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ingly small when one takes into account the extremely different educational and ideological
systems to which the respondents were exposed. The only major difference was found in
levels of xenophobia and ethnocentrism. Many more eastern German young people sup-
ported ethnocentrist statements such as, “Germans as a whole are better than Turks, Poles,
Israelis, or Congolese.” Sixty-five percent of East German respondents agreed that “Ger-
mans are better than . . . Turks” (West, 22%); “better than . . . Poles” (East, 67%; West,
19%); “better than . . . Israelis” (East, 65%; West, 14%); “better than . . . Congolese”
(East, 55%; West, 17%); “better than . . . French” (East, 8%; West, 9%). (See Lederer et
al. 1991: 591, 593).

15. Frequencies in the different age groups are as follows: age below 25 (East, 12%;
West, 8%); age 25-34 (East, 10%; West, 2%); age 3549 (East, 9%; West, 6%); age 50-64
(East, 8%; West, 11%); above age 65 (East, 16%; West, 20%). (See Stoss 1993a: table 15.)

16. Today 90% of the public supports prosecution of antisemitic offenses and only 6%
are opposed. Opposition to violence against foreigners is significantly lower: in December
1991, 27% of western Germans and 13% of eastern Germans expressed understanding for
right-wing extremist actions; these figures dropped to 16% in eastern and western Germany
in the aftermath of the pogrom in Rostock (Spiegel 1992, IfD 1992a). A large majority of
German respondents (80%) also supported the banning of antisemitic groups in 1990; only
12% were opposed to such a ban. The opposition was even lower among 18- to 29-year-
olds (7%). (See Jodice 1991: table 6b.)

17. The Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution (Verfassungsschutz) distin-
guishes among violations of law with proven or suspected extremist right-wing background
between violent acts (manslaughter, bomb and arson attack, breach of the public peace,
bodily harm, considerable damage to property) and other offenses (threatening/coercion,
hate propaganda, public incitement, slander, etc.). In addition, extremist violations of law
are divided into xenophobic, antisemitic, and political violations, among others. With the
exception of antisemitic hate propaganda and public incitement, the number of offenses has
continuously decreased from its peak in 1993. Violent acts have already started to decrease
since 1993 after their apex in 1992, whereas lesser offenses have declined since 1994
(Bundesministerium des Innern-1993, 1994).

18. According to the Verfassungsschutz, the strong increase in the category of “other
offenses” can be explained by “the disproportional 130 percent increase of hate propaganda
and public incitement to racial hatred.” In contrast to 1993, in 1994 many hate pamphlets
have been mailed out several times. For example, 35 pamphlets under the pseudonym “Hu-
genberg” and 15 under “Hermann-Wahnfried Eichmann” were discovered. Some of them
were addressed to police headquarters and the public prosecutor’s office. The statistic con-
tains about 19o cases where prelintinary proceedings were instituted based on multiple
charges of the same offense. Also, slander and property damage without considerable vio-
lence were on the mise (9.5 times increase) (Bundesministerium des Innern 1995: 88).

19. In case of the Liibeck synagogue arson attack in March 25, 1994, the young attackers
believed the synagogue was not occupied. Nevertheless, they accepted the possibility that
the life of Jewish residents might also be threatened.

HERMANN KURTHEN

Antisemitism and Xenophobia
in United Germany

How the Burden of the Past Affects the Present

hen in the early 1990s ugly pictures of xenophobic violence, swastika graf-

fiti, and vandalism replaced the joyful and peaceful pictures of German uni-
fication, some observers speculated that the horrific past of Germany would sur-
face again (Sana 1990, Mead 1990). The fear that again an army of industrious
and obedient Volksgenossen (members of the German national collective) would
mobilize and overrun Europe was not stifled by reports of millions of marchers
who protested the violence by candlelight. Continued antisemitic and xenophobic
resentment in a nation that was responsible for the Holocaust has been viewed as
an indication that postwar Germany’s policy of dealing with the past has failed.’
Events such as the so-called historians’ debate about the uniqueness of the Holo-
caust in the mid-1980s were seen as an attempt to whitewash German responsibil-
ity for the Holocaust. Some were equally worried by the “tendency to pass over
the terror and misery of the Third Reich and to focus instead on the normality and
continuity of everyday life before, during, and after the Hitler years” (Kushner
1991: 23). Similarly, it was feared that once the iron curtain was removed a formi-
dable antisemitism would reappear in the former socialist Gerrnan Democratic
Republic (GDR) nurtured by decades of anti-Zionist and anti-Israeli propaganda.
Such fears and reservations led observers to ask whether postwar Germans in the
East and West had drawn sufficient lessons from the failures of their past. It raised
other questions such as: What do postwar Germans in the East and West know
about the Holocaust and Nazism? What impact had socialist anti-Zionism on East
German attitudes toward Jews and Israel? Was suppression of Holocaust remem-
brance a central cleavage for the political culture and self-perception of postwar
Germany. (see Bergmann and Erb 1991a)? Was antisemitism only disguised under
a thin layer of philosemitic official statements (see Safran 1986: 278, Weﬂ 1990:
136, Wisse 1994: 26), or was it merely replaced by a new scapegoat—xenophobia
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against immigrants (Eric Hobsbawm, cited in Fein 1987: 365)7 Before I shed
some light on these questions by comparing poll data from German and interna-
tional surveys, I shall first describe the context in which one should consider anti-
semitism and anti-Israel resentment, xenophobia, and Holocaust knowledge—that
is, Germany’s relationship with its Nazi past.

Remembrance in Germany: The Context

The question of how to deal appropriately with the past has plagued the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG) since its foundation 50 years ago. Politicians, aca-
demics, teachers, journalists, and ordinary citizens have developed different argu-
ments and strategies for remembrance and coming to. terms with the past. The
political culture, intellectual debate, and public discourse in Germany have never
been able to escape the memories of the past because—in comparison with other
countries—Germany’s recent history invites many uneasy questions. In fact, such
events as commemorations, war crime trials, political scandals, incidents of anti-
foreigner violence, and debates in postwar and post-Wall Germany indicate the
sensitive nature of issues pertaining to how Germany should deal with its past.
Since the foundation of the FRG, Germans have walked a fine line between sup-
pression and remembrance, between the desire lo distance themselves from deeds
of the past and acceptance of collective guilt, shame, and responsibility. For some
the awkward past has been a reason for defiant ignorance, revisionism, and amne-
sia. For others it is a source of constant embarrassment and moral conflict, leading
to a serious examination of conscience.

The retention of memories of the Holocaust and World War Il has been termed
coming to terms with the past (Vergangenheitsbewdiltigung) or better, confrontation
of the past (Vergangenheitsaufarbeitung).? This term describes different pedagogic,
political, and cultural strategies that have been employed to describe, explain, in-
terpret, reshape, and give meaning to events that led to Nazism, the Holocaust,
and their aftermath in Germany and Austria. One can distinguish between a more
legalistic way of coping with the past in Austria, a political approach in the former
GDR, and a moral-political-pedagogic strategy in West Germany. Rainer Lepsius
1as developed a handy formula to characterize major differences in these three
countries. Austria, he claimed, externalized the past as a German problem; Com-
nunist East Germany universalized Nazi fascism as part of a global class struggle;
ind West Germany normatively internalized, (i.e., officially accepted) moral and
naterial liability for Nazi crimes (Lepsius 1989: 250 ff.; see for empirical substan-
iation, Bergmann, Erb and Lichtblau 1995).

The historical rupture of unification, the end of the Cold War, and the subse-
juent removal of communication taboos have invited attempts to historicize West
Jermany’s dealings with the past. Roughly three phases have been distinguished:
1) a phase of suppression during the first years after World War II (1945-58), (2)
t period of transition and growing awareness (1959—78), and (3) a period of prom-
nent consideration of the past with attempts to normalize and put the past into
serspective (1970 to the present). Werner Bergmann in his analysis of the framing

The Burden of the Past 41

of the past subdivides these phases further, distinguishing diachronic and syn-
chronic events (Bergmann 1994a; see appendix, table 3.1). Others like Jeffrey K.
Olick—using the concept of collective memory (Halbwachs 1992)—divide the
postwar formation of West German society into periods according to how the
West Germans dealt culturally, psychologically, and politically with the past (Olick
1994).

In contrast, a history of East Germany’s ways of coping with the past has yet
to be written. East Germans paid huge reparations to the Soviet Union until the
end of the 1950s. However, East Germans did not make large reparations for the
sufferings of Jews, and it was not until the 1980s that a debate started in some
circles about Jewish life before and after World War II. Synagogues were repaired,
‘books and movies were made public, and cautious political steps were undertaken
toward a rapprochement with world Jewry and Israel. But the East Gérman re-
sponse to the Jewish Holocaust never had West German dimensions. Nevertheless,
postunification surveys found common ground among East and West Germans in
their assessment of the tragedy of the Holocaust, the rejection of National Social-
ism, dictatorship, militarism, and war, though for current West Germans coming
to terms with the past has had a stronger impact on their postwar identity and
political culture (see Lutz 1993: 158 {f.).

Academic literature in Germany normally identifies four methods of coping
with the past: (1) legal proceedings against former Nazis, (2) financial restitution
to victims of the Holocaust and World War 11, (3) postwar political and constitu-
tional conclusions and actions, and (4) the moral, psychological, pedagogical, and
historical ways to deal with the legacy of the Holocaust and its impact on the
national and cultural West German identity. Whereas the first three dimensions are
less controversial, the fourth dimension is more disputed and contested, as sug-
gested by academic and popular literature on the subject (Dudek 1992).

The question of success or failure of remembrance is of importance because it
is perceived as a cornerstone of West Germany’s reintegration into the West after
the war. If confrontation of the past had little or no effect on German attitudes and
political culture, a repetition of past mistakes seems more likely. From that per-
spective, unification and any strengthening of Germany economically, politically,
or militarily could bear the potential of future disaster.

Two schools of thought about Germany’s coping with the past can be distin-
guished depending on (1) standards of judgment used for making historical com-
parisons; (2) defining moral principles of responsibility, guilt, and punishment; and
(3) assessing the virulence of antisemitism, the interpretation of antisemitic inci-
dents, and the reaction of the political establishment. Optimists claim remem-
brance was a success because its intentions have been largely fulfilled (Meier
1990, Groll 1990, Jesse 1991, Wolffsohn 1993, R. M. Miiller 1994). Pessimists
criticize the foundation of Vergangenheitsbewdltigung in West Germany and its
intentions. and practice, pointing, for example, to present levels of antisemitism
and xenophobia as proof of its failure (Henningsen 1989, Zipes 1991, Giordano
1992, Buruma 1994). I shall outline some of the arguments on both sides of the
academic and public debate.

Pessimists accuse the majority of Germans of having ignored the crimes of
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Nazism and of failing to seriously acknowledge their guilt and responsibility. The
terms second guilt (Giordano 1987) and third guilt (Hennig 1988: 26 ff.) have
been coined to characterize silencing, relativization, minimization, and historical
revisionism supposedly transferred from the war to postwar generations. Hans
Magnus Enzensberger charged those Germans who claimed they could not feel
remorse for crimes they did not comnit personally of a lie of life (Lebenslige).
Such judgments rest on the assumption of collective responsibility or guilt, a fail-
ure to choose resistance during the war, and on the existence of collective methods
to confess crimes and deal with the burden of the past. In fact, the nature and size
of Nazi crimes makes it difficult to distinguish individual crimes from the collec-
tive political, cultural, and social context in which they were committed. Tt poses
questions that have not yet been sufficiently resolved. Where did guilt start and
where does it end? Was a bystander, a voter, or a member of the NSDAP
(National-Sozialistische Deutsche Arbeiter Partei) as guilty as a camp guard or
person directly involved in killings? How many Germans had knowledge of and
willingly supported the Holocaust? How much were the Nazis able to hide their
genocidal policy? Have those Germans who paid for their belonging to the Na-
tional Socialist collective with life, health, property, loss of homeland, and family
members been punished sufficiently? How should the postwar generations who
can experience the past only in the abstract, intellectually and historically (Martin
Broszat, in Baldwin 1990: 105), deal with the legacies of the past? How far-
reaching is their moral, material, and political responsibility toward the victims
and their descendants (Trautmann 1991: 9, citing Meier 1990)?

Other pessimists acknowledge that Germans have developed a sense of shame
and guilt but are incapable of truly mourning. Their continuing struggle with con-
tradictory feelings of secret guilt and resentment makes acceptance of the past and
healing impossible (Mitscherlich and Mitscherlich 1975). Applying the Freudian
concept of individually displaced aggression, anger, and guilt to group conscious-
ness, this view maintains that the psychic dispositions of many Germans have not
changed because the past has been collectively suppressed and silenced. If preju-
dice and ideological debris of the past is still embedded in personalities, emotions,
and attitudes of contemporaries, is it not likely that history will repeat itself, they
ask. Why do antisemitic attitudes exist in a country with only a tiny minority of
Jews, even now, 50 years after the Holocaust?® Is the attempt to reevaluate Hit-
ler’s dictatorship by putting it into a comparative historical context, that is, the
historians’ debate (Historikerstreit) an example of hidden revisionist trends in West
German society (Eckhard Jesse, in Gauly 1988: 37)? To what extent does the
official—often declamatory and ritualized—atonement of German leaders repre-
sent the feelings and attitudes of the population? How deeply has the past been
engraved in the Germans’ collective memory?

Researchers like Bergmann and Erb have tried to give some answers to these
questions and coined the term communication latency (Bergmann and Erb 1986;
1991a: 276). It describes an environment where antisemitism is a public taboo and
socially undesirable but nevertheless coexists in private communications. Other
approaches go further and refer to the notion of dormancy (Chanes 1994: 36)
or claim a hidden refinement of antisemitism disguised as philosemitism.* Such
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assumptions, however, raise new questions. Can large groups of people hide their
true opinions from the public? Under what circumstances is such hidden resent-
ment transformed into open prejudice and active participation in violent acts? How
does one distinguish honest positive feelings toward Jews and Israel from exces-
sive admiration and uncritical sentiments based on compulsory needs to reconcile
feelings of shame, anger, and guilt? Because notions of dormancy, hidden hate,
and philosemitism are hard to prove, some have recommended abandoning such
terminology because it demonstrates a lack of knowledge or investigation (Smith
1991).

Optimists reject the harsh judgments and assumptions of pessimists about an
alleged German failure to deal with the Nazi past. This school of thought does not
share the postulate of resilient and strong antisemitism in Germany, the notion of

" collective guilt, or the speculations about hidden hate and anti-Jewish philosemi-

tism. Authors such as Kielmannsegg (1989), Grosser (1990), J. Herz (1990: 23),
Dudek (1992: 49), Kittel (1993), Merkl (1994), and R. M. Miiller (1994) point out
that criticism is often based on unrealistic expectations of how most people react
to their own guilt feelings. Germans should not be judged by rules of conduct
from which other peoples are exempted. They argue that in this century no other
nation has instigated, with similar intensity over a time span of almost 50 years,
the prosecution of crimes that have been committed by their own people on orders
of their own government. Few countries with totalitarian periods in their history—
it is argued—have ever been as persistent in their efforts to deal with their past,
to compensate victims, to overcome and eradicate prejudice, and to establish a
firm democratic order in such a short historical time.

