought or logic
(Denkfiguren), and the methodology of such disciplines as sociology,

economics, and psychology.3?

Wehler's expression of what this fusion can do is worth quoting at

length:

As a decisive historical point, it is to be emphasized here that
the solution--to a large extent unsolvable--calls fér an
extraordinarily important problem to be dealt with b¥ the
historical social sciences. The historical constellations of
social inequality, especially the meaning and development of
classes conditioned by the market, the stages of economic growth,
above all the contents and consequences of the cyclical model of
industrial capitalism, mobility research, the socio-cultural
dimension of daily life and the legitimization problem of the
regime--all these questions, which precisely occupy analysis not
only for social, economic, political, and cultural history, but
also for societal history as a paradigm of up-to-date historical
synthesis of the highest priority, in my view are able to be
explained most easily by a historical social science [Historische
Sozialwissenschaft], whose indisputable standards of quality must
be justifiably of a solid empirical soundness and a persuasive
theoretical explanation.33

To be sure, Wehler does not claim that this fusion will solve all
problems, but he does claim that greater clarification will be the
result. While this fusion might seem to be related to the French
Annales School, Wehler himself was lukewarm to the structuralism

associated with the Annales. For Wehler, the "programmatic thesis" of
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the Annales "remained sketchy, [and] a precise definition of the
structures worth investigating was not provided, and the concept was too
vague, too formal, and too lacking in content for its claimed
integrational capacity."® Wehler has not changed his opinion as of
1988.%

This new theoretical orientation for German historians, moreover,
would give German history an "emanicipatory task," a task which Wehler
believed complimentary to the traditional understanding of Historismus,
which had concentrated on "the historical participants in the horizon of
empirical knowledge of their time."3® In spite of the criticisms both
of this approach and of Wehler himself, Wehler rhetorically asked his
critics whether they really would want to overturn this development.3
The answer would be a qualified "no."

Andreas Hillgruber and Klaus Hildebrand were part of a group for
whom such a qualification existed, because the application of the
theories, figures of thought/logic, and the methodology of the social
sciences would directly affect the continuity of the historical process
as well as continuity in history itself by denigrating the factors of
contingency and the importance of the individual.3® 1In a 1976 essay
critiquing Das deutsche Kaiserreich, Klaus Hildebrand quoted Ernst
Schulin in critiquing Wehler's approach:

Historical science, in an extraordinary manner, must

highly respect the meaning of each special situation, of

individual personal desires and decisions, and last but not

least, those suprisingly "accidental" events. No other

science diminishes the balancing off of these important

concepts.3?

In this critique, one returns to the concepts of individuality in

specific situations and above all to the highly respected possibility of
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accidental or chance occurrences.*® Hildebrand went on to say that
vwhile a "theoretically oriented Gesellschaftsgeschichte® is a
historiographic Teildisziplin, it is not one which plays a leading
role.*' Furthermore, in the writing of international political history
(or relationsj, Gesellschaftgeschichte has "no influence.**®
Hildebrand believed that international relations were somehow autonomous
from Gesellschaftsgeschichte. Thus, Hildebrand rejected any paradigm
shift. It is, however, interesting to note that in his 1971 book,
Hildebrand could write:

The thesis of the primacy of foreign policy has been

sharply disputed in postwar German historical writing. It

1s now almost commonplace to insist that due regard be paid

to the interdeperdence of domestic and foreign policies and

that this is the crucial characteristic of modern

historiography.%

Furthermore, Hildebrand concluded that, in part, there were continuities
between the foreign policy of the Kaiserreich and that of the National
Socialists; for example, continuities may be found (at least for a
while) in an "identity of aims" but discontinuities are revealed in a
difference in methods.%

In regard to the relationship of the methodology of the social
sciences to Gaschichtswissenschaft, Hildebrand specifically referred to
the Lamprecht controversy of circa 1897.%5 This controversy concerned
the social scientific methodological approach to historical scholarship;
for example, Hintze wrote to Friedrich Meinecke "whether constitutional
history is able to be handled only in an institutional-historical
[manner] or also sociologically."*® For Hildebrand, the Lamprecht

controversy vindicated the Rankean conceptualization of history of each

human having his own historical dimension versus a Hegelian dialectic
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which would mediate between the particular and the general.%?
Lamprecht, however, was neither a philosophical nor methodological
determinist and did not seek to "establish rigid laws of
development:.""a The eventual historiographical outcome of the
Lamprecht controversy was the gradual realization of some sort of
"middle ground between the extremes: between the unique event and the
cosmic flow of universal history lies the realm of the repeated, the
typical, the recurrent."4?

The tension between the relationship of the individual (or unique)
and the universal (or recurring) arose and still arises when a historian
(or group of historians) stress differing combinations of methodologies
when writing about a particular period. Since 1945, in the writing of
current German history, it would appear that the political orientation
of historians towards current political configurations in the Federal
Republic has had a direct bearing on the tjpe of methodology used.
Methodology will frequently assist the historian in arriving at
conclusions which are historical (in this sense, geschichts-
wissenschaftlich) while at the same time are also politically palatable,
at least from the perspective of the historian. This means that when
disputes arise, they not only may be conducted on an academic level but
also on a personal level, argumentum ad hominem, as has been shown by
the Historikerstreit .30

For one, Wehler himself described the situation in which the
historian writes history with one eye on history proper and the other
eye on the current political situation. 1In 1970, in the Introduction to

Krisenherde, Wehler explicitly stated that being concerned with current

¢
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political considerations was nothing new. In echoing *Burckhardt or
Droysen, Ranke or Mommsen," Wehler wrote, “Whoever writes history,
especially current history, has a duty of political pedagogy.*S! He
then went on to note that the historical treatment of issues concerning
the Kaiserreich--such as the military creation of a kleindeutsch Reich,
the concern about the definition of the German frontier, the concerns of
German nationalism, the authoritarian Gesellschaft politics and state
ideology--all had a direct bearing on political practice and formulation
in the Federal Republic. An "incorrect" treatment of these issues could
pose dangers for the proper democratic development of the Germany of
today .52

Of course, Wehler was not alone in looking at the writing of
history in this manner. Andreas Hillgruber, for example, in an address
at the Deutschen Historikertag in Regensburg on 7 October 1972,
criticized the approach of historians who used Sozialgeschichte.’3 1In
part, Hillgruber criticized those who used Sozialgeschichte in order to
criticize the Federal Republic; in support, he cited Hans Rosenberg's
observation, that:

in the last few years, the so-called social history has become for

many a nebulous collective name for everything which will be
looked at as desirable and progressive in the historical science
of West Germany.%
Both Hildebrand and Hillgruber linked Sozialgeschichte with the theories
of Karl Marx;% needless to say, this type of labelling avoids analysis
and also stereotypes one's opponents through guilt by association. For
Wehler, such argumentation is a red-herring, since any "'true proponents

of Marxist principles' represent an 'unqualified exception' within West

German historiography."56
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In a 1975 article and without a great deal of personal innuendo,
Wehler responded to Hillgruber's call for a debate and refuted
Hillgruber's arguments on a point-by-point basis, both theoretically as
well as practically.’ 1In regard to the current situation in the
Federal Republic, Wehler pointed out that from 1945 until 1954, an
examination of the listing$ of dissertations and Habilitationen revealed
that the conventional approach to political history prevailed, that
Sozialgeschichte was underrepresented in positions in the Hochschulen,
that there was no wealth of funding for projects in this area, that it
did not serve as a disguise for indoctrination, and so forth.3® Thus,
not only did Wehler note that the so-called establishilent still held the
field in the orientation of historical studies, but his was also a plea
for the legitimacy of Gesellschaftsgeschichte within the West German
historical profession. Elsewhere, Wehler expressed the fear that the
conservative majority in the historical profession would restrict the
positions open to that new generation of scholars who would pursue a
gesellschaftsgeschichtlich orientation; thus, there might be the "danger
that the continuity of research will be interrupted and the ability to
compete internationally will be impaired.">®

It would appear that one of the reasons for the sharp reaction to
Das deutsche Kaiserreich and the promotion of Gesellschaftsgeschichte in
general was the state of German universities. Student unrest in West
German universities had begun in 1967-68, and by the early 1970s "“the
increasing popularity of extreme leftist organizations had . . . turned
many West German universities into ideological battle-fields,"%0

Lecture halls became battlefields, too. According to Wehler, student



confrontations turned Hillgruber from a "national liberal-left
conservative" into a dedicated conservative."$! For Hillgruber, the
hidden (or maybe not-so-hidden agenda) of Gesellschaftsgeschichte was
"only camouflage for unambiguous indoctrination"®® (and the
indoctrination to which Hillgruber referred was Marxist indoctrination).
The government's reaction to student unrest was to increase the number
of West German universities and Fachhochschulen (26 in 1964 to 49 by
1974), with a consequent doubling of faculty members.8 It is not
surprising to see academics on opposite sides of both the political and
methodological spectra take differing positions concerning the direction
of the profession and professional recruitment.

