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This dissertation, which deals with Holocaust memory and the moral legacy of the event in the collective memory, is being written 75 years after the end of the Second World War.	Comment by Author: Moral legacy is a bit of an unusual term. Does this reflect your intention?
Although many people speak, narrate, and write about the Holocaust, the vivid colors in which the event has been depicted are fading. We are now witnessing the way in which, over time, Holocaust memory becomes dull, consolidated and commercialized, as it moves away from the power of the truth inscribed in memory’s non-verbal experience. The events described are intermixed with contemporary reality, and it seems as though society is ready to lay these stories aside and to narrate them in a quotidian language.	Comment by Author: This is a little confusing. If the stories are being laid aside then they are not being narrated still…
What human truth does the Holocaust reveal? What does it command us to transmit to future generations? These are the question that set the process of writing this dissertation in motion, as part of an attempt to create a tradition of memory with the power to influence the future. Using the testimonies of survivors, the dissertation strives to understand the power of the event and the range of its influence, and thereby to learn about the humanity of its perpetrators. These materials will be used to create a memory narrative that will be present in the here and now. 
In what follows Holocaust testimony, Holocaust memory, and human nature in light of the Holocaust, are considered from an ethical perspective. As both a prelude and a background to these three central points, the dissertation discusses Auschwitz as an archetype of the universal human condition that arises when a subject is transformed into a social scapegoat, is ostracized, deported, and finally murdered. During the Holocaust, Jews were abandoned; as a result many lost their inner confidence and trust in the world, and found themselves in strange surroundings, homeless, and without a language. Their worldly existence dwindled to mere physical subsistence. In its introductory chapters, the dissertation addresses the existential implications of this condition. Additionally, the introduction discusses the conventional idea that the Holocaust is unrelatable, in other words, that this abject level of existence cannot be imagined because it entails indescribable excesses that amount to a taboo. In this light, the question of memory becomes even more important: How can we remember the indescribable? What will we recall of an event we cannot access?
The first chapter of the dissertation focuses on Holocaust testimony. It examines the experience of the Holocaust, the subjective truth of its victims, and the epistemological status of testimony. The subjective truth is embodied in testimonies, silences, and works of art that were created in the wake of the Holocaust, as well as in unconscious traces left behind by the event. This truth is not a scientific one, that is expressed in documents, factual data, or chronology; it is a truth that is present in everyday reality, and it calls upon us to open up to it on a daily basis in order to examine its significance. This truth is represented by witness testimony, testimonies and literature written by family members, and trauma literature.	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?	Comment by Author: The family members of victims?
The dissertation is based primarily on the testimonies of Primo Levi, Elie Wiesel, Robert Antelme, Jorge Semprún, Jean Améry, and the witnesses who appeared in Claude Lanzmann’s Shoah. From these testimonies we learn about the significance of the witnesses’ experience, and the difficulty they have in finding an appropriate language with which to express it. The raw experience embodied in testimony has been subjected to processes of memorialization and editing, which make it palatable for a not-always attentive audience; such an audience, even when it did listen, generally interpreted these texts in a manner conforming to that with which they were already familiar. They will never know, writes Semprún, thereby summarizing his attempt to relate his own experience. This statement reflects the feelings of many survivors. This state of affairs cast doubt on the truth value of Holocaust testimony, destabilizing its traditional standing and that of witness testimony in general. 
The dissertation addresses this crisis of testimony through the insights of Shoshana Felman, Dori Laub, Jean-Francois Lyotard, Gorgio Agamben, and Claude Lanzmann. Laub argued that the Holocaust was an event that corrupted all its participants, and that none of them can thereafter be considered as impartial witnesses to the event. Historically, according to Laub, the Holocaust is an event without witnesses. Felman emphasized the fact that it is impossible to separate clearly between the description of facts and the perspective of the narrator who provides these descriptions, endowing them with meaning. According to Laub, the perspective of the witness – the survivor, the perpetrator, or the bystander – is always lacking, as every one of these witnesses saw only a part of the historical reality and was unable to look directly at the greater picture. Holocaust testimony, argues Felman, is the result of a severe trauma, that seriously affects the genre’s ability to serve in the writing of history. In Shoah, Claude Lanzmann shows how the most serious trauma is, in effect, ineffable. It can be read in the faces of the witnesses, in their tears and in their sweat, as well as in the helplessness that emerges from their silence. Lanzmann claims that there is a gap between the witnesses’ words and the black sun of the Holocaust. Jean-Francois Lyotard points to testimony’s difficulty in providing proof for the ‘Final Solution,’ as those who did not experience the gas chambers cannot bear witness to them. Moreover, testimony ‘speaks’ in a language that is not generally accepted for establishing facts in the juridical systems in which it is often delivered. For this reason, Lyotard claims, it is impossible to testify about the Holocaust. Gorgio Agamben likewise points to the hidden contradiction in Holocaust testimony, namely the fact that the Holocaust’s real witness, the Muselmann, cannot bear witness to it. According to Agamben, this unspoken testimony bears witness to those who cannot testify, the ‘Homines Sacri’ who lived a life stripped completely bare. Such testimony demonstrates the desubjectivation that took place in Auschwitz. These claims regarding the status of testimony emphasize the idea that testimony is in fact a subjective truth, an alterity that, although inaccessible, is present and must be listened to.