Optimists argue further that comparatively low levels of anti-Jewish prejudice
are proof that postwar reeducation, denazification, and restitution (Wiedergutma-
chung) have been successful. Germany, they argue, did not have a very strong
liberal democratic political tradition before 1945, and the rabid antisemitic ideol-
ogy of the Nazis ended less than two generations ago. For decades, East Germans
were confronted with socialist anti-Zionist, pro-Arab, and anti-Israel propaganda.
But the FRG officially accepted material and moral responsibility for the acts of
the Nazi Reich. West Germany continuously undertook symbolic acts of collective
penitence, publicly apologized to persecuted Jews, and actively supported the State
of Israel financially and politically since its foundation. And Germany has re-
frained from any acts that could be seen as a repetition of the past, that is, power
politics, (nuclear) military armament, and imperialist conquest for a “place in the
sun.” :

Against the accusation of a lenient coping of the past in the 1950s and 1960s,
optimists argue that only a “silent mastery of the past” (Rabinbach 1990: 45 ff.)
or “latency” (Liibbe 1983: 334) avoided a cultural and social “civil war” in post-
war Germany. It is argued that the integration of former supporters and bystanders
(Mitléiufer) of the regime combined with an official discrediting of Nazism and its
ideology provided the groundwork for the creation of a stable democracy, itself a
precondition to overcoming the evils of the past. According to optimists, the politi-
cal conditions under which the FRG started to cope with Germany’s past were
much less ideal than they now appear. Many Germans had suffered heavy personal
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losses, were preoccupied with survival and reconstruction, and were still dealing
with the shock of defeat, destruction, expulsion, loss of national sovereignty, and
military rule of Allied occupation forces until 1950. Then the Cold War took over
and building a reliable bulwark against communism took precedence over thor-
ough democratization, denazification, and settling accounts of the past. For the
ordinary German the outcome of the war resulted in self-pity and the perception
that they were more like victims than perpetrators. (Liidtke 1993: 548 f, 561).

Besides questioning the simplistic categorizing of the average German as a mur-
derous Nazi perpetrator and willing executioner, optimists also criticize rigid stan-
dards of “correct” remembrance and the degree of personal and collective guilt
and moral responsibility. Should survivors who lived through that time be held
collectively guilty, even if some either “opposed the Nazi government, have been
painfully denazified, or have seriously repented their loyalty to an infamous re-
gime”(Merkl 1989: 12)? Optimists also ask if guilt can be inherited or morally
transferred to later generations (see Pauley 1992: 331).° What kind of remem-
brance and what institutions and norms of conduct may allow postwar-born Jews
and Germans to overcome the past that stands between them?

The fact is that contemporary Jews and Germans and their respective intellec-
tual and political establishments concentrate on different aspects of German-
Jewish relations and have developed distinct narratives (Watson 1992). Although
dialectically intertwined, they draw moral, historical, and political lessons from
the Holocaust that are not identical in every aspect (Wolffsohn 1993). According
to Charles S. Maier, the Holocaust and its remembrance is central for the legitimi-
zation of Israeli nationhood and the Aliah (the return to Israel for religious Jews,
see Maier 1988: 163 ff.).° In contrast, Germans have a tendency to avoid identi-
fying their national history only with the Holocaust guilt.” According to human
capability and collective interests of remembrance and mourning, both countries
and peoples put, and use, the Holocaust in a different historical, political, and
moral context. ‘

Many Germans—deluged by a flood of books, newspaper stories, and TV pro-
grams on the Hitler era and the Holocaust—want to dispense with or distance
themselves from that dark part of their history because it impedes the individual
and collective self-image and pride of a people who believe they belong to West-
ern civilization and culture. Some are tempted to offset Nazi crimes by comparing
them with genocidal policies of other times and others nations (Aufrechnung);
some criticize sterile ritualized remembrance and official politics of history
(Geschichtspolitik; see Wolffsohn 1993) or the notion of collective responsibility,
the continuation of reparation demands, and alleged widespread self-hatred
(Mohler 1980, Zitelmann 1993b). Bergmann and Erb use the term secondary re-
sentment to describe the mind-set of persons who—as a result of the burden of
guilt—resent the continuation of remembrance, moral responsibility, and material
reparation (Bergmann and Erb 1990: 121 f. and 1991a: 231 ff.). Several hypothe-
ses have been brought forward to explain the dynamics of dealing with the past.
Some observers see the emergence of a new, “modernized” antisemitism (Abella
1994: 54) replacing the stereotype of the “coward Jew” with the “unforgiving,”
“revengeful,” and “oversensitive Jew” (Kushner 1991: 26 ff.). Jews are resented
not despite but because of Auschwitz (Leggewie 1994: 335). Others point at the
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exploitation of Israel’s unpopular policy toward the Palestinians, particularly in
East Germany, where pro-Arab and anti-Israel propaganda became “a mask for
antisemitism, or an extension or sublimated version of it” (Brown 1994: 8). Pessi-
mists speculated that such resentment—Ilinked with xenophobia—had become the
foundation of a popular right-wing movement of organized political antisemitism
in united Germany. .

Based on recent international and German opinion polls, I shall-—from a socio-
logical point of view—try to shed more light on Germany’s coping with its past.
I shall concentrate on what some (Frank Stern 1994, Chanes 1994: 34 f.) have
called an attitude syndrome toward foreigners and Jews (including the Holocaust,
its remembrance, and Israel). I hypothesize that opinion polls comparing these
issues over time are expressions of identity formation and reflect political cultures
and attitudinal dispositions. They are more than just situational reflections of cur-
rent events (Trautmann 1991: 14). I agree with Gavin Langmuir that survey analy-
sis over time allows us to make inferences about prevailing cultural (conformist)
norms in the expression of attitudes (Langmuir 1990: 323). They also give us hints
about processes of collective learning and collective memory configurations.

In the following discussion, the strength and distribution of attitudes in Ger-
many in comparison with other countries will be analyzed. What are the Germans’
attitudes toward remembrance? Are large numbers of East and West Germans de-
nying the past and the truth of the Holocaust? How much do they know about the
Holocaust? Is antisemitism linked with other forms of resentment, such as xeno-
phobia? And had anti-Zionist education in the former GDR a measurable effect?

The Data

International and German representative opinion polls conducted after 1989-90
were evaluated by descriptive methods common in social science research. Most
of the polls analyzed were sponsored by the American Jewish Committee (AJC).
Of the three German polls, two were arranged by the AJC: one was undertaken in
October 1990 with 995 West and 826 East Germans (Jodice 1991) and one in
January 1994 with 992 West Germans and 442 East Germans (Golub 1994).8 The
third German poll was financed by the German weekly magazine Der Spiegel
(1992) and undertaken between November 30 and December 17, 1991, with 1,875
West German and 947 East German respondents.” In addition, published findings
from other polls sponsored by the AJC after 1989-g9o in Western and Fastern
Europe, Russia, the United States, and Argentina were used for comparative pur-
poses (see appendix: table 3.2).

Empirical Findings: East and West Germany
in International Comparison

In a descriptive analysis, questions from three postunification German surveys
were compared with findings from ten international polls undertaken after 1989.
Response ratios of dichotomized answers were used to compare response patterns.
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High ratios indicated little anti-Jewish prejudice, little social distance from Jews,
much Holocaust knowledge, and much concern about antisemitism.

To put the findings in a nutshell: the international comparison indicates that
absolute or relative majorities of respondents in Western and Eastern Europe, Rus-
sia, the United States, and Argentina are more sympathetic than hostile toward
Jews. They show social acceptance of Jews, display Holocaust knowledge, reject
Holocaust denial, support remembrance, but do not perceive antisemitism as a
serious problem now or in the future (see appendix, table 3.3).

Contrary to often-repeated rumors, attitudes toward Jews in the former Soviet
Union and former socialist Eastern European countries do not indicate the exis-
tence of widespread and strong antisemitic resentment or a significant impact of
pro-Arab, anti-Israel and anti-Zionist propaganda of the past.'® Support for the
equation of “Zionism is racism” was only somewhat stronger in East European
countries (Hungary, Poland, Slovakia) than in East and West Germany (1990), and
Austria (1991). Gudkov and Levinson found for the former Soviet Union, after its
breakup called the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), and Cohen and
Golub found for Poland, Hungary, and the former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
(CSR), that anti-Zionist attitudes were concomitant with positive attitudes toward
Israel (Gudkov and Levinson 1994, Cohen and Golub 1991: 1f., 6). In other
words, the impact of Cold War division, isolation, and socialist anti-Zionism
seems (o have left only a limited mark in Eastern Europe and Russia. Varia-
tions in attitudes toward Jews do not reflect significant geographic patterns that
resemble a West-East tilt of antisemitism or anti-Jewish social distance. Rather,
differences in outcomes have to be explained by specific national conditions and
cohort effects, as earlier European and North American studies indicate (Bergmann
and Erb 1991a, Smith 19971, 1994). But further research and more in-depth analy-
sis is needed to confirm the trend of changes in social distance, emotional rejec-
tion, and discrimination against Jews in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union.!!

For Western democracies, including Germaay, the international comparison re-
veals that the Holocaust has been accepted as a central event in modern history
that should not be forgotten. In Germany, the United States, France, and Britain
more than half of all respondents believe the Holocaust is relevant today, “al-
though it happened almost 50 years ago.” Majorities also believe it is important
“to know about and understand the Holocaust.” The nummber of those responding
“not important” was below 7% in all countries. The international survey compari-
son also contradicts the earlier-mentioned pessimistic notion of a strong suppres-
sion of the past, rampant ignorance, revisionism, and denial of facts in Germany.
Attitudes in West and East Germany do not differ from general trends in Western
Europe and the United States. Rather, the findings indicate a relative success of
West German postwar reeducation and reform of its political culture. West Ger-
mans and particularly East Germans have a good knowledge of the Holocaust
unmatched by British, American, or French respondents. The revisionist (but, in
its double negative wording, confusing) question about the possibility “that the
Holocaust never happened” has no mass support.'> The German response ratios
indicate comparatively little antisemitic prejudice or social distance toward Jews
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but strong concern and awareness about antisemitism.'> The results suggest that
pessimism and international concern about widespread and rising antisemitism in
postunification Germany are not justified. Rather, such concerns seem to reflect
prevailing memories and.historical narratives of Germany’s Nazi past (see similar
results in Bergmann 1990a: 151; see also appendix, table 3.5).

In the case of East Germany, Western observers feared the impact of the indoc-
trination of the population with pro-Arab and anti-Israel propaganda; which de-
picted Zionism as a dangerous nationalist ideology that threatened stability in the
Near East. Observers also expected the isolation of East Germans from the West-
ern discourse about the past would be reflected in widespread and strong antidem-
ocratic, racist, and antisemitic attitudes (see, for example, Andrei S. Markovits,
cited in Merkl 1994: 292). Until 1989 the official state ideology of the socialist
rulers proclaimed East Germany an iuheritor of German antifascism which repre-
sented a clear break with the past of National Socialism (F. P. Lutz 1993: 160).
The government provided the population with a consistent interpretation of the
past, but prevented an unrestricted debate about Germany’s guilt and responsibil-
ity. With Soviet support the socialist GDR also refused to pay reparations to Israel
or world Jewry, and it failed to recognize Israel as a legitimate state.™

Surprisingly, postunification surveys discredit fears of strong anti-Jewish resent-
ment in East Germany. On the contrary, on almost-all items East Germans reveal
less antisemitic resentment, less social distance, and a greater knowledge of the
Holocaust than West Germans, Austrians, Americans, French, British, or East Eu-
ropean respondents (see appendix, table 3.3, questions 1-5, 8-12, and table 3.5).
Poll figures regarding the equation of Zionism with racism are similar for East
and West Germany. In other words, stringent antifascist education seems to have
had rather a suppressing effect on anti-Jewish resentment in East Germany (simij-
larly P. P. Lutz 1991: 354).'3

Although East and West Germans have in international comparison a relatively
good ranking on most items, particularly West Germans deviate on two issues (see
appendix, table 3.5). They resent Jewish influence in society more frequently and
they display comparatively low levels of support for remembrance of the Nazi
past, although they have good knowledge about the Holocaust and do not support
revisionist claims. A correlation analysis reveals that opposition to remembrance
and antisemilic (and xenophobic) attitudes increase with liitle knowledge and low
education. But among a sizable group of German respondents, rejection of remem-
brance also accompanies good Holocaust knowledge. In a 1994 poll (Golub 1994),
27% of those with very good knowledge of the Holocaust in the East and 53% in
the West also believed at the same time in the decreasing importance of the Holo-
caust for the present. ’

It remains unclear why Holocaust knowledge is unrelated to support for contin-
uing strong remembrance and commemoration of Nazi crimes among a consider-
able group of Gernians. Is this a sign of hidden anti-Jewish resentment as the
pessimistic view suggests? Or has the taboo against antisemitism—popularized in
the German media and in political education—and the official rhetoric in favor of
remembrance pushed resentment into the niches of private communication (com-
municative latency), possibly giving rise to a new secondary resentment (Berg-
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mann and Erb 1991a)? To answer these and related questions, German poll data
have been subjected to bivariate, factor, and regression analyses, using atlitude
scales and response typologies. Although such an empirical approach is not free
from limitations and cannot, for example, answer questions about the transforma-
tion of attitudes into behavior or the impact of single historical events on mass
attitudes, the analysis sheds some verifiable light on the relationship between anti-
semitism, xenophobia, and remembrance.'®

Antisemitism and Remembrance in Germany

When discussing the issue of antisemitism and xenophobia, it is necessary to keep
in mind the broader cultural and social framework, as well as historical develop-
ments. Hatred and hostility against Jews has been a constant of Western civiliza-
tion for more than 2,000 years. This animosity does not mean that attitudes and
behavior have not changed over time. In fact, “modern” anti-Jewish stereotypes
are an amalgam of Christian religious “beliefs” and nineteenth-century philosophi-
cal and ideological ideas that later were embellished and transformed into various
subdiscourses that molded political resentment with biological or anthropological
racism, anticommunism, anticapitalism, and anti-Zionism (Bauer 1994). Research-
ers, therefore, have distinguished premodern, mostly religious and mythological
antisemitism from modern, mostly politically, ideologically, and racially motivated
antisemitism. In addition, anti-Jewish resentment also may be related to guilt feel-
ings and national pride, group conflict, competition about scarce resources, and
ethnocultural distance (Weil 1990: 131, Langmuir 1990).

Earlier research about the transformation of antisemitic prejudice in postwar
West Germany suggests that antisemitism motivated by religion, nationalism, race,
and economics is on the retreat. Social distance, emotional rejection, and the readi-
ness o discriminate against Jews have changed significantly (Weil 1987: 175 ff.,
1990: 137 f., Bergmann and Erb 1991a, Silbermann and Sallen 1992, Merritt 1993,
Noelle-Neumann and Kécher 1993). In a comprehensive overview about empirical
research in Germany between 1946 and 1989, Bergmann and Erb (1991a) have
used various survey instruments (e.g., antisemitism indexes, sympathy, and trait
scales) to measure prejudice. They found that between 10% and 15% of German
respondents have antisemitic attitudes, among them about 5% exhibit very strong
prejudice in contrast to about 20% who are apparently unprejudiced respondents.
Bergmann reported that a 1974 study found “racial antisemitism” among 8% of
the population, “political antisemitism™ among 5%, and “economic antisemitism”
among 13% (Bergmann 1990b: 119). “Religious antisemitism,” focusing on the
alleged “Jewish deicide” of Jesus, was found to exist only in small pockets among
older, poorly educated respondents in rural and Catholic regions.