From 1945 until about 1960, there were no great controversies
within German historiography. For the most part, the German historians
rejected that type of intellectual history which traced the roots of
National Socialism in the manner of William Montgomery McGovern's From
Luther to Hitler (1946).% 1In 1946, Friedrich Meinecke, the dean of
German historians at that time, wrote that the high calling (hohen
Beruf) of German historians now and in the future would be: "to give
evidence of both the love and severity of our past and to proceed to the
task of maintaining what was truly good in it, recognizing what was
valueless, and taking warning from it when one has to take action, "85
The problem, of course, would be in trying to determine what was of
value and what was not. Furthermore, the call to action would be
interpreted differently, depending on one's estimation of what was of
value; however, such a warning certainly was but one prefigurement of

Wehler's reference to "the duty of political pedagogy." For Meinecke,
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the strands of continuity of the Hitlerzeit ran in both European as well
as German history. In the words of Hans Mommsen, however, historians of
the immediate post-War period, in an attempt to be committed to "a
democratic order," generally portrayed the Hitlerzeit as a "‘'disjointed
and isolated phenomenon' (Ludwig Dehio) and [tried] to disassociate the
politics of National Socialism from the rest of German history, as if
Hitler hﬁd been an unhistorical, daemonic intrusion."%

Throughout the 1950s, accerding to William Carr, any discussion of
continuity in German history was limited to Bismarck studies.®’

However, as Lothar Gall wrote in his 1971 anthology of an overview of
*The Bismarck Problem,* the impulse behind discussions of continuity and
discontinuity in German history were stimulated by the catastrophe of
1933-1945.%  In 1961, Fritz Fischer's Griff nach der Weltmacht: Die
Kriegszielpolitik des kaiserlichen Deutschlands (English translation:
Germany's Aims in the First World War, London, 1966) was published.
Fischer used traditional historical methodology but concluded that
Germany's "war guilt" in regard to expansionist policies was well
founded.®® Not only did Fischer's work spark a controversy regarding
the continuity botween Weimar and Hitler Germany,” it also sparked "a
many-sided evaluation of the interrelationship of economic, domestic,
and diplomatic factors in Wilhelmine Germany,"’!

Fischer's work can be considered to be one of the catalysts in
effecting the paradigm shift in the writing of German history,’
although methodologicslly it was no shift. For Hans Mommsen, the
"sharp debate” follcwing the publication of Fischer's work was seen as

leading to a feilure of those who wanted "to restrict a partial revision
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of the cuncept of history (Geschichtsbilds)® and opening the way to an

inclusion of social historical (sozialgeschichtliche) and structural
methods of interpretation.” Jorn Riisen has theorized about this
paradigm shift and its relation to his three stages in West German
historiography: the “period of renovated historicism,® which ran from
the immediate post-War period until the beginning of the 1960s; the
"period of accelerated transformation,® which ran from the beginning of
the 1960s through the mid-70s; and the period of *establishing social
history (Gesellschaftsgeschichte),® which ran from the mid-70s and
continues to the present day.” In Risen's conceptualization,
Fischer's work would be included in the period of "accelerated
transformation,” but "the so-called Fischer controversy should not be
overrated as an indicator of radical change.””™ In the area of
continuity, however, Wehler saw that "Fischer irrevocably placed the
problematic of continuity on the agenda of historians' debates."’™
Wehler's The German Empire took up the issue of continuity and
also was "the single volume which embodies most of the new tendencies
(and constructs) [of Gesellschaftsgeschichte]."”” Wehler's work
attempted to integrate political history into its psycho-socio-economic
matrix in order to assist in providing the "why" for the Hitlerzeit,
since one “cannot adequately understand the history of the Third Reich
without recourse to the history of the German Empire.*”™ In choosing
the Kaiserreich as the terminus ad quem for a study of continuity in
German history, Wehler found agreement #ith his sharpest intellectual

and professional critic, Thomas Nipperdey.”” (Indeed, Wehler and his
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editorial colleagues opened the pages of their new periodical to
Nipperdey for a review of Wehler's book.%0)

Unfortunately, in the original German edition, Wehler did not
provide as clear a statement of purpose as was provided in the English
edition regarding the intention and genesis of the book. The
introduction to the English language edition was partially based on an
article which he had written in order to respond to his ciitics.®! The
book itself grew out of a seminar which Wehler had given at the
University of Cologne in the late 1960s. Wehler explicitly stated that
he was interested in being "pointed" in order to stimulate questions and
further research rather than in confirming "received views" or
developing "orthodoxies in themselves . "8 Evans, however, echoed James
J. Sheehan on Wehler's book being the "'new orthodoxy' in German
historiography,” but Evans went on to describe Wehler as "a
representative figure of this 'new orthodoxy.'"S$ New orthodoxy or
not, Wehler succeeded in stimulating debate and the book has gone
through six editions and as of 1984 had sold 130,000 copies.® For
Wehler, The German Empire is not the final word on the subject. He is
very much aware of its incompleteness. On the one hand, the book had to
be limited to a paperback edition of about 240 pages;‘s on the other,
there were sections which were not ready for inclusion. He apologized
for not including a chapter on culture, with culture being defined "in
the broad sense of modern social anthropology rather than ‘high'
culture,” as well as not including a chapter on "Social Structure and

Societal Development.*%®
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The focus of The German Empire is to give "an impression of the

German Empire as a totality and of the interconnectedness of its
politics with its economy and society.*87 Politically, one sees the
way in which Bismarck and his successors intentionally used the politics
of negative integration, that is: "the primeval socio-psychic
opposition between 'in-groups' and 'out-groups' . . . [which] stylized
internal conflicts so as to lead a majority of elements ‘loyal to the
Empire' against a minority of 'enemies of the Empire.'"® At various
times, Bismarck's self-proclaimed enemies included Catholics, Poles,
inhabitants of Alsace-Lorraine, Danes, political liberalism, Social
Democracy, and Jews. Thus, society became used to the idea that not
only were there divisions within society itself but that these divisions
existed among and between the very citizens of the state itself.®

For Wehler, the logical conclusion of the politics of negative
integration was to be seen in the Final Solution. The rationale behind

this conclusion is as follows:

That one had some neighbours who were inferior became part and
parcel of everyday life during the fifty years of the German
Empire's existence and helped to foster a mentality which
polarized citizens on a "friend" or "foe" basis. This helps
explain why the psychological barriers against the physical
liquidation of minorities could be broken down so quickly in, of
all people, the nation of "poets and thinkers.” Viewed from a
historical perspective, it is possible to trace a line from the
"enemies of the Empire" to the attacks on the Jewish synagogues in
1938 (Reichskristallna:ht) as well as to the Nazi ideal of a "folk
community” [Wolksgemeinschaft) with its necessary corollary of
"parasites om the nr.cion" which had to be exterminated.

The one place in the beook, however, where annihilation (Vernichtung,
vhich can also be iranslated as "extermination") as an official policy
is specifically mentioned is in regard to German colonial policy in

South-West Africa and the crushing of the Herero uprising of 1904-07,
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under a military rather than civilian administration.®’ This incident,
however, is only related to the concerns of the Liberals and others
regarding German colonial policy and, if anything, is only considered to
be a foreshadowing of the ferocity of the war which was to come. As
such, then, there did not seem to be any domestic correspondence between
the treatment of Africans and the treatment of the so-called "enemies of
the Empire." Wehler, furthermore, did not mention the strong opposition
to the war and the condemnation of "genocide" by the Social Democrats in
the Reichstag, which contributed to the recall of General Trotha in
1905.%

In the section dealing with anti-Semitism and the treatment of
minorities, Wehler showed how anti-Semitism "with Bismarck's approval,
became widespread among the conservatives . . . via the Agrarian League
. . . [and then] into the old power elites, where its slogans became
respectable."? The growth of anti-Semitism was related to economic
crises (see Rosenberg's Grosse Depression, although Wehler did not cite
this work in this context). In part, Wehler tied the growth of anti-
Semitism to the social respectibility given to it by Bismarck himself.
As an unofficial policy, in 1899 the United Association of Anti-Semitic
Parties (Vereinigte Antisemitenparteien) foreshadowed the Final Solution
with their call for an eventual "annihilation of the Jewish people"
(schliefliche Vernichtung des Judenvolkes).% 1In the post-War period,
the German middle class was increasingly insecure and found an escape in
anti-Semitism; after 1929, the National Socialists were able to play on

this fear with increasing effectiveness.
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The politics of negative integration became institutionalized
through Sammlungspolitik--the politics of collective interests--which in
turn was a reflection of the attempt by various feudal--or semi-feudal--
oligarchies to retain domestic power in the face of increasing
industrialization and change.? The parties participating in the
Sammlungspolitik were big business and large-scale agriculture. For
example, in pursuing their policies, the coalition remained flexible
enough to seek support of the middle class and even the Centre Party in
support of the Naval Bill.% 1In 1918, Walter Rathenau, who in 1921 was
assassinated by anti-Semitic extremists, said of the German ruling
elites that for centuries only those ruled who were members of or
converts to "military feudalism, the feudalised bureaucracy, or the
feudalised, militarised and bureaucratised plutocracy."¥’ The
plutocracy's ultimate right-wing party emerged in 1917 as the German
Fatherland Party, whose "legitimate offspring" was the National
Socialist German Workers' Party"; which is a characterization that at
best is an exaggeration. Wehler, however, saw the clear connection
between the Fatherland Party and the Nazis in "the history of its
members, its social background, ideology, and programme."%® This is
one of those many places where one wishes that some sort of chromology
and documentation might have been provided so as to firm up the linkages
between the Kaiserreich and the Hitlerzeit. One might say that at this
point the links in the causal chain were constructed in part out of
interpretative leaps of faith.%

According to Wehler, the entire governmental structure was a

reactionary response by the feudal or semi-feudal elements to prevent
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any correspondence between economic progress and integration of the
populace into any meaningful participation in government. Agrarian and
industrial revolutions had transformed Germany in a remarkably short
time. Wehler dated the onset of the industrial revolution in Germany at
about 1850 while the agrarian revolution had its start in the law
reforms of 1806-21 and "entered its final phase in the long period of
economic prosperity between 1840 and 1876." Efficiency in agriculture
was purchased at the expense of the peasants, free trade promoted
agriculture, and the land-owning aristocracy was the beneficiary.
Politically, this meant that the aristocracy continued in its dominant
role of filling positions in the military, the bureaucracy, and the
government.100

The constitution which was forged at the time of unification was
tailored around Bismarck himself. For Wehler, this was just a
pseudo-constitutional semi-absolutism which amounted to a "Bonapartist
dictatorship up to 1890." After Bismarck's departure, the government
can best be described as "polycratic, but uncoordinated
authoritarianism.” 1t was after 1890, moreover, that the large
industrialists, that is, the industrial pressure groups, "alongside the
Prussian bureaucracy and the imperial administration, became, next to
the army and the navy, centres of power which were largely responsible
for . . . government policy."'0!