This dissertation treats testimony’s silences, the lacunae where it remains silent, by means of the testimonies and narrative literature created by the second generation of survivors; these texts reveal another broader and deeper layer of the experience of the Holocaust. They bear witness to the massive extent of that trauma and to the blurring of the boundaries of time and space that it effected. The testimonies of second-generation children are treated through interviews conducted by Helen Epstein and Nadin Perseco, as well as from testimonies collected by Esther Peled and published in her book. Second-generation children did not have the privilege of a picturesque childhood, one filled with joy, ease, and innocence. Their parents’ Holocaust experiences shaped their lives from before their birth. They were made to fill gaps in their parents’ lives, often without even knowing who they were meant to substitute. In effect, these children were called upon to bring back those who had gone, and had to act as parents for their own parents, constantly anxious not to upset whatever fragile balance they had achieved. Some second-generation children developed “secondary trauma,” debilitating neuroses, characterized by extreme feelings of guilt and an inability to enjoy life. 	Comment by Author: addition
Where witness testimony fails, Holocaust narrative literature succeeds in bringing to public consciousness the subjective truth, the repressed voice of the experience of the Holocaust. According to Iris Milner, second-generation Holocaust fiction was a catalyst for a process of personal and social self-reflection in Israeli society, undermining the state myth of Shoah u Tkumah (Holocaust and National Rebirth). Social critique was turned against cultural dichotomies such as the “diasporic society vs. Israeli society,” the “old Jew vs. the new Jew,” or “heroism vs. ‘like lambs to the slaughter.’” The Holocaust, Milner claims, does not lend itself to any master-narrative; rather, its truth resides in the personal experience of those who survived it. Talila Kush-Zohar, who studies second-generation women’s literature, emphasizes the gendered aspect of Holocaust experiences; women’s experiences are different from men’s experiences. As opposed to men, women are rooted in the past, and as in the biblical story of Lot’s wife, they refuse to move forwards. They carry with them the memory of the past, which they are not willing to exploit or capitalize on.  
Trauma literature reveals a deeper level of truth connected to the experience of the Holocaust. This dissertation focuses on the insights of Yochai Ataria, Dori Laub, Cathy Caruth, Dana Amir, and Ravit Raufman. These scholars see trauma as a repressed memory that preserves an unconscious and unrefined experience, that is, a truth that has not been worked through or edited, and therefore does not conform to any common language. Trauma is like a pole around which the world of those affected by it revolves. It is a kernel of experience that erupts into everyday life, where it becomes all too present. It represents a missed encounter with reality, calling for us to take responsibility. According to Lawrence Langer, trauma has a doubling effect on the lives of those who survived it, splitting their identity, and undoing any prior conceptions or reality, morality, and man. We might, Langer writes, be able to narrate the story of Auschwitz, but we cannot tell its plot. The truth of Auschwitz does not succumb to the chronological nature of a story that progresses along a linear timeline. According to Langer, Auschwitz as a plot halts the hands of time, breaking through spatial boundaries, and entrenches itself in memory, whether consciously or not, irrespective of time and place. Trauma creates in its survivors a skin which does not shed over time, a present reality that accompanies the everyday. 
The layers of the Holocaust’s subjective truth as expressed in testimonies, narrative fiction, and trauma studies, reveal the vast scope of the Holocaust and its sphere of influence. In doing so they also reinforce the fact that we are unable to create a complete and reliable memory image of the experience of the Holocaust; the truth it embodies is a private narrative of unexpressed pain and cannot be fully recollected. 
The ethical discussion concerning Holocaust narrative fiction is meant to attest to this fact. Testimony, according to Michal Givoni and Nora Strchilevitch, is not meant to narrate a factual story, it is not a legal document; in other words, testimony has a social-ethical role, not an epistemic one. Using the ethical thought of Emmanuel Levinas, and its elaboration by Hanoch Ben-Pazi, this idea is taken up in this dissertation. According to Levinas, testimony is a unique situation in which the presence of the witness makes an ethical demand of the reader. Witnesses presents the readers of their testimony with a presence that is beyond their ego, beyond their world of experience and understanding, demanding that they respect this alterity, and take ethically responsible action in its light. Witnesses places a responsibility on their recipients, and a certain moral commitment to them that supersedes a reader’s desire for truth or its understanding. Testimony, writes Ben-Pazi, is understood as a window opening onto the transcendental, onto something that lies beyond the reader; it evokes recognition of the existence of others and of alterity as such. In opening up to testimony, a reader extracts an articulation from it that continues to resonate subjectively and to correspond with the present and with reality, depending on the interpretation to which it is subjected. 