Evaluation of three postunification German polls confirm these findings. For
example, in the 1991 poll by Der Spiegel (1992), about 1.9% of all German re-
spondents in the East and 4.5% in the West supported the statement that “Jews
have some responsibility for the death of Jesus, as the Bible says.” These and
other responses suggest that at present, consistent and strong religious, political,
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or economic antisemitism has neither an ideological basis nor institutional, official,
or popular support in East or West Germany. And the exisling levels of resentment
are in no way comparable to the organized political antisemitism of the first part
of the century or found during the regime of National Socialism.

Not only antisemitic attitudes but also antisemitic actions are unpopular. In an
1987 poll, 82% of all West German respondents favored punishment for any anti-
Jewish activities, 89% favored punishment for the desecration of cemeteries, and
71% rejected anti-Jewish proclamations by politicians (Bergmann 1990b: 116). In
the 1990 Jodice poll, four out of five respondents in the East and a relative major-
ity in the West were in favor of continuing the prosecution of Nazi war criminals
after unification. About 85%:in the East and 70% in the West thought the German
government should continue, “after the unification of the two German states, [to]
teach about the Nazi period in history lessons in the schools.” Almost four out of
five respondents in the East and West agreed that the German government should
continue to ban antisemitic groups. Majorities in the East (75%) and West (59%)
also considered a Jewish candidate for president of united Germany acceptable
(Golub 1994). v

On the other hand only about 30% in the West and 40% in the East agreed with
the statement, “Because of the events during the Third Reich, we have a special
obligation toward Jews and also toward Israel. We cannot treat Israel like any
other country on earth.” But more than two out of five respondents in the West
and one out of five in the East in 1990 and 1994 agreed somewhat or strongly
with the statement, “Jews are exploiling the National Socialist Holocaust {or their
own purposes” (Jodice 1991, Golub 1994)."" In the 1991 poll undertaken by Der
Spiegel (1992), 75% in the West and 57% in the East rejected Jewish and Israeli
demands for reparation payments to compensate in the aftermath for the lack of
reparation payments by the former socialist East Germany.'® And in the 1994
Golub survey, 56% in the West and 36% in the East agreed somewhat or strongly
with the statement, “Today, in the aftermath of German unification, we should not
talk so much about the Holocaust, but should rather draw a line under the past”
(Golub 1994, table 20)."° , ,

Could the dynamics of suppression, anger, shame, guilt, responsibility, and repa-
ration become the source of a new secondary antisemitism as the pessimists have
suggested? How can it be explained that respondents who do not deny the Holo-
caust, who have good knowledge about the past, who are concerned about antise-
mitism, and who support the continuation of Nazi prosecution at the same time
wish to “draw a line,” and reject additional reparation payments to Jews and Israel
by a united Germany—in lieu of the former East Germany’s refusal to do so?

An explanation for this ambivalent attitude, particularly jn West Germany,
points at the increasing historical distance between the events of the Nazi era and
the present. Postwar generations, now representing more than four out of five
Germans, have no personal experience and only a second hand knowledge of the
past. To be held collectively responsible for the sins of prior generations seems to
most an abstract and purely moral concept (Jarausch 1988: 286). Some may fear
that keeping alive negative war memories artificially reopens old wounds and even
hatreds that besmirch “their” postwar democratic and economic miracle and efforts
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to overcome shadows of the past by normalizing neighborly relations. Polls and
observers agree that throughout the life of the Bonn Republic, West Germans dis-
played comparatively low levels of national chauvinism and pride. With memories
and witnesses of the past slowly fading away, postwar Germans are in search of a
positive social identity that restores feelings of pride and integrity, an identity that
is less stained with the human horrors, painful events, and moral descent of the
Holocaust, as well as the events of World War II with the resulting total defeat,
mass expulsion from Germany’s former eastern provinces and areas of settlement
in Eastern Europe, and Cold War division?

Some evidence exists that many of the war generation reacted to information
about the Holocaust with guilt, shame, anger, fear, confessions, and prayers for
forgiveness, whereas others responded with silence, defiance, and comparison of
Nazi crimes with other genocidal ‘acts in world history. Germans born after the
war may be tempted to defend their personal distance from the past and their
newly won identification with and pride in the national collective. Among both
war and postwar generations, some may find comfort in the simple but ignorant
formula of “drawing a line” or of considering the past closed (einen Schlufistrich
ziehen). In fact, Bergmann found that support for such an attitude fluctuated (fol-
lowing public and media events) but rose in the West from 34% in 1958 to 67%
in 1969, 62% in 1978, 67% in 1987, and 56% in 1994 (Bergmann 1990b: 122 f.).
An analysis of the 1994 Golub poll indicates that younger West Germans tend to
be more open toward remembrance. In the East, however, the findings were not
so definite and the factors that influenced respondents’ answers have to be more
thoroughly investigated in the future.

But are the wish to avoid a confrontation with the past and the fact that many
respondents do not exhibit an overwhelming rejection of single statements such as
“Jewish World influence” or “Jews are exploiting the . . . Holocaust” (see also
chapter 2, tables 2.3-2.5) proof of strong antisemitism, as pessimists suggest (e.g.,
Jodice 1991: 10)? According to attitudinal research such a conclusion is only vali-
dated if support for such statements is embedded in a coherent and rigid ideologi-
cal framework. An antisemitic syndrome may exist if support for the “exploita-
tion” question is linked with other traditional stereotypes about the “powerful” and
“revengeful” Jew (Kushner 1991), who supposedly stirs up old memories of hatred
instead of facilitating reconciliation and peace. In fact, far-right extremists try to
instrumentalize and manipulate Holocaust shame, fear, and guilt, using the “Jewish
exploitation” cliché. As Anson Rabinbach has observed, they claim to be victims
of a presumptuous “Jewish monopoly on the moral capital of suffering which
holds the present hostage to the past” (Rabinbach 1990: 60). Hard-core antisemites
also look for opportunities to defend their attitudes by legitimating negative views
about Jews. Many are eager to document evidence of Jewish or Israeli wrongdo-
ing, whether accurate or .not. Those who set off German misdeeds with Jewish
ones or use the “exploitation” phrase tend to overlook that they themselves manip-
ulate and exploit history and remembrance by defensively projecting their own
national guilt on others. The existence of such right-wing thought patterns, how-
ever, does not necessarily imply that large segments of the population share them.
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One method to avoid an overgeneralization of single statements and to measure
the distribution of rigid and coherent attitudes is the use of scales.2’

Scales Measuring Antisemitism, Remembrance, Xenophobia, and
Holocaust Knowledge Based on Three German Attitude Polls

Three German postunification surveys (Jodice 1991, Spiegel 1992, and Golub
1994) were used to investigate the distribution of coherent attitudinal patterns on
antisemitism, remembrance, xenophobia, and Holocaust knowledge. To measure
antisemitic resentment, the author recoded and dichotomized poll questions con-
cerning “too much Jewish power,” the view that Jews “provoke hostilities,” or the
belief that “Jews are responsible for the hate against them.” Responses to these
statements with strong commonalities within similar topic groups were selected
with principal-component factor analysis (orthogonal varimax rotation). This re-
sulted in scales containing between 3 and 6 questions to measure antisemitism,
remembrance, Holocaust knowledge, xenophobia, foreigner resentment, and for-
eigner antipathy. Scales are not identical for all three opinion polls because of
differences in questions used for scale construction (see appendix, table 3.6). Dif-
ferences in response patterns are most likely explained by differences in wording,
questionnaire construction, sample size, and other contextual effects.?!

Response Types in East and West Germany

To more closely investigate prejudiced and nonprejudiced respondents and their
characteristics, a response typology was developed based on the combination of
scales (see appendix, tables 3.8—3.10). Because the used scales differ for each of
the three German polls and because of the different timing of the surveys, the
percentages vary. Nevertheless, a scale comparison supports the notion of attitudi-.
nal coherence and confirms significant differences in attitudes between East and
West Germans (see appendix, table 3.11). A correlation analysis also informs about
the strength of links between scale items, although the data do not allow for infer-
ences about causality and directions of relationships (see appendix, table 3.12).
One important finding is a strong positive relationship between xenophobia, anti-
foreigner resentment, and antisemitism. The pessimistic assumption that xenopho-
bia also can be explained by an assumed failure of remembrance (i.e., “a culture
of suppression”) or that lower levels of foreigner hostility and social distance in
the East (see appendix, table 3.6) are only a result of the quarantine of East Ger-
many from Western influences cannot be empirically confirmed by the data.??
Rather, xenophobia and hostility toward foreigners can be explained as a function
of ethnocuitural intergroup conflict and economic competition (Kuechler 1994,
Saalfeld 1994, Kurthen and Minkenberg 1995). Given the much higher number of
foreigners in the West (7 million) compared with the East (250,000 in 1994),
lower levels of antiforeigner hostility in the East are not surprising.?®> Xenophobia
rose in the East after 1989 and led in some communities to an outburst of hostility
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only after the post-Wall influx of asylum seekers and undocumented illegal work-
ers, the unexpected economic strains of unification, the insensitive political instru-
mentalization of the migration and asylum issue, and irresponsible media attention
(see Kurthen 1995).

A somewhat unexpected finding is the different strength of relationships of Ho-
locaust knowledge in the East and West (see appendix, table 3.12).%* Although
data are only available from the Spiegel (1992) survey, the assumption that little
Holocaust knowledge is strongly related to antisemitism, xenophobia, and opposi-
tion to remembrance is not confirmed for West Germany, but it is for East Ger-
many. In other words, Holocaust knowledge in the West is not a very reliable
variable to predict attitudes toward Jews, xenophobia, or disagreement with re-
membrance. Knowledge of the Holocaust may exist parallel with anti-Jewish re-
sentment and vice versa. This finding confirms the more complex and ambivalent
attitude of many West Germans toward the past. It also illustrates differences be-
tween West and East Germany as reported earlier in the international comparison.

The comparison of poll findings from 1990, 1991, and 1994 (see appendix, table
3.11) reveals a continuing postunification trend toward more tolerance of and less
prejudice against Jews and a greater willingness to come to terms with the past
(remembrance). This finding contradicts the pessimistic expectations and alarm
signals of observers in and outside Germany. But significant differences exist be-
tween West and East Germany. Unprejudiced responses (scale type 4) are found
significantly more frequently in East Germany (between 50% in 1991 and 70% in
1994 of all responses) than in West Germany (30% in 1990/91 to 48% in 1994).
Respondents agreeing with stereotypes about Jews and opposing remembrance
(scale type 1) represent about 20% in 1994 to 32% in 1990 of all answers in West
Germany and 6% in 1994 to 9% in 1991 in East Germany. Between one and two
out of five respondents in the East and West oppose remembrance although they
show no visible evidence of antisemitic prejudice (scale type 3). Prejudiced re-
spondents in favor of Holocaust remembrance (scale type 2) are only a small and
almost negligible group in East and West Germany. In other words, there is a
significant group of ambivalent respondents in both parts of Germany. Second,
East Germans, in contradiction to popular narratives, are surprisingly less preju-
diced and more open confronting the past than many in the West—blinded by
anticommunism-—have predicted or have been willing to concede. These findings
have to be interpreted in light of the differing histories of confrontation of the past
in East and West Germany.

As Rainer Lepsius stated, the more coherent and ideologically loaded socialist
antifascism helped East Germans abandon antisemitic ideological debris and de-
velop a distant, selective view of German national history (Lepsius 1989: 247 ff.).
The East German regime suppressed Nazi antisemitism and substituted it relatively
successfully with an amalgam of officially decreed antifascist internationalism and
elements of obrigkeitsstaatlich (authoritarian) traditions. What was left of antise-
mitic and racist attitudes after the war was contained by the regime and slowly
fell into oblivion. In contrast, West Germans have much stronger opinions about
Germany’s moral, legal, and financial responsibilities for the Nazi past. In the
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West, remembrance was more controversial, less ideologically coherent, and more
ambivalent. It underwent various cycles and periods (as mentioned earlier). Oppo-
sition to remembrance in the West is more a function of the interpretation of the
recent past and the wish to identify with an untainted national history and collec-
tive identity. The official public taboo against antisemitism helped to silence and
contain the revival of antisemitism in the Konrad Adenauer era until a democratic
political culture had developed. According to the pessimistic view, antisemitic
prejudice was never wholly overcome; instead, it underwent changes and became
latent (Bergmann and Erb 1990). Can this explain why ambivalent attitudes toward
remembrance are more widespread in the West? Cross-tabulation (not shown) con-
firms for the Spiegel (1992) survey that support for latency questions®> was mod-
erately (but not significantly) correlated with ambivalent responses (see appendix,
table 3.9, scale type 3aS and 3bS, and table 3.10, scale type 3aG). Can we con-
clude that all nonantisemitic respondents who—at the same time—oppose remem-
brance, are hiding their true opinions about Jews out of sheer opportunism? Such
an answer ignores that ambivalence toward remembrance and continuing repara-
tions hides a variety of motives not evaluated by preset poll questions. Some
respondents may not want to cope with unrelenting guilt, shame, and feelings of
anger. Others may feel their patriotic sentiments threatened, and still others may
have seriously contemplated the past and may want to bring such considerations
to a conclusion. Perhaps some think that Germany has paid for its crimes.
Postwar-born respondents may also believe that they should not be held responsi-
ble any longer because the Nazi crimes were an event of the past (for a range of
motives, see Curtis 1986: 10, Safran 1986: 277 f., Wodak et al. 1990: 29, 147 {f.,
216 f., 352 ff., Sniderman and Piazza 1993: 168).

Is it possible that some respondents hide the full extent of -their prejudices by
refusing to answer sensitive questions? Latency correlates in the Spiegel (1992)
survey with a high nonresponse ratio among antisemitic persons, but only in the
case of East Germany (sce appendix, table 3.9, scale type 1bS). As for ambivalent
responses, however, refusal to answer or undecided answers may not only indicate
evasion—as Selznick and Steinberg explain in their antisemitism study (1969:
31 f.). They are often indicative of misunderstanding or unfamiliarity with ques-
tionnaires, the aggressive wording of a question, lack of knowledge, distrust in the
confidentiality of the interviewer, time constraints, and other factors (Smith 1993:
384). Karmasin (1992: 40), for example, asked nonrespondents about their reasons
for refusing to answer a question about Austria’s Nazi involvement. Forty-three
percent said they declined to answer because they found botli assumptions of the
original question true, and 35% felt incompetent or had never thought about the
question (the latter group were typically elderly respondents with lower educa-
tion). Twenty-three percent refused to answer (42% of this group had a university
education). Some of the well-informed and well-educated respondents seemed (o
have declined answers because they disagreed with stereotypical questions that
trapped desired answers as proof of the poll sponsor’s or researchers’ stereotypical
attitudes about respondents’ prejudices.”® Further investigations into the dynamics
of latency and ambivalence toward remembrance and reparations should take a
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closer look at the methodological limitations of standardized questionnaires (e.g.,
multiple meaning of wording) and evaluate more thoroughly response motives and
the desirability effects of answers, that is, the adaptation of the expression of
attitudes to cultural norms (Langmuir 1990: 323).