The bureaucracy was the key to continuity in governmental policy.
It was politically highly homogeneous, hierarchical, formalized in
procedures, and gave status to even the lowliest civil servant. Even

down to 1918, the nobility still held an excessive number of positions
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in regard to their proportion of the population, Protestants were
favoured over Catholics, and legal positivism reinforced the
bureaucracy's tendency towards obedience.102

At this point, the question of militarism shouvld be investigated.
Then we can begin a critique of the material presented and its
connection with establishing a continuity between the Kaiserreich and
the Hitlerzeit.

Wehler justifiably went beyond Gerhard Ritter's rather narrow
definition of militarism (i.e., when civilian political leadership is
endangered by the military) and said that militarism is "the spread of
military thinking in social groups exercising an important influence on
society as a whole."'% Pperhaps apart from the military as a means of
potential social control in the event of a leftist uprising, one of
Wehler's most telling comments was that "every imperial chancellor in
Germany wore a uniform when appearing in the Reichstag."1% wehler
referred to Heinrich Mann's 1918 novel Der Untertan (translated into
English as Man of Straw, 1946); in this novel, the protagonist is "an
academic with a doctorate, a member of the student Corps and a reserve
officer . . . [which meant] that one had achieved the very pinnacle of
bourgeois achievement and happiness."105

Social considerations, however, also played a part in military
manpower committments., In 1913, there was a vigourous debate within the
military over the proposed expansion of the military to meet the needs
of the Schlieffen plan. The Minister of War, von Heeringen, opposed
Ludendorff's expansion because it would mean expanding the officer corps

and thereby decreasing the percentage of officers drawn from the
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nobility, which stood at 65 per cent in 1865 and was still 30 per cent
in 1913, with a much heavier representation at higher ranks.'% This
may help explain a rather curious chart of Wehler's (page 148). The
chart shows the total population and the total manpower for the army for
the years 1870, 80, 90, 1900, and 1913, Wehler noted that the army
increased in strength from c. 400,000 men to 864,000 men, or an increase
of 116 per cent. He did not make the other calculation; the relation of
the army to the population. If this calculation is made, then the
manpower of the army rose from one per cent of the population to 1.3 per
cent of the population, or an increase of 30 per cent, while during the
same period the population as a whole rose from 40.9 million to 67
million, or an increase of 64 per cent. In absolute numbers the
manpower for the army rose rather rapidly; however, in proportion to the
population as a whole it actually lagged behind population growth.

In explaining imperial finances, Wehler presented several
statistical tables (pages 141-143); these statistics, as well as
information from other sources, can lead one to modify some of Wehler's
conclusions. For example, while military expenditures rose by some 360
per cent from 1880 to 1913, revenues rose somewhere between 379 per cent
and 687 per cent.'"”” While Wehler stated that military expenditures
remained at about 75 percent of imperial revenue from about 1875 to
1914, Terhalle stated that military expenditures comprised about 90 per
cent of the imperial expenditures from 1886-90 and fell to about 75 per
cent in 1911-13; however, Wehler seems to have been excluding armament
expenditures from his calculation while Terhalle clearly included such

expenditures in his calculation.'%® Furthermore, if one looks only at
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arwament expenditures, then Wehler's statistical table on armament
appropriations and armament expenditures from 1880 to 1913 (p. 142),
reveals that 2xpenditures on armaments consistently and ever
increasingly fell below the amount appropriated for armaments; no
explanation for this phenomenon is given in the text. Wehler is correct
in concluding that military expenditures placed a great burden on the
imperial treasury and the method of financing the entire imperial budget
placed an "enormous burden" on the "average consumer."” In contrast, by
1914 in Great Britain, "a panoply of income, super-, estate- and death-
duty taxes . . . virtually paid for defense expenditure.” Furthermore,
Kennedy stated that the real difference between Britain and Germany at
this time lay less in how monies were appropriated than in how they were
raised.10?

It is certain, however, that the military reserves and veterans
organizations played an important role in German political life. By
1910, the veteran's organizations numbered about 1.7 million and about
another 2 million were organized into the "so-called Kyffhauserbund."
These and other like-minded organizations were "basically anti-Social
Democratic and often anti-Semitic" (though it would be interesting to
try to somehow quantify "often"). If one includes para-military youth
organizations and the army and navy leagues, then by 1914 the army was
able to count on approximately 5 million German adults, or about 17 per
cent of all German adult males. For Wehler, this represented a
"collective mentality" which lay behind militarism.'" In contrast to
this almost one-sided picture of the Kaiserreich, Golo Mann cited

Bertrand Russell's retrospective observations on the Kaiser's Germany.
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Russell said that while at that time Germany was only "sabre-rattling
and somewhat comical,” it also had "progressive forces at work" and had
more freedom than one would find in the world of the 1950s outside of
England or the Scandanavian countries."! For Manm, Wehler's
characterization of the Kaiser's Germany turned into a "nightmare"
(Alptraum) since no historical balance was provided between, for
example, the cultural spheres of daily life and the Reserve Officer
corps. 12

With a discussion of militarism, one reaches the First World War.

In effect, Wehler rejected Fritz Fischer's explanation of the causes of
World War 1 by showing that it was not that G2rman policy favoured an
aggressive war in 1914, but that the ruling elites sought to maintain
their domestic political position through the politics of negative
integration through defensive posturing at home which was manifested
abroad. Germany, then, did not spend years planning an aggressive
war, '3 but because of a polycratic diffusion of power among the
elites, "the key to the policy pursued by Germany's statesmen in the
summer of 1914 lies in their defensive struggle through aggressive
means."!% Wehler proposed this theory because he felt that the two
other major theories--that Germany planned an aggressive war and that
there was a distinction to be made between vague plans drawn up in peace
time and their actual implementation in a time of war--lacked "a
definitive explanatory model which adequately accounts for the peculiar
blend of aggressive and defensive elements in the making of German
policy."'® For Golo Mann, the idea that this war was waged for

domestic reasons is both "unprovable but also implausible,” since, for
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example, both the Imperial Chancellor Bethmann and Admiral Tripitz knew

that such a war would bring with it the end of the old order.
Furthermore, such an "isolated structural analysis" ignored the fact
that, for example, in relation to imperialism before 1914, Germany was
not a special case when compared to the other leading nowers.11
For Wehler, the important factors which undergird his theoretical

construction regarding the outbreak of war were the rise of the
representation of Social Democrats in the Reichstag as well as the rise
of commercial interests and the bourgeoisie which would wrest control of
the government from the ruline =lites. The ruling elites fell back on
their historically conditioned reflex to counter domestic problems with
foreign aggressiveness in order to restore the old balance; even though
the Chancellor thought that war would upset the entire balance, he was
not strong enough to impose his will on the situation.'V

Thomas Nipperdey's major theoretical point in his critique of
Wehler was that since Wehler wanted to take social costs into account,
Wehler's perspective of the Kaiserreich is from 1933 backwards.''®
This means, that rather than being understood in its own terms, the
Kaiserreich is merely the "pre-history of fascism, the burden of German
history, the structural enmity towards democracy (with, he [Wehler]
opines, its effects to the present)."'? To leok at 1871 through the
eyes of 1933 is of necessity to close possibilities. Although Nipperdey
does not use the analogy, it is like working through a maze from the
exit to the entrance--not only is it a lot easier, it is almost error
free. No dead ends, only paths which continuously lead to the entrance.

But while history may be written from the exit (which is the present)
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backward to ti.: entrance (the past), it is lived going forward from the
entrance (the past) to the ex’. {:he preseit), and this forward process
often mrans false starts and dead e:s.

Ia Nipperdey's words, Wehler "deforms histuiical judgement™ since
he is "fixated on a particular line of continuity"'®..in this case, a
particular direction of continuity. In the writing of history, there
must be a certain openness to the future. Thus, "history must also give
back to the past what the future possesses (and the past, which was once
the future, possessed): the uncertainty belonging to it."21 More
than that, a partisan approach as opposed to an objective approach to
the historical process itself ultimately "will deform the subject of
history."'2 The correction is an objective approach consisting of
intersubjective verification. The partisan approach which Wehler
followed reduced the picture of the Kaiserreich to a black and white
picture, which, while not simple, is clear.'® This reductionist
approach coloured the entire picture of the Kaiserreich; for example,
none of the ruling groups are portrayed in a good light, the rising
power of the Reichstag during the War is completely discounted, and of
the social groups "only the Social Democrats are portrayed in a good
light."1% However one might quibble with the last assessment, since
Wehler made it clear that the Social Democrats retreated into a kind of
"self-enclosed 'subculture' in the place of a political programme . . .
rather than persist in attempts to change society completely."'®

Although Nipperdey alluded to it in his critique of Wehler's
article, he elsewhere made quite clear that not only is there continuity

in history, there are more importantly continuities.'?® Thus, 1933 is
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not the accumulation of so many years of German history all neatly
rolled into a ball, "but it is a new combination of continuities . . .
1933 did not develop from the continuity of German history . . . but
1933 is closely connected with several dominant continuities and without
reverting to these continuities no historical explanation is
possible.”'?? 1933, then, was not only a year of continuity, but it

was also a time when new formulations came to pass. One further problem
in regard to continuity is that the exact nature of National Socialism
is still a moot question.!?

Some questions to put to Wehler's work are: what is continuous,
what is discontinuous, and what is a new formation (or, formulation)?
For example, regarding anti-Semitism, there is no doubt that political
parties and interest groups in the Kaiserreich played to anti-Semitism,
but can one neatly draw a line from (say) 1899 to 1933 and then the
Final Solution in 1941? As J.C.G. Rohl has written: "It took the
viclent social changes produced by the First World War, the inflation
and the Great Depression to persuade a large number of Germans to accept
the fanatical beliefs of Hitler [in regard to anti-Semitism]."'®® In
this regard, it is legitimate to ask how great a restructuring in
society came about on account of the War? For example, no one can
realistically conceive of an Adolf Hitler coming to power during the
Kaiserreich.

