
Editorial

While the idea of freedom during the Cold War was partially made taboo be-
cause it, especially among Western intellectuals, was considered a peace-dis-
rupting political weapon, the theme has recently begun to circulate again. The
freedom movement in Central and Eastern Europe has given Europe a new face.
However, there seems to be little remaining of the breakthrough movement to-
wards freedom. At the same time freedom is a principally unconcluded, for-
wardly open process, which needs protagonists and a constant willingness for
action. During the period of the Cold War, the West spoke of itself as the “free
world”, which generally meant the democratic constitutional states, united in
NATO. In other parts of the world, for example Latin America, “liberation
movements” appeared on the agenda, which generally had socialist ideologies.

The Human Rights and fundamental freedoms announced in America and
France form, according to popular understanding, the basis for the freedom dy-
namic that continues until today. That freedom actually represents the designa-
tion of the peoples, may be classed more as a postulate than as an empirically se-
cure fact. Freedom in responsibility and in the borders of law can only be
developed where people overcome the fear in front of their eyes and their fear
of the new. There is not only horror, but also a temptation towards, even fasci-
nation with the totalitarian. This is due to the fact that the people are promised
security and comfort, which relieves them of the burden of essential life ques-
tions and generally promises them an existence free from worries. 

In Germany the traditions of freedom were less cultivated and when such a
thing did happen, it was often not done for its own sake. The so-called “freedom
wars” against Napoleon were amalgamated with menacing nationalism and in
many places discharged in a restorative authoritarian state, which defined itself
as the counter model to the events of the French Revolution and aspired to per-
petuate the tractions of enlightened absolutism. The liberal and democratic
movements of the Vormärz period did have some affect, however, were unable
to hinder the belated unfolding of an authoritarian, nationalist power state. In
the workers movement, a form of socialism developed which featured partially
political-religious promises of victory and also taught order. Even though
Bismarck and the Wilhelmine era should not be accused of being the cause of all
the errors of the next epoch, it is however without question that it did not rep-
resent a fruitful place of learning democratic freedom in an open society. Rather
they created conditions for the establishment of social milieus such as the
Völkisch Movement and other subcultures, in which hate and prejudices to-
wards ethnic and religious minorities could blossom. The implantation of the
Weimar constitution was understood in large circles of the population as for-
eign, considered a “decadent” Western tradition and thus rejected. In contrast
National Socialism appeared to many to be a “unique” national “liberation
movement”. The loss of freedom after Hitler took power was not felt at all by



many Germans, at any rate not by the vast majority of the people, who did not
belong to any racial, political or religious minority. On the contrary, many
Germans enjoyed the National Socialist regime as the “empire of the little peo-
ple” and profited without scruples from enormous redistribution, for example
as a result of so-called “Aryanisation”. In the Anglo-American states, in con-
trast, movements based on National Socialism could hardly succeed. 

Even the catastrophe of the Second World War and the complete collapse of
the German society did not, according to numerous investigations, end the affin-
ity of the Germans towards the National Socialist regime. Only a gradual trans-
formation process due to the influence of the Western Allies and extraordinari-
ly favourable economic conditions in the Western part of Germany created a
relatively stabile democracy. It was, however, spared any considerable practical
tests. In the middle of Germany, the USSR established, with the help above all
of German Communists who had immigrated to Moscow, a centrally aligned so-
cialist dictatorship. The “Anti-Bolshevism”, which had been cultivated over
decades in Germany, should have prevented the Germans in the Soviet
Occupation Zone and the German Democratic Republic from gladly greeting
the new regime. On the other hand, it is unmistakeable that from generation to
generation stronger identifications with “our nation” and her “social accom-
plishments” were evoked. 