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

With scales we are able to assess not only the distribution of certain response sets
but also the demographic and individual characteristics of respondent types. Who
are those who resent Jews and remembrance (scale type 1) in comparison to those
who express resentment but support Holocoust remembrance (scale type 2)? How
do nonantisemitic respondents in support of “drawing a line” (scale type 3) differ
from those who support remembrance of the Holocaust (scale type 4)? Do those
with antisemitic opinions have characteristics in common with a person described
as having an “authoritarian personality” (see Adorno et al. 1973)? What relation-
ship exists between certain attitudes and ‘demographic characteristics such as edu-
cation, age, religion, place of residence, political identification, and personality
traits.?’

Using standard evaluation techniques and independent variables common in atti-
tudinal research, a demographic analysis of response types and attitude scales was
undertaken. Logistic regression with weighted variables is a tool to control inde-
pendent variables against each other in case the dependent variable is skewed and
dichotomous. Log-likelihood ratios and levels of correct model predictions give a
clue about how much each independent variable contributes to a dependent vari-
able’s variance. Significance levels show if a variable is important for explaining
a given attitude syndrome measured by a response type or attitude scale.

The finding can be best illustrated using the Spiegel (1992) survey. This poll
has the advantage of having a comparatively large (and reliable) sample size and
a particularly sophisticated questionnaire. In a nutshell, logistic regression con-
firms (1) East-West German differences and commonalties and (2) a significant
impact of variables such as social class (education/occupation/income), political
orientation, authoritarian disposition, age, and residence on attitudes about Jews,
foreigners, and remembrance.

A brief description of significant outcomes follows (see appendix, table 3.13).
Persons who score above average on antisemitism, foreigner resentment, and anti-
remembrance share three characteristics in both the East and the West: low educa-
tion/blue-collar occupation, intention to vote for the populist right-wing “Republi-
kaner” Party,”® and support for the authoritarian question of disciplining youth.
Besides these commonalities, differences also exist. Persons in the East with
strong resentment against foreigners and opposing remembrance more likely live
in rural areas and cities with populations of fewer than 50,000. In West Germany,
antisemitic and antiforeigner respondents are more likely to live in areas with a
higher degree of urbanization. Also, the age factor is more explicit in the West, that is,
older persons tend to be more resentful toward Jews and foreigners or tend to oppose
remembrance. In the East, the age factor is only significant for persons resentful of
foreigners. Gender, religious affiliation, north-south region, and economic situation
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(with the exception of antiforeigner hostility) are variables that are not very strongly
affiliated with the antisemitism, antiforeigner, and remembrance scales.

Respondents with high scores on the antiforeigner scale are unsatisfied -with
their economic situation in both the East and the West. This finding seems to
confirm the assumption that suspiciousness of and distance from foreigners is par-
tially a function -of ethnocultural intergroup conflict and economic competition
among lower-class members who are threatened by economic and social changes.
In the West such persons also express little interest in political affairs, intend to
abstain from voting or support the far right-wing “Republikaner” Party, and attend
churches infrequently. In other words, they may have few social and community
ties and show signs of ‘status deprivation and political disillusion, blaming others
for personal and societal shortcomings. Persons in the West who oppose continu-
ing remembrance of Nazi crimes have similar characteristics as those who are
hostile and suspicious toward foreigners.

An analysis of respondent types (prejudiced and antiremembrance, nonpreju-
diced and proremembrance, and nonprejudiced and antiremembrance) confirms
characteristic differences between respondent types.” In East and West Germany,
prejudiced respondents differ significantly from nonprejudiced along lines of s0-
cial class, Left-Right party alignment, and support for discipline. In the West,
additionally, age, gender, political participation (party vote), economic satisfaction,
and political interest are attributes where scale type 1 and 4 respondents differ.>
In East Germany, characteristics like urbanization, region, and gender are of im-
portance.

The differences between scale type 1 and 4 respondents in the West very much
reflect what has been called the conflict between the old and the new political
agenda that emerged during the transformation processes of postindustrial societies
(Inglehart and Rabier 1986). The New Politics cleavage is characterized by a po-
larization between low-prejudiced, postmaterialist, younger and better educated
voters with sympathies for the Green Party or the Social Democrats on the Left
versus materialistic and less-educated voters with working- and middle-class back-
grounds with traditionally CDU/CSU (Christlich-Demokratische Union/Christlich
Soziale Union) and SPD (Sozial Demokratische Partei Deutschlands) sympathies
on the Right. At the extreme end are populist New Right parties (e.g., the “Re-
publikaner Party” that capitalize on those parts of the old middle and working
classes who perceive their status as particularly threatened by the ongoing social
and cultural change, and who feel not sufficiently represented by the traditional
majority parties.’! In the last decade such contested issues were the protection
of the environment, immigration and its consequences (multiculturalism, ethnic
diversity), and identity questions (national pride, rejection of supranational institu-
tions such as the European Union [EU], the United Nations [UN], and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATOY]), and coping with the past.

How do ambivalent nonantisemitic but remembrance-critical and forelgner»
hostile respondents fit into that picture? According to the data they have some
commonalties ‘with prejudiced respondents, such as low education, prodiscipline-
authoritarianism, and (blue-collar) lower-class affiliation. The similarity of ambiv-
alent with prejudiced respondents suggests that many respondents conform to
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opinion trends in society and their reference group. Some may even hide -their
hostile opinions toward Jews and could be counted under the latency category.

In contrast, respondents of the nonantisemitic and nonantiforeigner type who op-
pose Holocaust remembrance are characteristically authoritarian males who do not
belong to the blue-collar group (East) or have a significantly higher education (West).
These respondents are not in favor of voting for either the “Republikaner” Party,
Green Party, or the Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus (PDS) in either the East
or (less clear) the West. It is not unrealistic to suppose that an unknown percentage of
these respondents (well-educated, feeling not threatened by foreigners, and aware of
the current taboo against antisemitism) use the less stigmatizing remembrance issue
to express their desire to move beyond the past and develop a new sense of national
pride. Ambivalent respondents obviously represent a heterogeneous group of people
whose response motives and attitudes need to be investigated further with more so-
phisticated methods (see also Bergmann and Erb 1g91a: 240).

It is of interest that many of the properties of prejudiced respondents fall under
the label of “working-class authoritarianism™ (Lipset 1960). Their characteristics
also resemble the conception of the inflexible or rigid, prejudiced personality as
developed in The Authoritarian Personality (Adormo et al. 1973) and related stud-
ies about the psychopathology of prejudice.’? Recently Sniderman and Piazza
(1993: 87) have reported similar relationships between racial stereotyping and sup-
port for authoritarian values in the United States. A survey in the Netherlands
(Scheepers, Felling, and Peters 1990) suggests that authoritarianism is an often-
overlooked predictor of ethnocentrism and prejudice that is itself related to educa-
tion, age, social class, church involvement, and status anxiety.

More investigation of the socioeconomic conditions, political demands, and cul-
tural values that accompany ongoing social change and the reorganization of the
political system in Germany may help to uncover some of the questions about
future trends in antisemitism, xenophobia, and remembrance, including the growth
of postmaterialist and postnational pacifist Western and authoritarian materialistic
political cultures, particularly in the East. Thus future studies should concentrate
in particular on (1) how distinct political cultures and personality “types” react to
socioeconomic changes that trigger ethnocultural pluralism via immigration
(which covers issues such as xenophobia and antiforeigner attitudes), and (2) how
these cultures and personalities respond to the search for a revived or new under-
standing of the national collective via a redefinition of national identity and history
(the latter is clearly related to Holocaust and war remembrance). My research
indicates that antisemitism is related to both dimensions: xenophobia and national
identity. Its dynamism might result from its bridging function. An increase in xe-
nophobia will affect antisemitic resentment just as the frustrated search for a us-
able and untainted national past may lead to an increase in secondary anti-Jewish
resentment.

German Attitudes toward Israel

Some observers have speculated that antisemitic attitudes, distance from ethnic
and cultural groups, and opposition to remembrance are linked to negative atti-
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tudes toward Israel. The analysis of the Spiegel (1992) poll confirms for West
German respondents a relationship between antisemitism, ascription of “typical”
negative Jewish traits (from a trait scale with 22 characteristics), and a relatively
strong sympathy with the Arab cause. Other opinions about the peace process
between Israel and its neighbors are only moderately correlated with antisemitism,
a finding that is supported by prior surveys (Bergmann and Erb 1991a).3* In fact,
Lily G. Feldman and Michael Wolffsohn attest for Germany and Smith for the
United States that the opinion about Israel is shaped by the political context of
Middie East politics, independent of the ratings of Jews (Feldman 1984, Wolffsohn
1993: 108 ff., g9 f., Smith 1991: 16).>* Until 1967 the German public expressed
more sympathy for Israel than its Arab neighbors. Since then the percentage of
those preferring neither Israel nor the Arabs has increased, similar to U.S. and
West European opinions. In the Spiegel poll, undertaken in December 1991,
shortly before the American-led UN attack on Iraqi forces in Kuwait, unprejudiced
German respondents were more pessimistic about a continuing peace in the Mid-
dle East. They displayed distance toward both conflicting parties and expected the
Israeli government to take the first steps toward peace. Indicative of this shift is
that persons rating low on antisemitism (i.e., younger, more educated and Left
respondents) were, in contrast to prior decades, also more critical toward Israe]’s
policy in the Middle East. The sufferings of Holocaust victims and World War II
generations are no longer seen as excuses for a harsh Israeli policy toward the
Palestinians and Arabs. In other words, a skeptical view prevails that should not
be confounded with ideological anti-Zionism or antisemitism. The majority of
German respondents did not support the equation that “Zionism is racism.” In fact,
Left or Right anti-Zionism never attracted a measurable population segment nor
was it influential in West German intellectual circles.®

Low-level resentment against Jews and Israel in East Germany fit into the hy-
pothesis of the role of socialist antifascism described earlier. Nevertheless, this
finding is somewhat surprising if one considers decades of East German pro—
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) propaganda and anti-Israel politics. Also
remarkable is the fact that in comparison with the West the average East German
is more optimistic about the peace process and does not prefer Arabs over Israelis.
Overall Germans in the East and West have a comparatively positive image of
Israelis. On a sympathy scale of —35 to +35, 34% of all Germans—regardless of .
age—perceive Israeli Jews very sympathetically, 12% view them sympathetically,
38% were neutral, 10% view them unsympathetically, and 2% view them very
unsympathetically. East Germans (mean: +1.14) had a somewhat more positive
attitude than West Germans (mean 0.95). Compared with other nations and ethnic
groups, Germans rank the Israelis close to Austrians, French, and Americans and
ahead of, for example, Turks, Gypsies, or Palestinians. The latter are perceived by
German respondents as culturally more distant. :

Although most respondents in the East and West want to treat the State of Israel
like any other state, a majority of respondents in the Spiegel (1992) poll realizes
that the Holocaust still puts a heavy strain on Israelis’ opinions about Germany.
They also correctly assume that a large group of Israeli Jews is not yet open for
reconciliation. A parallel survey in Israel sponsored by Der Spiegel in December
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1991 confirms that the positive feelings of Germans toward Israeli Jews are not
reciprocated.* For example, in 1991, a majority of Israeli respondents strongly
identified united Germany and the Germans with their Nazi past.*’ Israelis ex-
pressed pessimistic and negative attitudes about German unification and the
strength of democratic traditions in Germany. They also were concerned about
German xenophobia and antisemitism (Wolffsohn 1991). For most Israelis the
Nazi and Holocaust image of Germany still is an obstacle to more friendly rela-
tions in the present and future. Many Israelis also include postwar-born Germans
in their anti-German resentments.®

Summary

Many arguments may be brought forward about how East and West Germans
come to terms with the Nazi and Holocaust legacy. The gloomy portrait drawn by
pessimists that West Germans have clearly failed to heed the lesson of the past,
the alarmist cries of a rising tide of neo-Nazi antisemitism,*® and the notion that
anti-Zionism in East Germany masked popular anti-Israeli and anti-Jewish resent-
ment are not supported by the findings of public opinion polls undertaken after
unification (see also Marrus 1986: 177). In international comparison, Germany has
a rather positive record regarding Holocaust knowledge, antisemitism, social dis-
tance, and concern about Jewish prejudice. In addition, many indicators—not only
surveys—testify that the public in Germany in the last pre-Wall decades and after
unification has rather intensified its efforts to cope with the past. From that view-
point, it seems paradoxical that allegations of a failure to seriously confront the
past have continued (see C. Hoffmann 1990).

From the end of World War II to 1993, a period that spans at least three genera-
tions, the Holocaust and World War 1I had an impact on the identity formation of
Germans. Although confronted with, exposed to, and to some extent socialized by
this past, generations of Germans born after the war (representing now over 85%
of the German population) are rarely involved in personal interactions with Jews.
But fictional and nonfictional books, movies, schooling, media reports, Nazi trials,
public scandals, political speeches, memorials, and exhibitions have educated the
Germans to such an extent that cognitively the memory of Nazism, the war, and
the Holocaust cannot be easily suppressed. Shame, anger, and guilt are deeply felt
in a large segment of the German population. Among the better educated postwar
generations, the Holocaust has become a central focus of the recollection of the
recent past (Weil 1990: 140, 157).*° For the majority of contemporary Germans,
the past is present; knowledge about the Holocaust exists and is available—often
unavoidable—and they are not inclined to deny the truth of the Holocaust. Even
those who want to overcome the guilt burden, those who are tired of self-
incrimination or who consider themselves not personally responsible, are not nec-
essarily identical with small groups of denyers and revisionists. Not everyone who
supports the notion of “drawing a line,” naively trying to remove the “Nazi stain”
(Jarausch 1988), is a staunch antisemite with a coherent ideological view about
National Socialism, Jews, and Israel. Many, tired of the guilt burden, have a rather
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conservative and patriotic worldview but support democracy (see F. P. Lutz 1993:
164 11.).

Based on the Spiegel (1992) survey and using conservative estimates, three
groups of people with different attitudes toward Jews, foreigners, and remem-
brance were found in East and West Germany, varying according to occupation,
education, political affiliation, age, residence, and political interest: (1) an unpreju-
diced group of urban, younger, and better educated respondents who are willing
to confront the past (West, 18%; East, 30%); (2) an ambivalent and less clearly
definable response group who want to consider the Nazi past closed but are not
(openly and expressively) prejudiced against Jews, although they are often resen‘t<
ful of foreigners (West, 30%; East, 28%); and (3) those who do not feel responsi-
bility for the past, identify Jews in a negative way with remembrance, and have
resentment against foreigners (West, 19%; East, 7%). The latter group represent
attitudes that could be exploited by far right-wing ideologues and organizations.
However, it is important to acknowledge that persons who share attitudes of the
third group are not identical with a few hard-core old and neo-Nazis. Besides,
transforming the third group’s resentment into political action is not easy to ac-
complish if all other conditions are hostile. These findings are similar to other
poll evaluations (see chapter 2). Particularly in the western part of Germany, the
characteristics of type (1) and (3) respondents fit into the anti-authoritarian post-
materialist—authoritarian materialist pattern, which is related to what has been de-
fined as the New and Old Politics dimension that cuts across the older Left and
Right cleavages based on social class, education, party alignment, urbanization,
and political partlclpatlon (see Kurthen and Minkenberg 1995).