It also raises another point which was raised by Rohl: "If precise
comparisons are relatively easy to make when dealing with the foreign
policy of German statesmen, they are virtually impossible in the field

of ideas or social change."'® One may ask, for example, how did
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Germany get from 1871 to 1933? For example, Wehler admitted that the
Union of Eastern Marshes constituted a "lunatic fringe" in Wilhelmine
Germany.' The unanswered question is, how did the thinking of a
marginal group become the policy of the Third Reich? What is missing in
this example, as in others, is the linkage between the Kaiserreich and
the Third Reich. Another example would be in regard to the churches.
There is no doubt that the State Church (in particular, the Lutheran
Church) was overtly subservient to the Obrigkeit. But since Wehler
pointed out that the influence of the Churches was continually declining
in the cities, and especially among the urban proletariat, '3 which
was an increasing percentage of the population, how then does one
reconcile the declining influence of a "source of legitimization" with
that legitimization itself? One of the challenges is to examine the
process of change and legitimization itself in many of the examples
presented by Wehler. In examining the process of change within the
Kaiserreich in a Wehlerian matrix, one can move forward from 1871
(rather than backwards from 1933, or even 19911) and thereby avoid the
problem of teleology in continuity.

There is no doubt that continuities existed between 1871, 1933,
and 1948 and later; similarly, there is no doubt that discontinuities
existed as well. Methodologically, Wehler has contributed a valuable
and stimulating monograph to the contextualization of those
continuities, even though at times his argumentation is somewhat
one-sided. It would appear that it is almost impossible to separate
some of the more pointed criticism of Das deutsche Kaiserreich from the

political situation prevailing in West Germany at the time. Both Wehler
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and his critics agreed that any discussion of continuity in German
history in the light of 1933 should begin with 1871. Thus, both sides
agreed that one should avoid what Ralf Dahrendorf has alluded to as the
"Tacitus thesis,” which maintained that continuity in German history was
a straight line back to Tacitus.' Both sides agreed that
Gesellschaftsgeschichte had a place in the writing of German history,
but there was sharp disagreement regarding the exact nature of that
place, whether as a Teildiziplin or a new paradigm. Substantively, only
Nipperdey's critique seemed to Wehler to merit careful consideration.

Continuity in German history is not and, it would appear, has not
been an abstract concept. For the most part, the historians using it
have avoided most narrative and explanatory fallacies in their
presentation of continuity. What has driven the discussion of
continuity in German history, and what seemingly continues to drive it,
are political considerations. These considerations are not only
academic in nature, but in West Germany are also policically oriented.
The precccupation with continuity has to do with Vergangenheits-

bewaltigung, or, coming to terms with the past. The debate continues.



61

NOTES

1. Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Das deutsche Kaiserreich 1981-1918, vol. 9
in Deutsche Geschichte, ed. Joachim Leuschner (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Rupprecht, 1973); the English translation based on this edition is:
Hans-Ulrich Wehler, The German Empire 1871-1918, trams. Kim Taylor
(Leamington Spa, UK: Berg Publishers, 1985). The introduction to the
German edition is much longer than the introduction to the English
edition and details Wehler's theoretical orlentation towards the
writing of the book. Most of this detail is missing in the English
edition.

2. Wehler, Das deutsche Kaiserreich, 11: "Eine Geschichte des
Deutschen Kaiserreichs von 1871 kann heute meines Erachtens nicht mehr
im Stil der herkommlichen Ereigniserzahlung geschrieben worden.” Also
see Part III ("Herrschaftssystem und Politik"), section 7.2
("Aufenpolitik unter dem 'Primat der Innenpolitik"), pp. 184-185.

3. 1Ibid., 11 (the historical profession is decribed as continuing
the conventions of portrayal and interpretation of history since the
19th century in a guild-like tradition); see also: Hans-Ulrich Wehler,
"Historiography in Germany Today," in Observations on "The Spiritual
Situation of the Age", ed. Jurgen Habermas, trans. and with an intro. by
Andrew Buchwalter (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1984 [German edition,
197913, 249-250.

4. Implicitly in: Wehler, Das deutsche Kaiserreich, 16:

. . . dap auch ein starkes psychisches Bedurfnis nach 1945
bestand, die Epoche der kaiserlichen Reichseinheit zu idealisieren
und von der 'Verfallsgeschichte' seit 1918, zumindest des 'Dritten
Reiches' scharf abzuheben.

Explicitly, in Wehler's comments on the Historikerstreit of the late
1980s: Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Entsorgung der deutschen Vergangenheit? Ein
polemischer Essay zum "Historikerstreit” (Munich: C.H. Beck, 1988), 10:

Der Historikerstreit ist nach alledem nur in engen Grenzen eine
wissenschaftliche Auseinandersetzung, obwohl es auch haufig um die
Exrgebnisse geschichtswissenschaftlicher Forschung, um deren
Interpretation und politische Instrumentalisierung geht.
Hauptsachlich ist er vielmehr ein durch und durch politischer
Kampf um das Selbstverstandnis der Bundesrepublik, um das
politische Bewuftsein ihrer Burger.

5. Wehler, The German Empire, 7.
6. Wehler, Das deutsche Kaiserreich, 15:

Bis dahin war es konservativen Historikern gelungen, eine
selbstkritische Diskussion zu ersticken--man denke nur an die
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Abwurgung der Militarismusdiskussion durch Gerhard Ritter oder die
ursprungliche Reaktion auf Karl-Dietrich Brachers Sezierung des
Weimarer Zerfalls--, um die, verglichen mit Weimers und Hitlers
Deutschland, angeblich heile Welt vor 1914 zu verteidigen.

7. 1Ibid., 16: "Die Mehrzahl dieser Bedingungen, wenn auch nicht
alle wichtigen, ist im Kaiserreich zu finden oder als Ergebnis seiner
Politik aufzufassen."”

8. That Gesellchaftsgeschichte is paradigmatic, see: Hans-Ulrich
Wehler, "Introduction" in Historische Sozialwissenschaft und
Geschichtsschreibung: Studien zu Aufgaben und Traditionen deutscher
Geschichtswissenschaft, ed. Hans-Ulrich Wehler (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1980), 8.

9. Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Bismarck und der Imperialismus (Cologne:
Kipenheuer & Witsch, 1969); Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Krisenherde des
Kaiserreichs 1871-1918: Studien zur deutschen Sozial- und
Verfassungsgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970).

10. Wehler, Bismarck, 25-32.

11. Historismus is the German word which has been variously
transliterated as "historism" or "historicism.” Rather than using any
transliteration, however, the word Historismus will be used here in
order to distinguish it from the meaning given to it by Karl Popper in
The Poverty of Historicism (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1961), in
which historicism was defined as "an approach to the social sciences
which assumes that historical prediction is their principal aim, and
which assumes that this aim is attainable by discovering the 'rhythms’
or the 'patterns', the 'laws' or the 'trends' that underlie the
evolution of history* (p. 11).

12, See, for example *Note on the term ‘Historicism,' at the end
of: Helen Liebel, "The Enlightenment and the Rise of Historicism in
German Thought,* Eighteenth-Century Studies 4, no. 4 (Summer 1971):
383-385.

13. Wehler, Bismarck, 26.
14. WVehler, "Historiography," 236.
15. Wehler, Das deutsche Kaiserreich, 16; in part:

Welche Grunde auch immer fur Scheu verantwortlich waren--meist
handelte es sich doch um einen mehr oder weniger bewuften oder
explizit gerechtfertigten Eskapismus, der die
nationalsozialistische Politik als angeblich illegitimes Ergebnis
der deutschen Geschichte verdrangen wollte, statt sie zuerst
einmal als ein Resultat tief verwurzelter Kontinuitaten eben
dieser Geschichte anzuerkennen.



63

Implicit in a rejection of comparability, is another notion which formed
the core of Historismus, that is, the notion that "whatever is becoming,
is right." See the discussion in Chapter 1, page 19.

16. Hans-Ulrich Wehler, "Eckart Kehr," in Deutsche Historiker,
vol. 1, ed. Hans-Ulrich Wehler (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1971), 102: "traditionellen und fraglos sterilen 'Primat der
Aufenpolitik.'"

17. Eckart Kehr, "Class Struggle and Armament Policy in Imperial
Germany," chap. in Economic Interest, Militarism, and Foreign Policy:
Essays on German History, ed. and intro. by Gordon A. Craig, trans.
Grete Heina (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977), 74.