In this accommodation to existing conditions, citizens of the GDR were as-
sured by the leftist intellectual elite from the Federal Republic of Germany. The
starting point of the German-German discourse was not the principle difference
between a dictatorship and a democracy, but rather partial social comparisons,
such as kindergartens (“Kindertagesstätten”) or the professional life of women.
In the second half of the 1980s there was still talk in the Western media of great
economic progress in the GDR and of the fact that in the German Federal
Republic perhaps individual human rights were written, in contrast to the GDR,
where collective human rights were the norm. Such a comparison, even from
Western intellectuals, illustrated that even in the Federal Republic the value of
freedom was rather underestimated; equality and social justice in the sense that
an economically egalitarian society was a worthwhile aim, on the other hand,
clearly held more weight. In the Federal Republic an intense discussion was re-
alised about the political slogan “freedom or socialism”, in which, in the interest
of supporting socialism, the alternative was indignantly rejected. At the begin-
ning of the 1980s the concept of peace was consequently separated from free-
dom, so that it no longer concerned “peace in freedom” but rather the “peace-
ful” cohabitation of the peoples, under whatever conditions.

When, despite the weak tradition of freedom in Germany after 1945 a free
constitutional state was able to consolidate itself, it definitely occurred with the
original help of the Western Allies, above all the United States of America. The
first contribution to this publication is dedicated to the US-American tradition
of freedom. Gerhard Lindemann emphasizes in his historical sketch the impor-
tance of the religious, political, intellectual and economic motives for freedom,
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which motivated the colonisers to emigrate from Europe. The parliaments at lo-
cal and colonial level were expressions of a determined will for self-administra-
tion in the colonies. The new society distinguished itself additionally through a
high level of mobility and dynamism, and should have been an example for the
“Old Europe” (Old World). The Declaration of Independence on 4th July 1776
defined life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness as the “inalienable rights” of all
people. Essential moments of freedom were added through the Bill of Rights as
amendments to the US constitution. In the 1790s the system of government de-
veloped further with its “Checks and Balances” and the federal character of the
union. Up until 1900, there was further definition of the liberal democratic con-
stitutional state with a continuing extension of civil rights.

As Gerhard Besier documents, even the USA of Woodrow Wilson was, in its
internal reality, still far from the visions that were confidently proclaimed exter-
nally. In 1916 women only had the right to vote in twelve of the 48 states. The
large majority of African-Americans lived in strict separation from the white
population and hoped through involvement in the war in Europe to become en-
titled to basic civil rights. Social tension discharged in the final year of the war in
an orgy of violence. Wilson’s foreign policy visions ignored such conditions and
drew a caricature of the internal relations of the German Empire, whose social
legislation was much more advanced than that of the U.S. and which, despite au-
thoritarian characteristics, had a considerable amount of rule of law to speak of
and featured a pluralist political power structure with a parliament that was
gaining influence. 

Despite the distance between pretense and reality, the U.S. remained for
many peoples a model of liberal democratic development. According to Katar-
zyna Stokłosa, this was especially true for Poland, which throughout its history
was constantly fighting for freedom: first after partitioning and national re-es-
tablishment in 1918, then during the Second World War, and finally during
Communist rule. In recovering its independence in 1918 as well as 1989, the
United States of America was Poland’s inspiration. This led to the emergence of
a myth and to idealization of the U.S. This contribution investigates the question
of how this view of history impacted Polish society. Are the socioeconomic, po-
litical and religious conditions of Poland based on those in the U.S.? Do the ma-
jority of Poles argue for the ideal of a liberal “weak” state as most Americans do
or is the “strong” social welfare state preferred? Finally, do the Poles actually
know how the American system functions or is the Polish U.S. picture altogeth-
er nothing more than some sort of myth? Based on data from surveys, the Polish
population’s grasp of freedom is illuminated and compared in its value prefer-
ences with that of the American population. In closing, it is about the percep-
tion of the U.S. in Poland.