In comparison with the more pervasive xenophobia against East European and
non-European immigrants and asylum seekers, anti-Jewish feelings are not pre-
dominant in German society, and Jews are not the main targets of hostility and
bigotry. If one considers opinions toward Israel, the Holocaust, and Jews as proof
of antisemitism, German respondents display comparatively little prejudice. Al-
though there might be a small but noisy extreme Right, the poll data indicate that
there is a large group of Germans in the East and the West who reject antisemit-
ism, accept the Jewish community, sympathize with Israel, and are opposed to
attempts of the right-wing extremists to stir up anti-Jewish resentment and reject
Holocaust remembrance. Some evidence exists that the nature and level of “tradi-
tional” antisemitism have changed into what has been called secondary resentment
(Bergmann and Erb 1991a), but it is also true that anti-Jewish attitudes have con-
tinuously decreased over the last 40 years. Given generational changes and a stable
liberal and democratic political culture it will most likely continue to decline fur-
ther.

Distrust and antipathy toward foreigners is more widespread and differs signifi-
cantly from anti-Jewish resentment. Whereas the latter contains elements of tradi-
tional political envy and conspiracy combined with resentment resulting from
guilt, national pride, and reparation, attitudes toward foreigners differ by ethno-
cultural distance, skin color, and immigration type. They contain strong elements
of social competition, welfare chauvinism, and scapegoating of immigrant mirTori-
ties. In 1991 45% of the population in the West and 40% in the East disliked

15
3
T




60 FACTS AND FINDINGS

foreigners. In 1994 this hostility seemed to be somewhat lessened, with 23% of
the respondents perceiving foreigners as hostile in the West and 17% in the East
(see appendix, table 3.6).

My analysis also confirms a relationship between antiforeigner resentment and
antisemitism. In particular, in West Germany a correlation exists between foreigner
scapegoating and resentment against Jews, though somewhat different scales were
used. In 1994 the relationship between projected hostility of foreigners and antise-
mitism had become stronger in the East (see appendix, table 3.12). This may
indicate an attitudinal right-wing hardenjng among prejudiced respondents in the
East. In fact, respondents with a consistent antisemitic view are also most likely
to be hostile toward foreigners, oppose remembrance, have authoritarian tenden-
cies, and support antidemocratic attitudes.*!

What conclusions can be drawn from these findings?

I. Xenophobia and antisemitism-have to be seen in both historical and interna-
tional comparative perspective, otherwise there is a danger of either exaggerating
or downplaying their significance. Antisemitic attitudes and behavior, more than
hostility against foreigners, are officially a public taboo and institutionally illegal
in Germany. Public awareness about antisemitism is high, and anti-Jewish resent-
ment is neither politically nor intellectually respectable, nor is it officially embed-
ded in the political culture. In comparison with xenophobia there are no social
forces or influential political advocates that could lead to a significant growth of
antisemitism at the present. And there is no indication that after unification antise-
mitic incidents have significantly increased as the result of a popular, elite-
supported political movement similar to that during the last years of the Weimar
Republic. Comparatively small and fragmented fringe groups that promote preju-
dice and hatred against immigrant minorities and Jews are lacking support, leader-
ship, an attractive ideology, and other means to sustain a political movement. Even
within right-wing subcultures rabid antisemites are isolated (Bergmann 19go0a:
152), whereas ambivalent feelings toward foreigners are more widespread.

2. These facts do not mean, however, that xenophobia, nationalist arrogance,
and hatred of all sorts, including antisemitism, are unimportant, do not contain
dangerous political potential, could not be revived, or may experience only a
short-lived upsurge. In the case of anti-Jewish resentment, new sources and ex-
pressions have to be recognized, resulting from the burden of the past (collective
guilt, remembrance, and reparation) and the unrealizable search for an untainted
national identity.. Xenophobia is fed by the failure to recognize that Germany has
become an immigrant country and by the inexperience of the country with ethno-
- cultural diversity. But on the whole the conditions for a simple renewal or repeti-
tion of the Nazi past in united Germany are unfavorable, and jt would take a
cataclysmic event such as a supranational upheaval and unprecedented domestic
and international changes for such a change to occur (Feingold 1985: 323).

3. Remembrance of the past and historical consciousness about Nazi crimes
should not be relativized, apologetically whitewashed, or offset against genocidal
acts committed by other nations. Nor should the historically unique course of
responsibility and restitution taken by the German government be cast into the
marketplace of moral, political, and financial claims and counterclaims as if these
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voluntary obligations were—in the words of Jiirgen Habermas—some sort of natu-
ral and granted insurance for damages (Schadensabwicklung) (see Merkl 1989:
495). Awareness of the sufferings of other groups and nations allows the Germa.n
people also to recognize their betrayal by a Nazi leadership, who led them merci-
lessly “into the slaughter of the Second World War” (Wolffsohu 1993: 208)', end-
ing with division, expulsion, and loss of homelands in the East. Recollection of
the past sharpens the conscience against all sorts of present-day racism and xeno-
phobia, demagogy, and political adventurism. ’

4. Unfortunately, even with the best pedagogical intentions, increasing chrono-
logical distance makes it harder and harder to revive or even to imagine th_e suffer-
ings of millions. But coping ‘with the past should not become a compulsive, rou-
tinely performed national act of self-accusation that is not free from self-
righteousness. Any attempt to moralize and ritualize remembrance or to coqdemn
those who do not respond polictically correctly will probably not result in the
desired outcome.*? Compulsory exercises in philosemitism, ritualistic breast-
beating, or alarmist anti-antisemitism will not be of much help either ‘(Jesse 1990:
560). One cannot transfer guilt feelings or impose collective or individual mourn-
ing, sensitivity, compassion, and responsibility. The “first step of moral. d.e.velop-
ment” (Wisse 1994: 27) could be the growth of a feeling of responsibility for
one’s individual acts without blaming others or using other means of self-
exculpation. Such an honest learning process could result in a nonhypocr.mcal,
moral sensibility toward the multifaceted side of national histories, pride in the
overcoming of narrow nationalism and ethnocentrism, and a critical attitude to-
ward collective ideologies and generalizations.
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TABLE 3.1. History of Vergangenheitsaufarbeitung in West Germany, 1945-1995

Frame

1945-1952

1953-1958

19591966

1967-1978

1979-1989

19901995

Central events

Official explanations
of Nazism and its
victims

Public memory of
Holocaust

Official framing of
antisemnitism

Official tréatment of
former Nazis

Nuremberg trials,
“deviance” of
Jewish displaced
persons,
antisemnitic
scandals,
compensation
agreements, and
German Jewish-
Israeli reparation
agreement

Diary of Anne Frank,

second German
compensation law,
establishment of
German-Israeli
diplomatic
relations

Dictatorship, National Socialism as
“catastrophe,” Germans as victims too,
National Mourning Day (Volkstrauertag)

Suppressed or offset by postwar expulsions
and war crimes against Germans
Unacceptable and extremist, punishable by law

1945-1949: Denazification, reeducation; since
1950: reintegration of bystanders into
society, war crime trials

Antisemitic scandals,

praffiti and
cemetery
desecrations,
movies, plays,
Eichmann and
Auschwitz trials,
compensation
payments by
businesses

Debate about
juridical limitation
(Verjiahrungs-
debatte), “68”
generation revolt
against fathers,
Fassbinder affair

Moral dramatization of guilt and reparation,
Jews victims of racial oppression

Slow change

Distancing through
taboos and rituals

Early retirement
schemes, expulsion
from public service
of activists

Public attitudes
toward Jews/
German Jews

Public attitude
toward Israel/
Israeli Jews

Degree of
antisemitism
according to polls

Public reaction to
antisemitism

Institutions fighting
antisemitism

Public memory of
1933-1945

Factors determining
adult cohort views
on the past

Right-wing parties
and membership

Political reaction to

right-wing
extremism

Distance and
antipathy

Indifference

Strong and rising
antisemitism, often
under mask of
philosemitism

Indifference,
avoidance of issue

Media, democratic
parties, churches,

constitution

Prewar years: more

positive; war years:

more negative
Personal experience

Increasing
membership after
foundation of FRG
in 1949

Marginalization, ban
of extremist parties

Indifference

Pro-Israeli, anti-Arab

Slow decrease

Rising opposition and

awareness

Media, democratic

parties, churches,
literati, historical
research

Prewar years: more

positive; war years:
more negative

Personal experience,

schools, media

“economic miracle”

Marginalization

Rising acceptance

Reduction

‘Public protests

Constant public
information

Refinement of taboos

and rituals
Diverse individual
and camp trials

Rising acceptance,
positive traits

Pro-Arab, anti-Israeli

Slow reduction

Latent pressure to
assimilate to norms

Schools, media, parties, churches, literati,

historical research, cultural institutions,
universities, Bundes- und Landeszentralen

fiir politische Bildung
Slow change

institutions, etc.

Decreasing membership after ban and during

Ban of Deutsche

Reichs Partei

Reports from (grand-) parents, teachers, media,

National Democratic

Party

Marginalization

Holocaust TV series,
Nachmann scandal,
Bitburg, historians’
debate, Weizsicker
and Jenninger
speeches, no legal
limitations of Nazi
genocide,
compensation
funds for enforced
laborers (Poland,
Russia)

German unification,

Gulf War, German
military aid for
Israel, German
payments to
compensate for
East Germany,
Rostock council
scandal,
postunification
xenophobia, arson
of Liibeck
synagogue and
Sachsenhausen
camp barrack,
Schindler’s List,
soth anniversary of
allied WWII
victory

Focal point on Holocaust and Jews but other
victim groups are also remembered,
Germany accepts moral responsibility and
lessons (vigilance, awareness), ambivalence
in remembering 1945: defeat versus

liberation narrative

Guilt and shame but wish to draw a line and
stop dwelling on the past
Totally unacceptable, antisocial, and

antinational

Criticism of lenjent postwar treatment, search,
extradition, and punishment of war

criminals continues

responsibility

Acceptance of special relationship and

Sympathy but ambivalence toward Israel’s

Arab policy, wish for normalization, fear of
instrumentalization of Holocaust

Little antisemitism among educated and

cohorts born after 1935, growing “guilt

burden” resentment

Strong public protests and sensitivity,

government intervention to avoid domestic
and international criticism

Media, school education, elites, unions,

political and cultural institutions, camp
memorials and exhibitions, movies, public
commemorations and speeches

Prewar and war years more negative,

Holocaust memory predominant

Rise of Republican

Party

Ban of Auschwitz lie

School, media, and personal reports

Increasing right-wing

organization
membership after
unification

Legal bans of neo-

Nazi and skinhead
groups and music
groups, German
pressure for
prevention on
international level

Source: Bergmann 1994a.



99

Ly

TABLE 3.2. Overview of German and International Attitude Survey Data

Survey Number of Respondents ~ Sample Date Pollster Sponsor
What Do Americans Think about Jews? Various U.S. public
(Smith 1991) opinion polls
United Germany and Jewish Concerns: 995 West Germans, Representative 1990 Emnid-Institut AlC
Attitudes toward Jews, Israel, and the 826 East Germans age 18+ (Oct. 1~15)
Holocaust
(Jodice 1991)
Attitudes toward Jews in the 4,206 Representative 1990 Soviet Center for Public Opinion AJC
Soviet Union: Public Opinion ' (Sept. 21-Nov. and Market Research
in Ten Republics 12)
(Gudkov and Levinson 1992)
Attitudes toward Jews in Poland, 1,200 Poles, Representative 1991 Penn + Schoen Assoc., AJC
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia: 1,201 Hungarians, age 18+ (Jan. 7-21) - Demoskop Res. Agency
A Comparative Survey 1,132 Czechoslovaks (Poland), Median (Hungary),
(Cohen and Golub 1991) and Assoc. f. Indep.
Social Analysis
(Czechoslovakia)
Austrian Attitudes toward Jews, 2,000 Representative 1991 Gallup Austria AlC
Israel, and the Holocaust age 14+ (June 24-Aug.
(Karmasin 1992) 21)
Juden und Deutsche (Spiegel 1992) 1,875 West Germans, Representative 1991 Emnid-Institut Spiegel
947 East Germans age 18+ (Nov. 30-Dec. Verlag
7
Juden und Deutsche (Spiegel 1992) 820 Israeli Jews, Representative 1991 Gallup Israel Spiegel
: 180 non-Jewish age 18 + (Dec.) Verlag

Attitudes toward Jews in the

Commonwealth of Independent
States (Gudkov and Levinson
1994)

What Do the Americans Know
about the Holocaust?
(Golub and Cohen 1993)

What Do the Americans Know
about the Holocaust?
(Golub and Cohen 1993)

What Do the British
Know about the Holocaust?
(Golub and Cohen 1993)

British Attitudes toward Jews

and Other Minorities
(Golub 1993) -

What Do the French Know about

the Holocaust?
(Golub and Cohen 1994)

Current German Attitudes toward

Jews and Other Minorities
(Golub 1994)

Holocaust Denial: What the Survey

Data Reveal (Smith 1995)

Israelis

3,965

506

992

1,025

959

1,046

992 West Germans,

442 East Germans

991

Representative

Representative
10th~12th
grade
students

Representative
age 18 +

Representative
age 16+

Representative
age 16+

Representative
age 15+

Representative
age 18+

Representative
age 18 +

1991

(Mar. 4—

Apr. 26)
1992

(Oct. 19~30)
1992

(Nov, 14-21)
1993

(May 5-10)

1993 (Sept. 2~7)

1993

(Oct. 8, 9, 11)
1994

(Jan. 12-31)

1994 (April)

Russian Center for Public Opinion
and Market Research

Roper

Roper

Gallup Great Britain

Gallup Great Britain

Louis Harris France

Emnid-Institut

Roper USA

AJC

AJC

AJC

AJC

AJC

AJC




TABLE 3.3. International Country Comparison of Dichotomized Questions and Response Ratios

Germany
US.A.
West + East
. Leaders Leaders West East West East Adults Adults Students
Question 1990 1990 1990 1950 1994 1994 1989/90 1992 1992
1 Zionism is racism: 62%/30% 55%/37% 41%/33% 38%/33%
Disagree somewhat or strongly/agree
Response ratio (question 3) 2.1 1.5 1.2 1.2
2 Jewish president: 72/22 75/21 91/5
Wouldn’t matter or like to have/prefer not
Response ratio (question §5) 3.3 3.6 18
3 Jews provoke hostility: 69/8 75/6
No/yes
Response ratio (question 2) 8.6 13
4 Jewish societal influence: 40/24 36/8 68/21
2 Right amount or too little/too much :
Response ratio (question 1) .7 4.5 3.2
5 Jews as neighbors: 59/30 75/20 87/11
Approve or makes no difference/disapprove
Response ratio (question 4) 2 3.8 7.9
6 Antisemitism: 46752 93/6 60/26 83/7 72/19 77/14
Very serious or somewhat a problem/
not at all
Response ratio (question 6) 0.9 i6 2.3 12 3.8 5.5
7 Future of antisemitism: 22/72 38/59 32/53 58/28 45/40 55/37
Will increase somewhat or greatly/
decrease or remain the same
Response ratio (question 7) 0.3 0.6 0.6 2.1 I 1.5
8 Holocaust definition: 91/9 73/27 61/38 48/53
Extermination, murder, persecution of Jews,
etc./other responses or DK/NA
Response ratio (question 8) ) 10 2.7 1.6 0.9

TABLE 3.3. (continued)