18. Hans-Ulrich Wehler, "Einleitung," in Der Primat der
Innenpolitik: Gesammelte Aufsatze zur preufisch-deutsch
Sozialgeschichte im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert, Publication of the
Historischen Kommission zu Berlin Beim Friedrich-Meinecke-Institut der
Freien Universitat Berlin, vol. 19, Eckart Kehr, ed. and intro. by
Hans-Ulrich Wehler, foreword by Hans Herzfeld (Berlin: Walter de
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Iggers, "Deutsche Historiker in der Emigration,” in
Geschichtswissenschaft in Deutschland: Traditionelle Positionen und
gegenwartige Aufgaben, ed. Bernd Faulenbach (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1974),

110.
20. Wehler, Krisenherde, 279:
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empirischer Forschung bleiben Kehrs Arbeiten, mogen sie auch Torso
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21. Gordon A. Craig, "Editor's Introduction," in Economic
Interest, Kehr, xxi; paraphrasing: Klaus Epstein, Geschichte und
Geschichtswissenschaft im 20. Jahrhundert: Ein Leitfaden, ed. Eberhard
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23. Hans Rosenberg, Grosse Depression und Bismarckzeit:
Wirtschaftsablauf, Gesellschaft und Politik in Mitteleuropa, Publication
of the Historischen Kommission zu Berlin Beim Friedrich-Meinecke-
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25. Hans-Ulrich Wehler, "Vorwort," in Sozialgeschichte Heute:
Festschrift fur Hans Rosenberg zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Hans-Ulrich
Wehler (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974), 20:
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durfte keine zu gewagte Prognose sein, dap Rosenbergs "Grofe
Depression® fur die Beschaftigung mit der zweiten Halfte des 19.
Jahrhunderts ein "Essential" bleiben wird. Das aber kann man
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In 1980, Wehler said the same things about Rosenberg in his essay on
"Hans Rosenberg," in: Historische Sozialwissenschaft und
Geschichtsschreibung: Studien zu Aufgaben und Traditionen deutscher
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Chapter 3

The Historikerstreit: Singularity or Comparability, Continuity or

Discontinuity, and GeschichtsbewuBtsein

In the spring and summer of 1986, during the period of preparation
for the up-coming 1987 West German federal elections, West German
historians and other academics entered into a rather strident
controversy regarding the singularity and uniqueness of the National
Socialist era in German history. The controversy has been called the
Historikerstreit. In contrast to other disputes in the past, which for
the most part had been argued in scholarly journals, the
Historikerstreit was publicly debated in the West German press, radio,
and television. Two collections of documents dealing with the
Historikerstreit, both published in 1987, attest to the public nature of
the controversy, since virtually all of the documents in either
anthology were taken from articles in the popular press, letters to the
editor, transcripts of radio or television interviews, or excerpts from
books aimed at the general reading public (as opposed to those aimed at
the academic comunit:y).1

The problem of "coming to terms with the past® (Vergangenheits-
bewaltigung) in regard to National Socialism has been a concern in what

was then West Germany since 1945, and the Historikerstreit is a

75
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reflection of the diverse positions of West German historians concerning
historical consciousness (GeschichtsbewuBStsein) in West Germany.

The question of GeschichtsbewuBtsein, which encompasses the
Historikerstreit, includes at least three dimensions of interpretation
of National Socialism: 1) historical-philosophical, 2) political-
ideological, and 3) moral. In addition to these dimensions, the
argumentation also became personal, with some of the participants
objecting not only to how a position was formulated (in effect, form
over substance), but also who was doing the formulating.z In an
article on the Histo.. ' :.-streit, Peter Stadler observed: "Historical
disputes have their tr.i.! .. in German historical scholarship and
nearly always als: --fi.:. a connection to a political position."3

The Historikerstreit has been a debate mostly within West Germany
itself. Even though the discussion has been concentrated there, foreign
observations generally have been in the form of commentary, although
this is not to say that foreign historians have not taken "sides" in
their commentary. For example, in the 284 item bibliography in
Geschichtswende?, only five items are in a foreign language (one in
Russian and the rest in English, of which one is by a German author).*
Furthermore, Charles S. Maier has characterized the controversy as one
that involves the West German historical profession regarding questions
of historical consciousness, political and historical orientation, and
historical methodology.’

The Historikerstreit, furthermore, has been a West German
controversy rather than one which also involved East Germany. After the

division of Germany in 1945 and the subsequent creation of the Federal
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Republic of Germany (BRD) and the German Democratic Republic (DDR), it
was West Germany which specifically identified with the totality of
German history, including the period of National Socialism, and paid
rescitution and reparations to the victims of National Socialism.

East Germany, however, had embraced a Marxist ideology which
enabled it to repudiate those parts of the German past which were not
"progressive.” Thus, the DDR in effect divorced itself from National
Socialism since the DDR had been by definition a constitutional
socialist state and Fascism was an outgrowth of monopolistic
capitali:!m.6 For East German historians, for example, the fabric of
"real socialism on German soil" was not to be seen as a history of
Prussia or Saxony, but rather as a history of class conflicts, which in
turn "led the progressive forces of the German people in their totality

. towards the realization of societal progress on German soil."?
In a commentary on the Historikerstreit, the DDR historian, Gerhard
Lozek, chided the "right-wing BRD conservative historians" for
concentrating on "fatalistic inevitability" rather than emulating DDR
historians in following "Marxist-Leninist historical scholarship."® 1In
keeping with the East German party-line, Lozek wrote that the blame for
National Socialism was to be found in the workings of "finance capital,
the military leadership, and the fascist leadership clique." Lozek was
careful to distinguish between the "German people" and the "fascist
rulers," and cited Joseph Stalin to bolster this observation. Lozek
"also maintained that the thesis of "collective guilt" has been
maintained in West Germany in order to deflect attention from those who

were really guilty (i.e., finance capital, etc.).? In Hans-Ulrich
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Wehler's opinion, historiography in the DDR "has been subordinated to a
state-ordained Marxism-Leninism."'" In all fairness to how history
had been approached in the DDR, however, it should be said that
historical scholarship in the DDR oftentimes proceeded in exactly the
same manner as it did in the West.'! Even up to the end of its
existence, the DDR still seemed to be fairly inflexible regarding any
attempt to associate itself with either National Socialism or even the
Weimar Republic. The DDR, however, apparently was more flexible
regarding its association with the imperial German past, as may be
evidenced by its partial or complete "rehabilitation" of such German
luminaries as Martin Luther, Frederick the Great, and even Otto von
Bismarck.1?

The antecedents of the Historikerstreit lie in both the political
and academic realms, and the two are inter-twined.

By the 1980s in the BRD, as in the West in general, there was a
shift to a more conservative trend (Tendenzwende) in politics. This
shift began during the 1970s, for example, with a growing antagonism
towards foreign workers in the BRD as well as the introduction of the
Berufsverbot in 1972 under the SPD government of Willy Brandc.'® 1In
1977, Helmut Schmidt's SPD government strongly reacted against an
increase in terrorism by the Red Army Faction in the BRD.'

Furthermore, in 1979, Chancellor Schmidt agreed to the two-track missile
strategy proposed by the Americans and agreed to allow the stationing of
nuclear missiles on BRD soil.!® After the fall of the SPD-FDP (Free

Democratic Party) coalition in 1982, the accession of Helmut Kohl of the

CDU/CSU (Christian Democrat%c Union/Christian Social Union) as
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Chancellor in a coalition government with the FDP was a clear sign that
this "shift to the right" had occurred at the national level.

The shift to the right had been accelerated by the public's
reaction to a decline in the economy due to the energy crises of the
1970s. Because of these crises, nuclear power plants proliferated, and
the Green Party was formed, partially in & reaction against nuclear
energy; the Green party fractured both the political scene and the
normal way of doing business in the Bundestag.17 Interestingly enough,
it was the view of Jurgen Habermas that economic crises provoke
political crises of legitimacy and that the reaction to such a crisis
(or series of crises) is the rise of such oppositional movements as
ecological movements, religious revivalism, and parts of the women's
movement . 18

The ambiguity of Vergangenheitsbewaltigung and Geschichts-
bewuptsein was brought out in 1985 in the incident at the military
(Wehrmacht) cemetery in Bitburg.19 In 1984, Helmut Kochl had been
rebuffed from participating in the celebration of the fortieth
anniversary of the Allied landings in Normandy. In 1985, in order to
symbolize the reconciliation of former enemies on the occasion of the
fortieth anniversary of the German surrender, Kohl invited American
President Reagan to the Bitburg cemetery. However, when it was
discovered that the cemetery contained the graves of forty-nine members
of the Waffen SS, which the Nuremberg Tribunal had declared to be a
"criminal" organization, what was supposed to have been a celebration of
reconciliation turned into a public relations disaster. The discussions

about Bitburg revealed the ambiguity between individual and collective
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responsibility and guilt; Charles Maier used the term "Bitburg history"
to refer to a "multiple muddying of moral categories and historical
agents."?® Rolf Kosiek remarked that the incident at the Bitburg
cemetery could probably have "laid the perhaps unknown grounds for many
of the statements in the Historikerstreit."?!

Interestingly enough, in regard to GeschichtsbewuBtsein, the
fringes of the political spectrum of the extreme left and right seem to
meet, for example, in their common rejection of any BRD affiliation with
NATC or the Atlantic alliance. Common to both extremes is anti-
Americanism.?? The rightists are looking for the re-establishment of a
Germe:n position in Middle Europe while some on the left have stated that
de-Nazification "was the counterpart to the integration of West Germany
into the capitalist world market,"23

In 1982 the Kohl government decided to establish a museum of the
history of the BRD in Bonn and a museum of German History in Berlin.%
Michael Sturmer, a Professor of History at the University of Erlangen,
one of the participants in the Historikerstreit, and a some-time advisor
to Kohl, was a strong proponent of the idea of national museums.? The
museum proposal raised the issue of national identity: who were and are
the Germans? Objections to the museum proposals, however, came from
both the left and the right. The SPD said that the "plans were, among
other things, a strong accentuation of CDU governmental politics."?

On the right, Hellmut Diwald, an Erlangen historian, criticized the
proposed museums on the ground that they would be monuments that would
enshrine the division of Germany.27 Even though the museum proposal by

the government was originally supposed ti be scholarly and
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non-partisan,®® it became more a "question of political power"29 than
a question of history. This was an example of the politicization of
both history and historians in the BRD.