In Germany the perception of the U.S. has been considerably tarnished due
to the policies of the Bush Administration in the wake of September 11th. The
war in Iraq, practices in the prison camp at Guantanamo Bay, and security hys-
teria on the inside of the country initiate predominantly defensive reactions in
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this country. Anti-Americanism circulates afresh and nourishes to some extent
caricatures of reality in the U.S. As Uwe Backes shows in his contribution, the
U.S. anti-terror legislation has not changed anything about the high esteem of
the country, which above all enjoys the basic right to freedom of speech.
Comparisons with the anti-discrimination legislation of Germany and France
come to the conclusion, that “hate speech” itself goes unpunished, as long as no
concrete reference to corresponding acts is verifiable. The denegation of histor-
ical facts (such as denying Auschwitz in Germany) cannot be sanctioned by law.
In contrast to Germany and France, there is no instrument of forbidding organ-
izations from forming, be it against parties or be it against non-party entities.
France and above all Germany have experience in their histories with power
takeovers through inner-operating totalitarian movements, while the U.S. has
tended up until the present day to perceive enemies on the inside, the origina-
tors of “un-American activities” as “coming from the outside”. American trust
in the power of self recovery inherent in “civil society” seems unbroken through
the current day, while in France and Germany freedom-securing and -limiting
functions of institutions are awarded relatively higher importance.

The remaining contributions to the book are dedicated to regimes of bond-
age. Marina Cattaruzza strikes a balance between the writing of the history of
the Holocaust from the beginning (second half of the 40s) up until the present
day. Through the systematic analysis of the current focuses and paradigms the
author makes it clear how differently the Holocaust has been contextualized and
which questions stood in the foreground (for example the role of the bureau-
crats, Hitler’s world view, the relationship between the center and the periph-
ery, the “other” victims). Since the 90s the question of “ordinary culprits” has
increasingly been the center of research. Moreover, in recent years it has been
expanded to include the facet of accomplices of the holocaust on the part of
non-German collaborators. The upcoming research on the Holocaust may pri-
marily dedicate itself to two more underexposed problem complexes: to the
question of the extermination of the Jews in Eastern and Central Eastern
Europe with all of its historiographical implications, and also to the comparative
historical identification of the Holocaust within the frame of the heinous crimes
of the twentieth century.

Xosé-Manoel Núñez addresses one of the ideologies of legitimation, with
which heinous crimes can be justified. The different variations and adaptations
of the European concept which developed from the Spanish Fascist milieu from
1939 until 1945 form the center of the piece. Núñez emphasizes the meaning of
Catholicism as a component of the Falangist picture of Europe, which was con-
tradictory in parts. The perception of Russia and Eastern Europe played an im-
portant role in this. They were, in part, a mirror image of the concept of the en-
emy, since they had been cultivated as such by the propaganda of Franco’s
Spain. However, the experiences remained from the more than 40 000 Spanish
volunteers, who fought on the Eastern Front as allies of the Germans in the
years 1941 through 1944. Spanish Fascism perceived formerly ignored realities

198 Editorial



of German actions in the East, above all orgies of annihilation against Jews and
other minorities and the racist devaluation of the “others” including Spaniards
often apprehended as “gypsies”. On this basis those Francistic ideologues and
observation models, especially those in relation to Russia and Eastern Europe,
in which Catholic and National-Socialist elements arose in peculiar ways are
connected.

Veit Strassner disputes the change of public memory of the Argentinian mili-
tary dictatorship and of the Desaparecidos. He investigates the process of the so-
cial constructions of these memories, the societal factors that determine them,
the underlying political interests as well as strategies that individual groups of
actors use to ensure their position in public discourse. It appears that in the first
years after the dictatorship it was above all the political elites that had a meas-
urable, formative role. With the beginning of political memory activities of the
Human Rights Movement, not only did the discourse change but also the con-
tents of memories. Since the perpetrators mostly remained exempt from pun-
ishment and the victims were given no legal support, they attempted through
their strivings in the area of political memory to at least acquire justice in history.

Gerhard Besier
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