. Argentina UK France Austria Hungary Czech Rep. Slovakia Poland Lithuania
Question 1692 1993 1993 1991 1991 1991 1991 1961 1992
1 Zionism is racism: 35%/25% 21%/25% 17%/52% 21%/42% 19%/39%

Disagree somewhat or strongly/agree

Response ratio (question 3) 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.5

2 Jewish president: 91/8 8s5/12 61/31 81/17 71/20 57/32 54/40 51/40
‘Wouldn’t matter or like to have/prefer
not

Response ratio (question 5) II 7.1 2 4.8 3.6 1.8 1.4 1.3

3 Jews provoke hostility: 76/5 79/8 46/14 90/6 70/2 51/14 65/19
Nofyes )
Response ratio (question 2) 5.1 9.9 3.3 15 35 3.6 3.4
4 Jewish societal influence: 49/8 55/8 64/17 51/5 41/25 32/26 47/11
Right amount or too little/too much
& Response ratio (question 1) 6.1 2 3.8 1o 1.6 1z 4.3
5 Jews as neighbors: 52/41 29/70
Approve or makes no difference/
disapprove
Response ratio (question 4) 1.3 0.4
6 Amisemjtis_m: 38/48 45/30 51/34 28/72 34/66 39/44
Very serious or somewhat a problem/
not at ail
Response ratio (question 6) 0.8 1.5 1.5 0.4 0.5 0.9
7 Future of antisemitism: 25/56 24/45 25/53 13/58 26/44 17/51
Will increase somewhat or greatly/
decrease or remain the same
Response ratio (question 7) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.3
8 Holocaust definition: 56/44 68/32

Extermination, murder, persecution of
Jews, etc./other responses or DK/NA
Response ratio (question 8) 1.3 2.1




TABLE 3.3. (continued)

Latvia Estonia Belorus Moldavia Ukraine Russia Azerbaijan Kazakstan Uzbekistan
Question 1992 1992 1992 1992 1992 1992 1992 1992 1992

1 Zionism is racism:
Disagree somewhat or strongly/agree
Response ratio (question 3)

2 Jewish president: 53/28 62/22 64/20 79/5 65/23 61/24 64/16 70/21 38/39
‘Wouldn’t matter or like to have/prefer not
Response ratio (question 5) 1.9 2.8 3.2 16 2.8 2.5 4 3.3 1
3 Jews provoke hostility: 69/3
No/yes
Response ratio {question 2) 23
4 Jewish societal influence: 18/8 30/2 55/15 27/1 49/9 33/11 32/11 55/13 40/5
Right amount or too little/too much
Response ratio (question I) 2.3 15 3.7 27 5.4 3 2.9 4.2 8
3 5 Jews as neighbors: 37/63 39/61 33/67 53/47 48/53 42/57 24177 31/70 24/76
Approve or makes no difference/disapprove
Response ratio (question 4) 0.6 0.6 0.5 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.3

6 Antisemitism:
Very serious or somewhat a problem/
not at all
Response ratio (question 6)
7 Future of antisemitism:
Will increase somewhat or greatly/
decrease or remain the same
Response ratio (question 7)
8 Holocaust definition:
Extermination, murder, persecution of
Jews, etc./other responses
or DK/NA
Response ratio (question 8)

TABLE 3.3 (continued)

Germany U.S.A.
West East - Adults Adults Students Adults UK. France
Question 1994 1994 1989/90 1992 1992 1994 1993 1993
9 Recognition of Nazi label for Jews: 91/9 98/2 42/58 42/58 42/58 47/53 88/12
Yellow star, Star of David/other responses or ’
DK/NA
Response ratio (question 9) 10 49 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 7.3
10 Camp recognition: 91/g 95/5 62/38 48/52 67/33 76/24 go/10
Concentration camps/other or DK/NA :
Response ratio (question 10) I0 19 1.6 0.9 2.0 3.2 9
11 Estimate of killed Jews: 36/64 36/64 35/65 28/72 41/59 41/59 45/55
6 mil./other number or DK/NA ‘
Response ratio (question 12) 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.8
- 12 Knowledge of other persecuted groups: 202/21 240/16 102/42 71/55 100/45 179/29 146/15
- Sum of correct answers/incomrect or DK/NA
Response ratio (question 11) 9.6 I5 2.4 1.3 2.2 6.2 9.7
13 No relevance of Holocaust today: 49/40 68/22 63/21 54/26 65/21 73/18 79/20
Strongly or mostly disagree/agree
Response ratio (question 13) 2.2 3.1 3 2.5 3.1 4.1 4
14 Know and understand Holocaust now: 65/27 75/20 72/15 64/21 76/14 72/24 88/12
Essential or very important/somewhat or not
important
Response ratio (question 14) 2.4 3.8 4.8 3.1 5.4 3 7.3
i5 Revisionist ciaim: 62/29 56/34 38/54 21/66 49/47 30/46 67/33
Heard this claim/not heard
Response ratio (question 16) 2.1 1.7 0.7 0.3 1.0 1.1 2
16 Holocaust never happened: 7917 82/10 65/22 63/20 84/7 94/5
It seems impossible/possible
Response ratio (question 15) 17 8.2 3 3.2 12 19

Note: High response ratios indicate little antisemitic resentment, little social distance, strong concern-about-antisemitisms-good Holocaust knowledge, support for Holocaust remembrance, and rejection
of revisionism. Response ratios represent the division of positive by negative item responses.




TABLE 3.4.. International and German Poll Questions

Hungary, Poland,
Czechoslovakia:

Germany:

US.A:

Argentina:

CIS:

CIS:

Argentina:

Argentina:

CIS:

“The view that ‘Zjonism is racism’ has gained currency on the contemporary
scene. Do you agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, or
disagree strongly with this statement?”

“Several years ago, the United Nations passed a resolution saying that Zionism
is racism. Do you agree or disagree with this resolution?”

“If a party nominated a Jew as its candidate for president of [nation], would
you approve, disapprove, or would the candidate’s Jewishness make no
- difference to you?”

“If a party nominated a Jew as its candidate for president of Germany, would
you approve, disapprove, or would the candidate’s Jewishness make no
difference to you” (in percents).

“I'm going to read a few attributes that might be found in a candidate for
president. Tell me if each would make you more likely to vote for that
candidate for president, or less likely to vote for that candidate, or if it
wouldn’t matter.”

“Would you or would you not vote for a presidential candidate who was
Jewish?”

“What would be your attitude if a Jew became president of your republic?: |
have nothing against it, I wouldn’t like it, can’t say definitely.”

“Do any of the following groups [group] behave in a manner which provokes
hostility toward them in our country?” (only answers listed for Jews).

“Do you feel that the following groups [group] have too much influence, too
little influence, or the right amount of influence in our society?” (only
answers listed for Jews).

“How much influence do the following groups [Jews} have in our society: too
much, too little, a reasonable amount?”

“Do any of the following groups { Jews] have too much power and influence in
Argentina?”

“How do you feel about having [group] in your neighborhood? Would you like
to have some [group] neighbors, wouldn’t it make any difference to you, or
would you prefer not to have any [group] neighbors?” (only answers listed
for Jews).

“How would you feel about having members of the following group [Jews] as
neighbors? Would you like it, would you be indifferent, or would you dislike
it?”

“How would you feel if your neighbors belonged to the following ethnic

groups? 1 would like to have them as neighbors, it does not matter to me, I
would rather not have them as neighbors?”

“Do you think antisemitism in our country is a very serious problem, somewhat
of a problem, or not a problem at all?”

“Looking ahead over the next several years, do you think that antisemitism in
[country] will increase greatly, increase somewhat, remain the same, decrease
somewhat, or decrease greatly?”

“As far as you know, what does the term ‘the Holocaust’ refer to?”
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TABLE 3.4. (continued)

“Many Jews in Europe were forced to wear a symbol on their clothes during
the Second World War. What was it?” (open-ended).

“From what you know or have heard, what were Auschwitz, Dachau, and
Treblinka?” (open-ended).

“Approximately how many Jews were killed in the Holocaust?” (open-ended
with codes).

“In addition to the Jews, which of the following groups, if any, were persecuted
by the Nazis?”

“Please tell me whether you sirongly agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, or
strongly disagree: “The Holocaust is not relevant today because it happened
almost 50 years ago.” ”

“In your view, how important is it for [nationality] to know about and
understand the Holocaust: is it essential, very important, only somewhat
important, or not important?”’

“Some people claim that the Nazi extermination of the Jews never happened.
Have you ever heard this claim, or not?”

“Does it seem possible or does it seem impossible to you that the Nazi
extermination of the Jews never happened?”

TABLE 3.5. Ranking of East and West Germany’s Response Ratios in International

Comparison
Ranking in
Comparison with
Other Countries Polled
) Question West East
Topic # Attitude Question Germany  Germany
Resentment I Zionism is racism (disagree) 2 0f 7 20f7
2 Jewish president (approve) 9 of 20 7 of 20
3 Jews provoke hostility (no) 6of 10 4 of 10
4 Jewish influence society. (no) 17 of 19 70f 19
Social distance 5 Jews in neighborhood (approve) 3 0f 14 2 of 14
Concern 6 Antisemitism is a problem in society (yes) 4 of 10 1of 1o
7 Future of antisemitism in society (increase) 4 of 10 1 of 10
Knowledge 8 Knowledge of terim “Holocaust” (yes) 1of6 20f6
9 Recognition of yellow star/Star of David (yes) 2 0f 7 1 of 7
10 Recognition of concentration camnp names (yes) 20f7 t of 7
11 Knowledge of estimate of killed Jews in
Holocaust (yes) 3of7 3of 7
12 Knowledge of persecuted victim groups (yes) 30of 7 1of7
Remembrance 13 Relevance of Holocaust today (agree) 70f 7 30f 7
14 Need to understand and know Holocaust (yes) 70f7 40f7
Revisionism 15 Heard claim that Holocaust never happened
(yes) 1of7 30f7
16 Possible that extermination never happened (no) 30f6 40f 6

Note: Response ratios represent dichotomized answer patterns to the same or similar question in comparison with
other Western and European countries (see appendix, tables 3.3 and 3.4). For example, the West Germans’ ranking
position of 1 indicates that they display the best knowledge in understanding the meaning of the term “Holocaust” in
comparison with six other countries polled. Elite opinion leaders’ vesponses in East and West Germany are not

included.




TABLE 3.6. Scales Used for Evaluation of Three German Attitudinal Surveys

Jodice Poll 1990

Antisemnitism Scale

Antiremembrance Scale

Dichotomized coding

Cronbach’s alpha = .76

Jews exploit Holocaust (Q26)

Too much Jewish world
influence (Q27)

0 = Weak antisemitism (0, 1)
1 = Strong antisemitism (2)

Cronbach’s alpha =. 67

Put Holocaust behind us (Q20)

Against payment of reparations
after unification (Q214)

For normal relationship with state
Israel (Q22)

o = Support remembrance (0, 1)

1 = Oppose remembrance (2, 3)

Support: 30.8%, Oppose: 69.2%

West Weak 63.8%, Strong: 36.2%
N = 915 N = 1,020
East Weak: 86%, Strong: 14% Support: 59.7%, Oppose: 40.3%
= N =732 N = 845

Spiegel Poll 1992

Antisemitism Scale

Antiremembrance Scale

Antiforeigner Scale

Foreigner Antipathy Scale

Dichotomized coding
West

East

Cronbach’s alpha = .73
Jews exploit Holocaust (V21)

Jews partly responsible
for hate (V23)

Too much Jewish world
influence (V55)
Not liking Jews in Germany (V630)

Not liking Jews in Israel (V650)

0 = Weak antisemitism (0-2)
1 = Strong antisemitism (3-5)
Weak: 71.7%, Strong: 27.3%

N = 1904

Weak: 87.5%, Strong: 12.5%
N = 988

Cronbach’s alpha = .59

Feel no shame for German
crimes (V22)

Draw a line and consider past
closed because crimes of
others similar (V105)

Guilt talks is jealousy of
others (V106)

0 = Support remembrance { 0,1)
1 = Oppose remembrance ( 2, 3)
Support: 35.8%, Oppose: 64.2%
N = 1703

Support: 50.9%, Oppose: 49.1%
N = 993

Cronbach’s alpha = .73

Foreigners intensify unemployment
(Vo2)

Foreigners abuse welfare (Vg3)

Politicians privilege foreigners
(Vog)

0 = Weak resentment (2, 3)
1 = Sirong resentment {0, 1)
Weak: 34.1%, Strong: 65.9%
N.= 1,897

Weak: 43.8%, Strong: 56.2%
N = 987

Cronbach’s alpha = .73

Dislike Turks in Germany
(V610)

Dislike asylants from Eastern
Europe (V690)

Dislike asylants from Africa
(V730)

Dislike accepted asylants
(V810)

0 = Like groups ( 0, 1)

1 = Dislike groups (2—4)
Like: 54.6%, Dislike: 45.4%
N = 1,889

Like: 59.6%, Dislike: 40.4%
N = 972

Golub Poll 1994

Antisemitism Scale

Antiremembrance Scale

Low Holocaust Knowledge Scale

Xenophobia Scale

SL

Dichotomized coding
West

Bast

Cronbach’s alpha = .80
Resent Jewish neighbor (F110__8)

Jews provoke hostility (Frr1__8)

Too much Jewish societal
influence (F113__8)

Disapprove Jewish presidential
candidate (F116)

Too much Jewish world
influence (Fri7)

Jews exploit Holocaust (F128)

0 = Weak antisemitism (0-2)
1 = Strong antisemitism (3-6)
Weak: 72.1%, Strong: 27.0%
N = 1160

Weak: 86.1%, Strong: 13.9%,
N = 301

Cronbach’s alpha = .68
Holocaust not relevant today (F125)

Knowledge and understanding of
Holocaust unimportant (F127)

Draw a line and consider past
closed (F129)

0 = Support remembrance (0-1)
1 = Oppose remembrance (2-3)
Support: 56.5%, Oppose: 43.5%
N = 1129

Support: 75.9%, Oppose: 24.1%
N = 2092

Cronbach’s alpha = .55

Little knowledge of term
Holocaust (F118)

Little knowledge camps (F119)

Little knowledge of yellow
star (F124)

0 = Much knowledge (0-1)
1 = Little knowledge (2-3)
Much: 81.4%, Little: 18.6%
N = 1167
Much: 69.6%, Little: 30.4%
N = 302

Cronbach’s alpha = .79

Gypsies provoke hostility
(Fir1_2)

Arabs provoke hostility
(Frir__3)

Vietnamese provoke hostility
Frii__a)

Turks provoke hostility
(F111__%)

Poles provoke hostility
(Fr11__6)

Africans provoke hostility
(Firi__7)

0 = Weak xenophobia (0-2)

1 = Strong xenophobia (3-6)

Weak: 77.4%, Strong: 22.6%

N = 1055

Weak: 83.3%, Strong:16.7%

N = 269




TABLE 3.7. German Attitudinal Survey Questions

Golub Poll 1994

Fiio__8:
Frir_2:
Frii__3:
Fii1__4:
Friy__s:
Fi11__6:
Frri_7:
Firi__8:
Fri3_8:
Fi16:
Fui7:
F118:
Fir1o:
Fi24:
F125:
F127:
F128:

“How do you feel about having Jews in your neighborhood?” Answer: “Would you like
to have some Jewish neighbors?” (1), “Wouldn’t it make any difference to you?” (2),
“Would you prefer not to have any Jewish neighbors?” (3).