The political question which confronted those writing in the
Historikerstreit was one of national identity and who was going to
define it. It would be too simplistic to ask whether history should be
written from a CDU/CSU point of view, a SPD point of view, something in
between, or something harkening back to the ideal of historical
objectivity. Thomas Nipperdey believed that objectivity is the goal of
historical scholarship and is to be achieved through a methodology that
is grounded in Karl Popper's ideal of "intersubjective verification."30
Wehler, on the other hand, argued against an appeal to Popper's ideal of
intersubjective verification. Wehler felt that Nipperdey was using
intersubjective verification as a mask to mount an ideolologically
motivated attack on the results of the "critical theory" of the
Frankfurt school.3' However, as Volker Berghahn has pointed out, West
Germans who "started their university education in the restive 1960s,
found the sociological and 'structural' explanations of the Third Reich
more plausible" than "the propagation of myths and legends" of the older
generation. This rejection, in turn, "almost inevitably pushed the
younger generation towards the Left "3 It would be no gxaggeration to
say that a specific orientation towards continuity in G;;man history had
political consequences in the BRD.33

By the late 1970s, BRD historical scholarship on National
Socialism was divided roughly into the intentionalists and the

structuralists (or functionalists). The intentionalists maintained that
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National Socialism is understandable only by comprehending the
intentions of the leadership, and specifically stressed the centrality
of Hitler as a source of legitimacy; the major proponents of this
approach were Karl Dietrich Bracher, Andreas Hillgruber, Klaus
Hildebrand, and Eberhard Jackel.3* The structuralists, however,
maintained that one had to go beyond intentionality and study the
diffused and contending centres of power in the Third Reich in order to
understand the nature of National Socialism; proponents of this approach
were Martin Broszat and Hans Mcrmszn. ™ Neither of these approaches is
in any way apologetic, even thoug!: the structuralist approach sometimes
has been labelled as "revisionist."3¢ For Wolfgang Mommsen, in the
1960s and 1970s the “"revisionist" position had achieved a "hegemonial
position" in Germa:. historical scholarship.37 To some extent, the
division between the intentionalists and the structuralists may be
reflected in the problem of continuity--or, as the case may be,
discontinuity--in German history, that is, the problem of fitting
National Socialism into the context of German history.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, Thomas Nipperdey has written
that the concept of continuity per se is a misnomer when applied to the
sweep of history. Rather, it would be correct to speak of strands of
continuities which reform and refine themselves under different
historical conditions. For example, one could properly speak about the
continuities in the economic, social, political, or military fabric of
German history which existed from 1871 to 1918 and then found some
fruition in 1933.3 Furthermore, the terminus ad quem of these

continuities would be the era of Bismarck and to go further into the
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past--for example, From Luther to Hitler by William Montgomery
McGovern--would be runhistorical."®® At least since 1945, virtually no
German historian has traced the roots of National Socialism further back
in time than the unification of the Germanies under Bismarck in 1871.40

In speaking of continuities, however, it is easier to start from a
structuralist perspective than an intentionalist ome. If National
Socialism is conceived of as having been a plenitude of contending and
conflicting centres which vied for power, then it is easier to find
continuities in the elites of German society which found a place in
National Socialism than it is to find significant continuities in the
strands of German history which found a place in the thought of Hitler.
From an iritentionalist perspective, for example, Andreas Hillgruber
compared Germany's war aims in the First and Second World Wars and found
that the "qualitative difference" between the two was Hitler's
"racial-ideological war of annihilation, "%

Since there were both continuities and discontinuities between
Wilhelmine and Weimar Germany and National Socialism, the question is
posed concerning the singularity of National Socialism within the fabric
of German history. To turn this statement into a question, one might
ask the following: to what extent should German history be defined by
the experience of National Socialism and its horrors, in particular,
Auschwitz? For the West Germans, this was important since they realized
that more than forty years of German history have elapseq,since the end

of the war as compared to the twelve years of National Socialism in

Germany.
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However, as Wolfgang Mommsen has pointed out, the "hegemonial
position” of revisionism has been declining over the past few years
since it had pushed its examination of "anti-democratic elements of the
German tradition too far." This decline marked a "change of direction"
for historical scholarship. For Mommsen, Nipperdey was the chief
spokesperson of this "change of direction." Nipperdey turned against
Hans-Ulrich Wehler's "one-sided" emphasis on the continuity of German
history centring on 1933 and proposed investigating those continuities
which would have as their subject "the current realities of the Federal
Republic [of Germany]."‘z

In 1979, Hellmut Diwald wrote Geschichte der Deutschen, in which
he allotted two pages to the Holocaust--since it "could not be captured
in words"--but thirty pages to Allied atrocities against the Germans
after the war.*> Diwald's avowed purpose was to "confront the taboo”
that somehow everything in the German past was either wrong or had gone
wrong; the book was tremendously popular, and the first printing was for
100,000 copies.“ The second edition was revised because of the
numerous objections to this unbalanced treatment. The revision,
however, consisted of an addendum of two and a half pages and Eley has
characterized the book as coming from an "unrepentent nationalist
perspective."%® For Eley, Diwald "anticipated the discourse of Bitburg
and the Historikerstreit, "%

Even if Diwald's treatment was too one-sided for many scholars,
the concern that German national identity was somehow reducible to
National Socialism was a debatable issue. The whole museum debate--with

scholars lined up on their respective sides--was concerned with putting
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National Socialism into a historical perspective; in effect, it was to
be a demonstration that German history was not reducible to the years
1933-45. Part of this mood is reflected in the title of one of
Hillgruber's short books, Enough Finally about National Socialism and
the Second World War?*

The struggles over structuralism versus intentionalism,
comparability versus singularity, and above all Geschichtsbewupftsein,
all came to a head in 1986 within the context of the preparations for
the upcoming federal elections. Jurgen Habermas, as his "contribution
to the SPD effort in the electoral campaign,‘“a publicly criticized the
works of three prominent West German histerian:: Ernst Nolte, Michael
Sturmer, and Andreas Hillgruber. In his artizie in Die Zeit of 11 July
1986, "A Type of Damage Control: The Apologetic Tendencies in the
Writing of Contemporary German History,"*’ Habermas, who is not a
professional historian but a philosopher and social scientist, justified
his criticism of historians on the ground that Hillgruber's book, for
one, was brought out as a popular publication, addressed to the general
reading public and not the specialist.’® For Habermas, this meant that
the book was open to criticism by the non-specialist. The writings of
Nolte and Sturmer which were criticized by Habermas originally appeared
completely or in part in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeituug (FAZ).

Sturmer, born in 1938, is a Professor of Modern History at
Erlangen. In addition to his academic position, Sturmer alsc has been
closely associated with the CDU. On 25 April 1986, the FAZ published
his "History in a Country Without History."51 Sturmer argued that, in

effect, German history had to be given a positive content lest the past



86
e
be used by forces of the right or the left for political purposes. He

wrote that "in a land without memory, anything is possible."? tirmer
believed that the BRD should continue its Western and NATO orientation,
but this could be accomplished only by overcoming the political extremes
of the left and the right. Extremists on both sides wanted to revert to
the old German idea of the Sonderweg, which was a way of seeing Germany
as being politically and morally distinct from the West.’3 Gordon
Craig criticized Sturmer's style as being "highly mannered,” which in
turn blurred both his "precision and definition. "5 Nevertheless, in
Sturmer's article he seemed quite clear when he wrote that "the search
after a lost history . . . is morally legitimate and politically
necessary. "5

Nolte, born in 1923, took up his current position as Professor of
Modern History at the Free University in West Berlin in 1973. He left
his position at Marburg because he felt that he had not received enough
support from a left-wing colleague after having been abusively
criticized by militant students in the late 1960s.® His best known
work in English is The Three Faces of Fascism: Action Francaise,
Italian Fascism, National Socialism (1966; German, 1963: Der Fapchismus
in seiner Epoche; indeed, it was in this work that Nolte found that the
essence of Fascism was anti-Marxism’’). According to Craig, even
though Nolte is a Professor of History, "he has always been more of a
philosopher than a historian, with a penchant for making startling
comparisons or hypotheses, often in the form of questions, which
therefore do not require an underpinning of fact."5® Eley has

characterized Nolte as an "idiosyncratic conservative historian."%® as
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far as labelling and characterization is concerned, Nolte himself--who
would probably like to be above such things--has noted that in the 1960s
he was linked with the left and today he is linked with the right.%?

On 6 June 1986, the FAZ published Nolte's "A Past which will not
die: A Speech which was written but could not be given."$!
Originally, Nolte had prepared this article as a presentation at the
1986 Romerberg Colloquium in Frankfurt; however, even though the title
implies that there was censorship involved and he was being prevented
from giving the presentation, he actually just decided not to make the
presentation.®

Nolte's thesis was that National Socialism and Hitler himself
should be placed within the context of European history rather than just
the context of German history. This widening of the contextual boundary
would facilitate an "illumination of differences [zur Herstellung von
Unterschieden] . "3 Specifically, Nolte raised the possibility of a
comparison of the similarity of the National Socialist extermination of
the Jewish people to the Turkish treatment of the Armenians, the Soviet
Gulag, and the Soviet example of "social extermination." Even though
Nolte pointed out that social extermination is qualitatively different
from racial extermination, he nevertheless felt that in these
similarities there was probably a "causal nexus."$% For Nolte, the
past must become more visible in its complexity since for today's
Germany a black and white representation of the past is no longer
adequate %

Prior to the 1986 article, Nolte published "Between Myth and

Revisionism?" in Aspects of the Third Reich.% Nolte argued in this



article that there were legitimate reasons for the negative image of the
Third Reich: it caused the bloodiest war known to man, it was "old
fashioned and reactionary," its policy of extermination was "without
precedent in its motivation and execution,” and its leaders were
virtually cartoon caricatures.$’ Nolte, however, asked whether the
history of the Third Reich was in need of revision, and, if so, what
kind of revision it should be. After about fifteen pages of complex
reasoning (his style and terminology are sometimes convoluted and
unclear), Nolte stated that there were three "postulates” for a
historio-graphic representation of the Third Reich. Firstly, the Third
Reich should be investigated in a "historico-genetic manner" instead of
being compared structurally; thus, the Third Reich should not be
isolated within the structure of Fascism but subsumed under categories
of analysis such as the Industrial or Russian revolutions. Secondly,
there should be no "instrumentalization"®® of the Third Reich; for
Nolte, this meant that one should not criticize the Third Reich when one
really wants to criticize the BRD. Thirdly, the Third Reich should not
be "demonized"; while anything human is neither entirely good nor
entirely evil, "a thorough investigation and penetrating analysis will
not eliminate the singularity of the Third Reich, but they will make it
appear nevertheless as part of the history of mankind . . . ."® Hanno
Helbing, head of editorial features for the Neue Zuricher Zeitung,
characterized the revisionists' attempts to create a new myth as an
attempt to demythologize the period of National Socialism; however,
Helbing agreed with Nipperdey that 1933 marked not only a rising and

radicalization of existing continuities, but a new combination of
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continuities.”® 1In 1983, in commenting on Hans Kohn's The Mind of
Germany, Theodore Hamerow said that *"there was hope for the redemption
of Germany after all, but only through repentence and confession."’!
Rather than any act of contrition, however, Nolte seemed to be calling
for an exorcism of German history.