“Do Gypsies behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward them in our country?”
Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (o).

“Do Arabs behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward them in our country?”
Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (o).

“Do Vietnamese behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward them in our
country?” Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (0).

“Do Turks behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward themn in our country?”
Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (0).

“Do Poles behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward them in our country?”
Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (0). ’

“Do Africans behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward them in our
country?” Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (0).

“Do Jews behave in a manner which provokes hostility toward them in our country?”’
Answer: “Yes” (1), “No” (0).

“Have Jcws too much influence in our society?” Answer: “Too much” (1), “Too little”
(2), “The right amount” (3). .

“If a party nominated a Jew as its candidate for president of Germany, would you
approve (1), disapprove (2), or would the candidate’s Jewishness make no difference
to you?” (3).

“Now, as in the past, Jews exert too much influence on world events.” Answer: “Agree
strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat” (2), “Disagree somewhat” (3), “Disagree strongly”

(4.

“As far as you know, what docs the term ‘the Holocaust’ refer to?” Answer open-ended
with codes: “Extermination etc. of Jews by Hitler/Nazis/Germans” (1), “Extermination
etc. of Jews” (2), “Other relevant responses” (3), “Others” (4).

“From what you know or have heard, what were Auschwitz, Dachau, and Treblinka?”
Answer open-ended: “Concentration camps” (1), “Other responses” (2).

“Many Jews in Europe were forced to wear a symbol on their clothes during the Second
World War. What was it?” Answer open-ended: “Yellow star/Jewish star/Star of
David” (1), “Other responses” (2).

“The Holocaust is not relevant today because it happened almost 50 years ago.”
Answer: “Agree strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat” (2), “Disagree somewhat” (3),
“Disagree strongly” (4).

“In your view, how important is it for Germans to know about and understand the
Holocaust?” Answer: “Essential” (1), “Very important” (2), “Only somewhat
important” (3), “Not important” (4).

“Jews are exploiting the National Socialist Holocaust for their own purposes.” Answer:
“Agree strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat” (2), “Disagree somewhat” (3), “Disagree
strongly” {4).
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TABLE 3.7. (continued)

Fi2g9__:

“Recently someone said: ‘Today, in'the aftermath of Genman unification, we should not
talk so much about the Holocaust, but should rather draw a line and consider the past
closed [Schlufstrich ziehen].” Would you say this is correct (1) or incorrect?” (2).

Jodice ‘Poll 1990

Q20:

Q21a:

Q22:

Q26:

Q27:

“With the opening of a new chapter in German history, 45 years after the end of the
Second World War, it is time to put the memory of the Holoeaust behind us?”
Answer: “Agree strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat” (2), “Disagree somewhat” (3),
“Disagree strongly” (4).

“Do you think that the German government should, after unification of the two German
states, pay reparations to Jews?” Answer: “Agree strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat”
(2), “Disagree somewhat” (3), “Disagree strongly” (4).

“As far as our relationship to Israel is concerned, we should not let ourselves be
burdened by the past and the events during the Third Reich. Israel is a state like any
other” (1), “Because of the events during the Third Reich, we have a special
obligation toward Jews and also toward Israel. We cannot treat Israel like any other
country on earth” (2).

“Jews are exploiting the National Socialist Holocaust for their own purposes.” Answer:
“Agree strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat” (2), “Disagree somewhat” (3), “Disagree
strongly” (4).

“Now as in the past, Jews exert too much influence on world events.” Answer: “Agiee
strongly” (1), “Agree somewhat” (2), “Disagree somewhat” (3), “Disagree strongly”

4)-

Spiegel Poll 1992

V23:

Vss5:

Vo2

Voy3:

Vos:

Vios:

“If somebody would tell you, “Many Jews try to take advantage of the Third Reich and
make the Germans pay for it,” how would you answer?” Answer: “That’s correct” (1),
“There’s some truth” (2), “That’s incorrect” (3), “It is impossible to answer” (4).

“I am ashamed that Germans have committed so many crimes against Jews.” Answer:
Scale of 6 possible answers ranging from “Strongly agree” (1) to “Strongly disagree”

(6).

“Jews are partly to blame for the persecution and hate against them.” Answer: Scale of
6 possible answers ranging from “Is entirely true” (1) to “Is entirely untrue” (6).

“Jews have too much influence in the world.” Answer: “True” (1), “Not true” (2),
“Undecided” (3).

“Foreigners coming now to Germany aggravate the unemployment of Germans,”
Answer: “Yes” (1), “Fairly certainly” (2), “Less certainly” (3), “No” (4).

“Foreigners coming now to Germany abuse the services of our welfare system.”
Answer: “Yes” (1), “Fairly certainly” (2), “Less certainly” (3), “No” (4).

“Most German politicians are too concerned about foreigners coming now to Germany
and not concerned enough about Germans.” Answer: “Yes” (1), “Fairly certainly” (2),
“Less certainly” (3), “No” (4).

“We should draw a line and consider the past closed {Schiufistrich ziehen). Other people
have done just as bad things as we have.” Answer: Scale of 6 possible answers
ranging from “Disagree very strongly” (1) to “Agree very strongly” (6).
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TABLE 3.7. (continued)

Vi106: “The permanent talk about the guilt of the Germans in other countries often indicates
envy about German efficiency and affluence.” Answer: Scale of 6 possible answers
ranging from “Disagree very strongly” (1) to “Agree very strongly” (6).

Vé61o0: “Please judge some people according to your sympathy for them. How sympathetic are

you to the Turks living in Germany?” Answer: Scale of 1} possible answers ranging
from “Very unsympathetic” (—5) to “Very sympathetic” (+5).

V630! “How sympathetic are you to the Jews living in Germany?” Answer: Scale of 11

possible answers ranging from “Very unsympathetic” (—5) to “Very sympathetic”
(+5).

V650: “How sympathetic are you to the Jews living in Israel?” Answer: Scale of 11 possible
answers ranging from “Very unsympathetic” (—5) to “Very sympathetic” (+ 5).

V6go: “Please judge some people according to your sympathy for them. How sympathetic are
you to the asylum seekers from Eastern Europe?” Answer: Scale of 11 possible
answers ranging from “Very unsympathetic” (—s) to “Very sympathetic” (+5).

V730: “Please judge some people according to your sympathy for them. How sympathetic are
you to the asylum seekers from Africa?” Answer: Scale of 11 possible answers
ranging from “Very unsymipathetic” (—5) to “Very sympathetic” (+ 5).

V8r1o: “Please judge some people according to your sympathy for them. How sympathetic are

you to the foreigners in Germany accepted as legal political refugees?” Answer: Scale
of 11 possible answers ranging from “Very unsympathetic” (—5) to “Very
sympathetic” (+ 5).

TABLE 3.8. Response Typology Based on Attitude Scales (Jodice Poll 1990)

Response Characteristics West Germany East Gerniany
1990 1990
Scale Type Antisemitism Remembrance N=940 N=8o0
1] (N = 366) Strong Oppose 32.0% 8.1%
2] (N = 68) Strong Support 3.3 4.6
3J (N = 548) Weak Oppose 34.4 28.1
4] (N = 758) Weak Support 30.3 59.1
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TABLE 3.9. Response Typology Based on Attitude Scales (Spiege! Poll 1992)

Response Characteristics West Germany  East Germany
1991 1991
Scale Type Antisemitism  Remembrance  Antiforeigner N = 1,894 N = 980
1aS (N = 434) Strong Oppose Strong 19.1% 7.3%
1bS (N = 58) Strong Oppose Weak . 2.0 2.1
2a8 (N = 125) Strong Support Strong 3.5 2.1
2bS (N = 17) Strong Support ‘Weak 0.7 0.4
3aS (N = 846) Weak Oppose Strong 30 28.3
3bS (N = 362) Weak Oppose Weak 13.1 11.5
4aS (N = 397) Weak Support Strong 11.4 19.6
4bS (N = 635) Weak Support Weak 18.2 29.6

TABLE 3.10. Response Typology Based on Attitude Scales (Golub Polf 1994)

e Characteristics
Respons West Germany  East Germany

Holocaust 1994 1994
Scale Type Antisemitism  Remembrance  Knowledge N = 1,127 N = 291
1aG (N = 44) Strong Oppose Little 3.5% 1.7%
1bG (N = 198) Strong Oppose Much 16.5 4.0
2aG (N = 35) Strong Support Litile 2.1 3.9
2bG (N = 78) Strong © Support Much 6.4 2.0
3aG (N = 100) Weak Oppose Little 6.1 10.8
3bG (N = 219) Weak Oppose Much 17.4 7.7
4aG (N = 100) Weak Suppott Little 5.4 13.4
4bG (N = 644) Weak Support Much 42.5 56.4

TABLE 3.11. Distribution of Response Types Based on Dichotomized Attitude Scales
from Three Consecutive German Polls in 1990, 1991, and 1994

West Germany East Germany

teristics
Scale Response Characteris 1990 1901 1994 1990 1901 1994
Type Antisemitism Remembrance N=940 N=1,894 N=1,127 N=800 N=0981 N=29I

I Strong Oppose 32.0% 21.1% 20.0% 8.1% 9.4% 5.7%
2 Strong Support 3.3 6.2 8.5 4.6 2.5 5.9
3 Weak Oppose 34.4 43.1 23.5 28.1 39.8 18.5
4 Weak Support 30.3 29.6 47.9 59.1 49.2 69.8

Note: Typology percentages differ in each calegory because scales from the three surveys are based on different
questions (see appendix, tables 3.6 and 3.7).
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TABLE 3.13. Summary of Logistic Regression Coefficients for Attitude Scales and Response Typologies in East and West Germany (Spiege! Poll 1991)
Antisemitism Antiforeigner Antiremembrance
Scale 1991 Scale 1991 Scale 1991
Dependent Variable East West East West East West
Age (years) —.00 or* 01* ol Lol .01 LOpFEE
Sex (male) -33 15 —.02 —.07 13 12
Education (high) —1.37hEE —.08 —.50% - BgkER — gk —.25
Occupation (non—blue collar) =03 —.32%* —.02%*F —.33%* —.44%* —.27*
North-South (South) 41 6otk 23 16 .20 —.33%
City size (over 50,000) -.32 e — .8k ATFE — .57 —.24
Catholic (yes) X .20 X QgqHkE X -.12
Protestant (yes) —.04 .25 12 Rkl 1 —.38
Atheist (yes) —.18 11 .16 43 41 — gy
Church attendance (often) .29 —-.03 —.42 —.54%** 33 —.28%
Green—PDS voter (yes) —1.38* g1 —.46 —-.26 —.42 —.66*
CDU/CSU voter (yes) —.13 .30%% 13 31 28 13
“Republikaner” voter (yes) 3.60%%* 1.35%%* 2.70* 2.3 %%k 76 1.42%%%
No vote (yes) —.46 14 35 42% .35 .6o*F*
Political interest (no) .09 .16 -.05 Gy -.06 4Gk
Pro-youth discipline (yes) LQRXHF 4QFFE borE* 72k 1.52%%* Bkt
Economic situation (unsatisfactory) —.20 .07 4IFE el lakle .01 —.04
Constant — 1.8k —2.49%F* —.19 = L. IT*%* —1.01%% .30
N 938 1,831 941 1,830 943 1,834
-2 Log Likelihood 593.8 2068.7 1134.6 2077.6 1087.8 2168.1
Degrees of freedom 16 17 16 17 16 17
Correctly placed 89% 72% 67% 72% 70% 70%
negative comrelation. X = variables excluded from regression because cell contents are too smail or data is missing.

*p <. 05, **p <. o1 *¥**p <. 00l —



TABLE 3.13. (continued)

Scale Type 3aS (1991): Scale Type 3bS (1991): Scale Type 4bS (1991):

Scale Type 1aS (1991):

Weak Antisemitic/

Weak Antisemitic/ Weak Antisemitic/

Antisemitic/

Antiforeigner/ Foreigner Neutral/ Foreigner Neutral/

Antiremembrance

Antiforeigner/
Antiremembrance

Proremembrance

Antiremembrance

West

West East West East West East

East

Dependent Variable

— QW
—.14

~.01 .01

.00
~.14
— g5k
—.03
—.23
—.16

.o1*
—.10
.57
__72***
—.12
_‘73***

.01

.00

Age (years)
Sex (male)

.29% —.06

565
.04
S5T7*
27
-35

17
—.13
_40***

32
—1.8g5%k

N Gk 47ERE

.07

~30
~-.09

Education (high)

_53***
.18
_.48**

.61***
- '55***

.08
25
—.56

Occupation (non-blue collar)

North-South (South)

.16
—.03

G

City size (over 50,000)

Catholic (yes)

.06
.30

— ggERR
— ggx*

70*
66%

42
__35*
— o7

Protestant (yes)
Atheist (yes)

co
N

75%
.30

21 ~.14 .22 —1.03%** ~.43
24
—.65

—.21

—.07

.09

42%*
—.70

_36**
~.38
—.08

.30
-7
—27

Church attendance (often)
Green—PDS voter (yes)

CDU/CSU voter (yes)

.65*
_'52***
—5.45

.77***

— G
~2.39
- .19
— 23

07
13

—1.21

2
—I1.33

.46
—2.03

.29%

1.60%%*

2.70%%*
- .36
—.21

Republikaner voter (yes)

'No vote (yes)

_1.03***
_.‘97***
__.79***
—29
1,834

1472.3

22
—.26
—.26
~-.00

ok S 23 -

.21

23
32%

.20

347*

Political interest (no)

— 1_36***
-3

—.13
—3.26%%%

JrEEE

03
—~71 _03***

g3FrE
27
—1.55%%*

1'04***

—.01

1.04%%%
—.15

Pro—youth discipline (yes)

Economic situation (unsatisfactory)

Constant

N

.02

_1.46***
1,834
1365.4

_._3_01***
1,834
1667.5

~2,9gH¥E

943
901.0

943
636.6

1,834
2140.3

943
987.4

943
433.6

Degrees of freedom

-2 Log Likelihood
Correctly placed

17

16

17

16

17

16

17

83%

76%

87%

88%

69%

75%

80%

93%

negative cormrelation ; X = variables excluded from regression because cell contents are too small or data is missing.

*p <. 05 *p <. o1. **¥*p <, 001. —
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TABLE 3.14. Variables Used for Logistic Regression of Attitude Scales
(Spiegel Poll 1992)

Age of respondent (interval)

Sex of respondent (0 = female/1 = male)

Education (0 = primary-secondary/I = secondary -+ )
Occupation (0 = blue collar/t = other than blue collar)

Employment (0 = employed or in training/1 = not or not employed any more)

Union membership (0 = no/1 = yes)

Region (0 = North/1 = South)

City size (0 = under 50,000/1 = over 50,000)

Religious affiliation Catholic (1 = Catholic/o = other)

Religious affiliation Protestant (1 = Protestant/o = other)

Religious affiliation atheist (1 = atheist/o = other)

Respondent’s church attendance (1 = often/o = seldom)

Sunday vote, i.e., respondent’s vote if there would be a national election next Sunday (1 = Green
Party-PDS/ 0= Other)

Sunday vote (1 = Christian Democratic Uniop/Christian Social Union/o = other)

Sunday vote (1 = “Republikaner” Party/o = other) .