Both Nolte and Sturmer reacted to those who criticized the BRD by
cloaking such criticism in terms of a critique of the Third Reich. For
them, this meant that anyone who tried to defend the BRD against certain
kinds of criticism appeared to be defending National Socialism, which
was clearly an untenable position. In regard to this methodology, Nolte
singled out pacificists and feminists.” Nolte went on to state that
the "guilt of the Germans" was approaching the mythical "guilt of the
Jews "7

Andreas Hillgruber was born in 1925 and was a Professor of History
at the University of Cologne until he died on 8 May 1989 in hospital in
Cologne. In comparison with Nolte, Evans thought that Hillgruber as a
historian was "considerably more widely respected and more
professional."’ Konrad Repgen has characterized Hillgruber as having
been "for decades one of our most knowledgeable experts for the history
of the Second World War, known as a believing Lutheran and conservative
democrat."” Furthermore, while Maier said that Hillgruber was
conservative, "he cannot be suspected of harboring apologetic intentions
towards Nazism or any problematic concerns about the Jews."%

In 1986, Hillgruber's publisher combined two unrelated lectures of
his and published them under the title, Two Kinds of Downfall: The

Destruction of the German Reich and the End of European Jewry.” Two
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Kinds of Downfall is a short book and is divided into two parts; the
first part, consisting of 74 pages, deals with the German position on
the Eastern Front during 1944-45, and the second part, comsisting of 22
pages, deals with the "extermination" of European Jewry
(Judenvernichtung). Hillgruber's argumentation in the book has been
criticized as having "unfortunate formulations,"™® having "neutral
phrasing . . . [in] . . . the second part of the book"” which deals
with the extermination of the Jews, and having a title and cover blurb
that is seemingly at variance with its contents.®® As Craig has
pointed out, however, whenever Hillgruber speaks about the Jews in the
text of the book he always speaks about their "murder" and "destruction"
and never about their "end."8!

In examining the position of the Germans on the Eastern Front in
1944-45, Hillgruber said that the position of the historian was that one
should "identify" with the situation of the Germans--both the people and
the military--who were fighting against the advancing Red army,
because one could certainly not "identify" with Hitler.® Since
Nationalist Socialist propaganda always had held that the choice was
between Hitler and Stalin, the position of the German military in the
East wag a "hopeless situation."® The demand for "Unconditional
Surrender" by the Allies did not help the Germans.®

For Hillgruber, the "Final Solution" partially belonged to the
mass expulsions and exterminations which were characteristic of the
twentieth century, such as the Turkish treatment of the Armenians, the

expulsion of the Greeks from Asia Minor, and the expulsions resulting

from the Hitler-Stalin Pact of 1939.% Hillgruber, however, also
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stated that responsibility for the extermination of the Jews and others
was partially a result of Hitler's extremist social-Darwinistic
logic.¥

In the second part, Hillgruber traced the fluctuating rise of
anti-Semitism in both Europe and Germany. In the final analysis, while
Hitler's anti-Semitism exceeded that of a good many of his followers,
Hillgruber showed that the cooperation of a goodly number of Germans was
responsible for the extermination of the Jews. Hillgruber concluded
that there were "dimensions" of the problem wi:ith could better be
treated in an "anthropological, social psycholsogical, and individual
psychological” manner and this, along with the task of keeping alive the
memory of the millions who were sacrificed, "transcends the task of the
historian,"88

Jurgen Habermas, born in 1923, is currently a Professor of
Philosophy at the University of Frankfurt. He has said that his first
two books were continuations of "the Hegelian and Weberian Marxism of
the nineteen-twenties,"®® but said that his Marxist friends would call
him a "radical-liberal."%0

The introductory portion of Habermas's essay, "A Type of Damage
Control," was deleted when the essay was published in Die Zeit. The
intioductory portion framed the argument in the context of individual
moral responsibility which was viewed in the light of "the Day of
Judgment . ., . [when] each of us will step into the presence of God as
our judge, alone and without proxy . . . as our Christian upbringing has
taught us."  For Habermas, then, the contextual boundaries of the

debate were essentially moral, and this moral context is characteristic



92
of Western civilization and values which Habermas esteems. One should
not muddle the categories of good and evil and erect monuments which do
not distinguish between the "victims and the culprits of the Nazi
regime, "%

It was this blurring of the categories of good and evil that
impelled Habermas to attack Sturmer as one who was merely continuing the
"neo-conservative conception of the world of his teacher, Joachim
Ritter."% For Habermas, Sturmer was more concerned with the
collective nation rather than with individuals in the nation.

Habermas denounced Hillgruber's historical perspective. Habermas
believed that the only reason one would write history from the
perspective of 1944-45 rather than from that of 1986 was that otherwise
"unavoidable questions on the morality of the war of extermination would
come into play."% Habermas said hat when Hillgruber spoke of the
extermination of the Jews, Hillgruber just used "empty cliches, the
misleading jargon of school days, the icy cold language of
bureaucracy."% Both Craig and Evans, however, believed that Habermas
put too much weight on the cover of the book and not enough weight on
the text wherein Hillgruber does speak about "murder" as opposed to the
"end" of Jewry.%® Even so, Evans maintained that while Habermas may
have gotten the details about Hillgruber's book wrong, Habermas was
certainly correct in criticizing the book's spirit.97

In this moral context, Habermas felt that Nolte's argumentation
relativized all of National Socialism and ultimately one was left with a

world that was characterized by a "California Weltanschauung," a
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kalidescope of values in which one could pick and choose whatever one
wanted, so that in the end all things are seemingly the same.%

Habermas linked Sturmer and Nolte in trying to create a new
national consciousness through their historiography. This creation, for
Habermas, became a "manipulation" by which the "Nazi crime" would lose
its singularity and would become understandable only as the answer to
the Bolshevik menace which is "always standing at the door."%

Habermas was correct in seeing that for the neo-conservatives in the BRD
the bogey man traditionally has been the Bolshevik menace. The fear of
the Bolshevik menace was illustrated in a series of twelve posters in
Geschichtswende. The years in which the posters appeared range from
1919 to 1972, and although the posters were distributed by parties
ranging from the National Socialists to the CDU, the similarities are
striking, 1%

In a brief letter to the FAZ, Habermas responded to Klaus
Hildebrand's response to him in that same paper. Habermas briefly
recapitulated his points: Sturmer's "search for identity" would turn
"historical consciousness into a substitute for religion"; the negative
sense of historicization seems to be found in the neo-conservative view
of what constitutes a desirable identity; Hillgruber's book reinforces
K. E. Jeismann's saying: "The greater the role of Hitler and his ruling
system, the greater the 'guiltlessness' [entschuldbarer] of the German
people. 0!

In general terms, the contours of the debate had been set by the
original principals. While the controversy had been building for

years,102 it was only when Habermas criticized Sturmer, Nolte, and
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Hillgruber that it became public. Part of the debate degenerated into
ad hominem attacks; for example, Rudolf Augstein, the publisher of Der
Spiegel, called Hillgruber a "constitutional Nazi;"'% by implication,
the epithet also included those whom Augstein identified as Hillgruber's
supporters, such as Joachim Fest and Ernst Nolte.'% Imanuel Geiss,
Professor of History at the University of Bremen and a historian of the
"Fischer School,"'% in a letter to Der Spiegel, defended Nolte's
right to ask questions and, by implication, accused Augstein and
Habermas of censorship.% oOn a personal level, the debate went
quickly downhill. On a factual, or more academic level, there were
arguments and counter-arguments as well.

Both Jurgen Kocka and Wehler attacked Nolte's use of analogies in
trying to find precursors for the extermination of the Jews. Kocka
admitted that comparisons are possible when one uses concepts such as
totalitarianism; however, the singularity of National Socialism stands
out when one compares what happened in Germany with other Western
nations and not with Stalin's Russia or Pol Pot's Cambodia.9” Wehler
rejected Nolte's argument that there was some sort of "causal nexus"
between any Soviet policy of exterminating people based on class and
National Socialist policies of extermination based on race; Wehler
specifically termed such a "nexus® as "nebulous."'%® Kocka wrote that
there was a qualitative difference between the bureaucratic and
systematic murder instituted by the National Socialists and, by
implication, the unsystematic way the Soviets went about their mass
nurder.'® 1In a point-by-point manner, Wehler refuted Nolte's use of

sources in positing that National Socialist terror had precursors in
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Asiatic influences in the Russian Cheka.'® For Wehler, even theagh
it is undersfandable to place 1933 in the context of Europ: .un uistory,
of first importance was the fact that "Hitler and National Socialism
must be understood as a product of imperial German history and
German-Austrian history. "

One of the more interesting exchanges which arose on account of
the Historikerstreit was the exhange between Martin Broszat and Saul
Friedlander "Concerning the 'Historicization' of Nationmal
Socialism."''2 The late Martin Broszat, who was born in 1926 and died
in October 1989, was the Director of the Institute for Contemporary
History in Munich, an Honorary Professor of History at the University of
Munich, and was editor of the "universally recognized" six volume Bayern
in der NS-Zeit;1 Broszat was a structuralist. Saul Friedlander,
who was born in 1932, is a Professor of History at the University of Tel
Aviv and the University of California, Los Angeles. The exchange of
letters, however, exhibited some of the mistrust and recriminations that
have characterized the Historikerstreit. The exhange of letters was
initiated by Friedlander, who was responding to a 1985 article in Merkur
by Broszat.11