Sunday vote (I = nonvoter/o = other)

Respondent’s political interest (0 = yes/1 = no)

“The youth should be much stronger disciplined” (Man sollte die Jugendlichen hixter anfassen)
(1 = agree/o = disagree)

Judgment of own economic (wirtschaftliche) situation (1 = unsatisfactory/o = satisfactory)

NOTES

The author is grateful for helpful comments on earlier drafts by Kay Losey, Konrad Ja-
rausch, Siegfried Mews, Henry Landsberger, Stefan Immerfall, and Heike Trappe.

1. In this chapter the term antisemitism will be used “broadly to cover less favorable or
lower ratings and evaluations of Jews” (Smith 1991: 1), thereby not limiting the term to
extreme anti-Jewish hostility (Allport 1954: 9). Such a broad definition reflects the increas-
ing difficulty to define and compare present-day antisemitism in Western countries in the
terms of “classical” racial antisemitism during the first half of this century (Bauer 1994:
12). The term xenophobia signifies unduly fearful, hostile, or contemptuous attitudes toward
strangers or foreigners, particularly in the cultural and political realm. The terms remermn-
brance and confrontation of the past ( Vergangenheitsaufarbeitung) will be used to depict
an attitude that accepts Germany’s shame or guilt, takes responsibility and makes repara-
tions for the Nazi crimes, keeps uncomfortable memories alive, and agrees that knowledge
and understanding of the Holocaust are important for future generations to avoid a repeti-
tion.

2. Because a past cannot be overcome nor undone, Andrei S. Markovits suggests the less
euphoric terms confrontation and coping with the past ( Vergangenheitsaufarbeitung), which
1 also prefer (Markovits 1990: 273).

3. Jews in upited Germany (the huge majority living in the West) currently represent
about 60,000 persons or 0.08 percent of the population. Their number has strongly risen
since unification because of the influx of Jewish immigrants and refugees from the former
Soviet Union.

4. Philosemitismi became a “German therapy for German pain. The Jew became the
enemy who now had to be loved” (Frank Stern 1994: 86).
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5. Like Michael R. Marrus, they argue that “most people alive in North America and
Europe were born considerably after World War II; for them, the notion of some sort of
personal or inherited responsibility for what happened to Jews forty years ago seems inher-
ently absurd. . . . For most the Holocaust occurred further back in their sense of time than
many of us like to imagine. 1t was not their parents who were making decisions during the
war years, but their grandparents or even their great-grandparents” (Marrus 1986: 177).

6. “Jews are as bound to Germany as Germany is to Jews. . . . mainly latter-generation
Germans, want to break out of these unavoidable links. The other, Jewish side cannot allow
the Germans to escape this historical bind without endangering their own Jewish identity”
(Wolffsohn 1993: 66 f.).

7. “It is a matter of human weakness for the memories of the relatives of those who
harmed others to be less developed and long-term than the memories of those who were
harmed. This also applies to the refations between peoples and countries” (Yitzhak Ben Ari,
former Israeli ambassador to Germany, cited in Levkov 1987: 289).

3. The 1990 and 1994 AJC data were made available by David Jodice (D3 Systems) and
the Zentralarchiv fiir Sozialforschung in Cologne, Germany. The author is indebted to Dr.
David Singer, Research Director of the AJC in New York for support in data acquisition.
The 1990 poll included interviews with 101 East and West German political and economic
leaders, a majority of whom display significantly lower prejudice and resentment than the
average German respondent. Elite responses are included in the sample and not separately
evaluated.

9. The Spiegel data presented are based on a raw data evaluation of extracted item mar-
ginals with some cross-tabulation results the author received from the Der Spiegel maga-
zine. Additional evaluations are based on data analyses undertaken at Technical University
of Berlin, Center for Research on Antisemitism.

10. Nevertheless, the results have to be interpreted cautiously because the relatively high
nonresponse ratio and the wording of the “Zionism™ and other questions raise some doubt
about the reliability to measure antisemitism and prejudice with the questionnaire used. See
the critical discussion of poll instruments and methods to measure antisemitism by Feingold
(1985: 320), Curtis (1986: 8), Glazer (1986: 155 ff.), Marrus (1986: 172 ff.), Raab (1986:
288 1), Segre (1986: 145 ff.), Weil (1987: 183), (1990: 138), Smith (1g991: 22 f.), Bauer
(1994: 20), Brown (1994: 8), and Smith (1994: 5 ff.).

11. Studies about antisemitism in Eastern Europe after 1990 have focused on the ultrana-
tionalist, xenophobic, and revisionist political fringe (e.g., Braham 1994). Few studies have
attempted to assess the distribution of antisemitisin in comparative perspective by using
mass opinion poll data.

12. The appearance of the revisionist historian David Irving, for example, resulted in a
public demonstration of 10,000 “anti-facists” in Berlin in May 1992, a number hardly
matched anywhere else (Merkl 1994: 447).

13. In comparison with the average respondents the economic and political leaders in
East and West Germany polled in 1990 (Jodice 1991) display significantly lower anti-
Jewish resentment, are more supportive of remembrance and reparations, and feel more
content that antisemitism is not threatening German society, Only East German leaders
displayed—shortly after unification—more insecurity about the extent and future of
antisemitism.

14. According to Jack Zipes, the Communist Party rationalized its decision as follows:
“After all, why should the victims of fascism, namely the communists, pay other victims

- for crimes that they, the communists, did not commit? Recognition of Israel was likened to
recognition of guilt” (Zipes 1991: 12). In contrast, West Germany accepted responsibility,
recognized Israel, returned property to Jewish exiles, and has paid since 1951 about $57
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billion to Jewish agencies, individuals, and the State of Israel. West Germany agreed to
compensate Holocaust survivors for the rest of their lives. The last payments are estimated
to last until 2025. The Wiedergutmachung is estimated at a total of at least about $80 billion
dollars (Herbst and Géschler 1989, German Information Center 1994).

15. Polls also indicate that liberal Western vajues and attitudes are relatively strongly
embedded in East German mass opinion. The question remains, how could East Germans
after 13 years of Nazism and 40 years of socialist indoctrination maintain, dcvel(?p, or
acquire this quickly a democratic political culture that resembles very much those in the
West? See chapter 5.

16. The use of mathematical-statistical models and standardized poll answers necessarily
implics a loss of information and generalizations. A particular disadvaniage is the Fack
of knowledge about individual response motivations and legitimations that can be gained
sufficiently only by qualitative in-depth studies.

17. Comparative data for this statement are only available for Austria. A 1991 poll fo.und
that 32% of polled Austrians agree strongly or somewhat with the “exp]oitation.” question,
37% disagree strongly or somewhat, and 32% did not answer. Those who disagree are
younger, better educated, less 1‘eligioq§, more urban, "Green party vqlers. l.n contrast, 50%
of voters in the Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs (FPO) a populist right-wing party, agree
with the statement. Also, weekly churchgoers and older men living in rural areas are more
suspicious (Karmasin 1992). Resentment in Austria is lower than in West Germany because
until the Walheim affair in 1986 neither domestic nor external moral and political pressures
existed in Austria comparable to those in the FRG, nor has Austria paid reparations to the
same degree as West Germany (Pauley 1992).

18. Though not very popular, united Germany paid several hundred million dollars to
Jewish organizations inside and outside Germany in the wake of unification and ensured
compensation of prewar and wartime-related Jewish property claims in East Gf:rmany. The‘
$880 million in German humanilarian aid and military assistance to Israel during the Gulf
War also was related to Germany’s special obligations toward Israel’s security and well-
being resulting from the past. . o

19. But 35% of this group supporting “drawing a line” also thought the Holocaust is still
“relevant today,” 57% believed it important “to know about and understand the Holocaust,”
and 75% were concerned about antisemitism in Germany. Similarly, among resppndents of
the 1990 Jodice survey who wamed to “put the memory of the Holocaust behind” them,
56% belicved that prosecution of “Nazi war criminals” should continue, 81% agreed to
“ban antisemitic groups,” and 83% wanted the German govermnment to continue to “teach
about the Nazi period in history lessons in the schools. However, only 19% of respondents
thought that Germany should, after unification, continue to “pay reparations to Je\jvs.”

20. The author is aware of the methodological problems of poll data evaluation, such
as scale reliability, questionnaire construction, nonresponse, questionnaire word‘illg, index
building, recoding, and so on. (Smith 1991). Because of the absence of other reliable alter-
natives measuring mass opinions, a cautious use of scales is legitimate. .

21. For example, increased German-Jewish/Israeli tensions during the Gulf War in De-
cember 1991, seem to have influenced response patterns in the Spiegel (1092) survey c(}m—
pared to the polls of 1990 and 1994. Questions that show atypical variations over t@e
were “Jewish world influence,” “drawing a line,” “reparation payments to Israel,” “Jewish
exploitation of the Holocaust,” the German-Israeli refationship, Arab-Israeli relations, and
questions about the Middle East peace process.

22. See B. Rommelspacher, cited by Bergmann and Erb (1991a: 295, n. 7).

23. In interpreting survey data, it is important to distinguish between widely reportftd
violent incidents against mainly asylum seekers, Gypsies; Arabs, Turks, and non-White
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foreigners—often undertaken by small groups of apolitical youth gangs, local skinheads,
and drunks—and mass opinion analyzed here (see Farin and Seidel-Pielen 1993).

24. Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient r is a dimensionless index that
ranges from a value of —1 (a perfect negative) to + 1 (a perfect positive linear relationship
between two data sets). A value of o indicates no linear relationship. Gamma vy is a measure
of association between two ordinal-level variables. Gamma y is symmetric and ranges from
o (no relationship) to 1 (perfect relationship).

25. The latency questions are: “Many do not dare to give their true opinjon about Jews”
and “For me the whole Jewish topic is somewhat unpleasant.” Unfortunately these ques-
tions were only available for the Spiegel 1992 poll.

26. Questions with wording that provoked strong sentiments and biased judgment were
more often refused and more often categorized under the nonresponse group. Questions
with high percentages of undecided respondents in the Spiegel 1992 poll were those about
“drawing a line” [Schlufstrich], “Jewish Holocaust exploitation,” *collective responsibility
of Germans,” “Jewish world influence,” “reparation for East Germany,” “truth of Holocaust
reports,” “superiority of Germans,” and the alleged “Jewish deicide.” The fact that many
respondents refused to give answers to simplistic or stereotypically worded questions may,
as Karmasin (1992) has demonstrated for Austria, reveal awareness about the prejudicial
character of a question or issue and indicate that such preset answers do not capture the
complexity and variation of respondent motives.

27. See Selznick and Steinberg (1969), Clark and Martire (1982), Weil (1990: 140, 157),
Bergmann and Erb (1991a), Smith (1991), Sniderman and Piazza (1993), and Smith (1994).

28. The “Republikaner” offer simple solutions for various national and social problems:
statism, ethnocentrism, rewriting of German history, fixation on traditional family structures
and gender roles, hypernationalism, and so on (Jaschke 1990).

29. Scale type 2 respondents display similarities with scale type 1 persons. Therefore and
because of their relatively small size, they were excluded from further analysis.

30. The characteristics of the contrast groups are similar to findings of a qualitative study
among 2,000 West Germans in January 1991 about historical awareness (sec E P. Lutz
1993: 157 ff.).

31. See Minkenberg (1992: 5970, 1994: 174 fT.), Kowalsky and Schroeder (1994), and
Kurthen and Minkenberg (1995: 188 f.).

32. See, for example, Ackerman and Jahoda (1950), Allport (1954), Bettelheim and Ja-
nowitz (1964), Simpson and Yinger (1972).

33. The questions were, “Do you believe in an enduring peace in a time not too far?”
and “Who should be more conciliatory after the first peace negotiations in Madrid in No-
vember 1991—TIsraelis or Palestinians?”’

34. During Israel’s involvement in the Lebanon War of the 1980s, U.S. ratings of Israel
declined parallel to an increasing political rift between the United States and Israel. In
contrast, the threat to Israel during the Guif War and the recent peace initiatives of the
Israeli Rabin-Peres government have increased sympathy toward Israel.

35. During the Gulf War, the Green Party was blamed for Left antisemitism and anti-
Zionism. However, the party has developed a self-critical and open dialogue, particularly
during and after the Gulf War (Martin W. Kloke, cited in Strauss, Bergmann and Hoffman
1990: 152). Simplistic and antagonistic views on the Middle East conflict and the Israeli-
Arab peace process have been more critically debated in this party than in any other. Post-
unification polls verify that Green Party supporters are the least antisemitic and least xeno-
phobic group.

36. Fifty-nine percent of Israeli Jews have a negative and 17% a neutral view (mean
—1.6 on a scale from —2 to +2), Israelis perceive Germans as negative as they do Pales-
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tinians. Only a minority of Israeli Jews are \?Villing to distinguish between Nazi.Germanz
and Germany today. Twenty percent of Israeli Jews perceive Germans sympatl.letlcally al;
4% “very sympathetically,” in contrast to those who see Germans unsympathetically (25 0)
thetically (34%).
> ;’;f };\u;rseyl?nﬁ?laly evalyu:?ion of the Israeli survey using scales found that about 3378% ;:f
Israeli respondents displayed strong anti-German resen.tment'z among them we.re‘ 25% who
expressed negative attitudes about Germans in connection with strong memories .about the
Holocaust. Another 26% were proremembrance but had no coherent negatlv.e view abogt
Germany. Thirty-five percent of all respondents had nelthe.r strong m(?mones about [~hﬁ
Holocaust nor were they anti-German. This group was typlcglly lsrae.ll-born males wit]
weak ties to Orthodox Judaism or the political Right and_ with lgw interest in German
affairs. The strongly anti-German group represented in Apartlcular h1gh¥y educated females
with strong attachment to religion and a strong interest in German affairs. . .
38. The sympathy gap between Israeli Jews and.Qermal.ls also shows .up in mutua trai
scales. Measuring 22 traits on a scale from 1 (positive trait) to 7 (negauve‘ tr§1t7),. Gen'nall
respondents judged Israeli Jews more positively (mean: 3.22). In contrast, Israelis JUfigmenh
about Germans (mean: 4.15) was more negalive. When asked, many respondents .m bot
countries chose sterotypical traits about the other group. Howgver, r.espondents.m both
countries gave each other surprisingly similar evaluations regarc}mg traits such as 1r}de;}en—
dence, decisiveness, creativeness, self-consciousness, conscwnuousness, 'cosmopoht.anlsm,
trustfulness, and tolerance. This may indicate a shift to a rpf)re realistic and rec1prf)(‘cal
perception in which Germans and Israelis discover commonalities that may create a bridge
future. N
fmj:r;.[{}eA%s(s)trltc? (:?iiifference exists between a wave of antisemitism and a wave of articles
and television programs about antisemitism” (Cesarani 1991: 14). - |
40. See a similar effect for Israel (Smith 1991: 24, n. 15) and M. Zlmmerm.zmn (1992).
41. See also F. P. Lutz (1993: 170) and scale type 4 respondgnt c}laracter1stnc§. ‘
42. One has to avoid trying to “build a mandatory guill_ feelAmg into a cosnscience, be it
individual or national, [because it would create] . . . a siltuauon that den‘{ands rel.easc?—~
release from the tensions of always being guilty, of bein‘g 1rredeewat:le. Ultimately 1lileads
to denial, because denying the past is easier than bearing the guilt” (John G. Gagliardo,

cited in Levkov 1987: 461).