For Broszat, Historisierung was part of Alltagsgeschichte, or, the
higtory of every day life. Working within a structuralist framework,
Alltagsgeschichte seeks to re-create daily life in National Socialist
Germany. Broszat made two points: 1) "the Nazi period cannot be
excluded from historical understanding,"” regardless of its crimes; and,
2) "my concept of historicization is founded on a principle of critical,

enlightened historical understanding (Verstehen)," which was to be
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distinguished from the romantic and idealized Verstehen of the
nineteenth century.'' Alltagsgeschichte would address the entirety
of 1ife in the National Socialist regime, from the colossally horrendous
to the trivial and banal. Furthermore, for Broszat, this would also
speak to the continuities and discontinuities in German life and German
history. It would also mean that while Auschwitz was important, the
historian cannot write history teleologically''® and therefore
Auschwitz cannot "be made after the fact, into the cardinal point, the
hinge on which the entire factual complex of historical events of the
Nazi period turns."'7

Needless to say, Friedlander had quite a bit of trouble with
Broszat's concept of Historisierung. For Friedlander, even though the
concept was methodologically sound, it could lead to an undesirable
apology or complete relativization or trivialization of the National
Socialist era. For Friedlander, this period of time cannot be treated
as one might treat sixteenth-century France.'' For him, if Auschwitz
{s not the "historical 'boundary event,'” then what will happen to the
perspective of the victims?'"? Charles Maier put the problem into
focus when he wrote that, for Broszat, Historisierung was an attempt to
understand the regime that produced an Auschwitz while for Friedlander
any attempt to understand the regime apart from Auschwitz was, by its
very nature, an attempt to "exculpate. "2

Even though Broszat's article was published before the onset of
the Historikerstreit, Dan Diener believed that the question of
Historisierung was part and parcel of the Historikerstreit.1?! While

Diener's book contains different points of view, for Diener the problem
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of Historisierung was reducible to whether there was any such thing as
an Historisierung of National Socialism apart from that which was
formulated by Ernst Nolte.'? Not all of the contibutors agreed with
Diener's reduction of the problem to an either/or situation. However,
Diener was correct in seeing the Historikerstreit as a "debate
concerning moral meaning, the historical position and historiographical
comparability of National Socialism."'Z While still having
sensitivity for the position of Friedlander and others, Ian Kernshaw
has stated that Alltagsgeschichte's location of

social history . . . in description and structured analysis of

'everyday' experience . . . breaks down the unreflected distance

which has traditionally been provided by abstractions such as

‘totalitarian rule' and compels a deeper comprehension through

greater awareness of the complexity of social reality."12

Neither Wehler nor Kocka thought much of Alltagsgeschichte,
although neither tied their criticisms to a specific historian involved
in the Historikerstreit. Kocka thought that this history, which he also
termed "microhistory,” was a deficient history in that it sacrificed any
knowledge of coherence, ignored the "great questions"™ of class and state
conceptualization, religion, and so forth.'® wehler thought that it
operated under neohistorischen illusions and was a "history without
concepts."1?® yehler specifically critized Alltag historians for
remaining aloof from the Historikerstreit because for them it was part
and parcel of the "uninteresting 'history from above, ' 127

The controversy, which has not to date reached any cenclusion,
worked its way through the three dimensions of interpretation. On the

historical-philosophical plane, the two sides divided roughly between

the structuralists and intentionalists. However, having said that, each
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side has borrowed from the other; for example, Hillgruber readily
admitted the benefits of social history in interpreting continuities and
discontinuities in German history,128 but still maintained that
intentionalism as an historical explanandum is primus inter pares with
structuralism. After the Fischer controversy, social history and the
methodology of the social sciences is a permanent addition in German
historiography, but the political conclusions which specific historians
make of that history is still the source of controversy.

On the political-ideological plane, the "neo-conservatives® have
had their positiom reflected at the federal level while the CDU/CSU
maintains power. With the unification of the Germanies, it is difficult
to predict what direction historical studies will take. In regard to
the questions raised in the Historikerstreit, it is also difficult to
see when and in what form they will re-emerge in either public or
scholary venues of debate. It may be that the economic problems
resulting from unification will take precedence over discussions of
continuity and Geschichtsbewufitsein. As Eley has pointed out,
politically even Habermas and Sturmer are not that far apart in their
rejection of a German Sonderweg and an acceptance of Western
values.?®

The moral side is somewhat more problematical. Nome of the
academics involved is a revisionist in the sense of a David Irving, who
denies that Hitler knew of the Holocaust. However, neither does any one
want to write teleological history. Thus, Broszat finds himself in the

unlikely company of Nolte; Nolte wants to "de-demonize" the Third Reich

and Broszat wants to pursue a Historisierung. Alltagsgeschichte does
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promise understanding in the manner of the Annales in France, but it
also holds the danger for a trivialization and, in effe-t, an
amoralization of the Third Reich. In an interview with Hillgruber,
Chancellor Kohl said that for him German history included Auschwitz and
Bergen-Belsen as well as the White Rose and the men and women of 20 July
1944.130 Morally, one might say that Kohl was seeking to find some
redemptive balance between the darkness of the National Socialists and
some small sliver of light reflecting from the resistance. As Thomas
Nipperdey has vemarked, when one considers the problem of continuities
in German history there is always the danger of sounding
"apologetic."131 The moral problem weaves its way through the other
dimensions as well.

In the Historikerstreit, there was no one contribution which dealt
exclusively with continuity--or discontinuity--in German history.
Continuity was like an undercurrent just below the surface of the
argument, and every once in a while it surged upwards. For example,
even though he did not use the word "continuity,” continuity was
implicit in Michael Sturmer's statement that "in a land without history
everything is possible.”'® If one were looking into the continuities
or discontinuities of German history, then one could find sources of
legitimacy for virtually any political position in the BRD, and that was
the problem. The problem was not that there was not any histery in the
German past to which those living in the present could relate; instead,
the problem was which kind of history was to be emphasized. As Wehler

has remarked concerning the use of Gesellschaftsgeschichte, its
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emaiiclpatory task is to restore to history its role as Historia Magistra
Vitge. '3

While this demonstrates the interrelationship between continuity
and Geschichtsbewuftsein, the contentious issue is the kind of
magisterial role history is to play. For example, some have emphasized
the growing importance of the parliamentary process and the economic
modernization which occurred during the Kaiserreich; on the other hand,
others have emphasized that the parliamentary process was essentially
closed and that economic modernization not only had tremendous social
costs but that it also helped to entrench the conservative elites who
tried to stem the political implications of modernization. A feeble
parliamentary system and the constellation of entrenched, perpetuating
conservative elites added to the instability of the Weimar Republic,
which passed away in 1933 with the accession of Adolf Hitler as
Chancellor. These two views of continuities and discontinuties from
1871 to 1933 are not necessarily mutually exclusive; but to be
complimentary, a balance must be achieved--not only in presentation but
also in the methodological orientation to the problems. In the
Historikerstreit, such a balance was not achieved on this and other
topics since the discussion was fuelled by political partisanship. Such
a balance will only come with time and will be resolved by Germans

writing about Germany within the the newly reunified country.
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of suppression, and they largely ignored the experience of those
affected by the system, namely the mass of the population" (Peukert,
23).

128. Hillgruber, Germsny and the Iwo World Wars, vii.
129. Eley, "Viewpoint," 183.

130. Helmut Kohl, "Selbstbestimmung--wie jedes Volk der Erde,” an
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in Kuhnl, Vergangenheit, 107.
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CONCLUSION

It is difficult to see historical continuity as a purely
theoretical or metaphysical concept. While it is true that continuity
has always been a concept which has undergirded the writing of history,
its formulation has always been contingent upon the consciously or
unconsciously formulated assumptions of those who have been the writers
of history. If one looks at the rules against which one might judge the
validity of the construction of any particular formulation of historical
continuity, one must say that they operate best on the basis of
exception. This is to say, it is easier to note when a particular rule
has been violated than to formulate an iron-clad set of regulations on
how to use them in a proper manner. In part, this rule by exception is
due to the fact that the construction of a particular historical
continuity is dependent on the approach of the historian to the subject
matter at hand. Furthermore, this approach is in turn dependent upon
the tradition in which the historisn is working. Thus, the comstruction
of historical continuity is depemdent upon the validity of the
construction itself, the assumjzions (or paradigm) which the historian
is using, and the traditiom in which the historian stands.

In the writing «f Zrvzan history, all three of these criteria have
come into play. Depending on the chronology one uses, the paradigm
shift in the writing of German history in West Germany came about in the
late 1960s or early 1970s. One saw a conscious shift in some sectors

from following the tradition of Historiumus to a gradual inclusion of
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Gesellschaftsgeschichte in the writing of history. Along with this
shift, one also can note the struggle for the practioners of
Gesellschaftsgeschichte mot only to secure legitimacy within the
historical profession for their approach but also to secure
representation and continumity for their students within the historical
profession itself. This struggle for acceptance and continuity within
the profession has also been marked by resistance to
Gesellschaftsgeschichte on the part of those who do not share the
political orientation of those who are changing the paradiga.

The questions which were addressed by the Historikerstreit in
"coming to terms with the past," have had to do with the construction of
a historical continuity which addressed both the problems of securing
the validity of such a historical continuity through historical
scholarship as well as securing the basis of the political legitimacy of
the Federal Republic of Germany. In addition to this, as mentioned
above, the historians were quarrelling amongst themselves about
continuity within the professional guild itself. The resolution of the
question of historical continuity will not be dependent upon questions
of historical scholarship alone. Rather, the resolution will come as
the historians themselves not only settle their internal disputes but
reflect the new Germany that came into existence as s result of re-
unification (the process is ongoing). One should not expect an early or
easy resolution of the problem of historical continuity within Germany;
after all, such subjects as the French Revolution and the English

Revolution still remain subjects for contention today, even though
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hundreds of years have now passed since the actual "events® have taken

place.
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