According to this understanding, instead of representing an attempt to describe the historical reality and imprint its image in memory, Holocaust testimony is a call for ethical reading, it contains a demand to take responsibility, and this is the demand which Holocaust memory must further. This call for an ethical reading has found support in the scholarly literature dealing with testimony, that emphasizes the role of culture in face of the Holocaust. Most authors refer to the fact that despite the impossibility of narrating, transmitting, grasping, or understanding the Holocaust, testimony has a messianic mission, and it places upon us a future-facing responsibility, that of relating the memory narrative that will write the history of tomorrow. In this spirit, these authors call upon us to open up to the unknown, to abandon our hold on our familiar reality, to wake up from our indifference, to listen to the cry of pain coming from the testimonies, and to make this cry present in our reality, in a manner that calls forth change. This cry will be present in Holocaust memory, constantly continuing to garner new meanings over time.
Holocaust testimony’s call for responsibility is a perennial call for ethical self-examination in conjunction with the Other. This call is directed towards mankind, and draws attention to the human condition.
The second part of the dissertation examines the image of human nature that emerges from testimony, as well as its truth regarding the human condition. In this part, the dissertation seeks to ascertain the behavior of those individuals who were involved in the event of the Holocaust, and to recognize the circumstances that caused so many of them to lose their humanity. The circumstances divulge human weaknesses that obstruct thought and moral behavior, as well as human conditions that promote evil; in our moral self-examination in conjunction with the Other we must heed these circumstances and learn to be wary of them.
Amos Goldberg claims that those who experienced the Holocaust are no longer the same as they had been before it. Perusing victim testimony and interviews with the murderers and the bystanders, reveals a double identity, a split human reality, and a double moral code.[footnoteRef:1] Survivors experience a split between their moral identity as prisoners in the ghettos and concentration camps, and their identities before and after these ordeals, and they testify about this subject with feelings of pain and guilt. The perpetrator’s behavior, according to testimonies and interviews, reveals a vast gap between their camp behavior and their behavior outside the camp. While survivors acted as they did under duress, or out of the sheer necessity to survive, most perpetrators acted by choice. The works of Robert Antelme and Primo Levi show how human behavior during the Holocaust destabilized the dichotomic division of people into ‘good and bad,’ or ‘them and us.’ From their writing we learn that humanity can be both bad as well as good, and that there was, in Auschwitz, a grey area in which the division between moral and immoral was not clearly demarcated. According to Lawrence Langer, the camps gave rise to a human figure who was a spontaneous improviser, one who acts according to circumstances without the hindrance of a moral backbone. Improvisation, Langer claims, was the rule also among the perpetrators. The camp reality created among the prisoners, he continues, led to an ethics of circumstances at whose center was the will to survive. He summarizes that this image of human nature was not heroic.  [1:  The dissertation emphasizes that any reading of these sources must take account of the vast difference in the position of the witness regarding each one of these groups. Only testimonies of survivors written in the first person, testifying about personal experiences, are treated here. Perpetrators and bystanders are approached on the basis of interviews, survivor testimonies, and scholarship. From this it should be clear that witness in each of these groups occupy a different position, and that such a difference may influence the content of their testimonies.] 

The perpetrators’ behavior exhibited a double moral standard; one manner of action in the camp, and another at home, in the family sphere. The extreme viciousness of the perpetrators’ behavior is attested to by the testimony of their victims, as well as by Christopher Browning’s Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101, which relates the story of a unit of perpetrators charged with implementing the ‘Final Solution’ in occupied Poland. Browning’s study discloses a complex reality, one not easily summarized or abstracted into sweeping generalizations. Some among those conscripted into the act of extermination refused to carry out their orders, while many others performed with a bewildering equanimity. The perpetrator’s indifference to their actions can also be seen in Claude Lanzmann’s interviews with former Nazis who took part in the organized and massive destruction process, as well as in the interviews conducted by psychiatrist Leon Goldensohn in the Nuremburg prison with the Nazi’s who were awaiting trial for their part in crimes against humanity. According to Robert Gellately, who edited Goldensohn’s interviews, it seems that most of the perpetrators were completely normal. The dissertation also discusses Wendy Lower’s study of Nazi women, most of whom were young women looking for interesting careers, and served as auxiliary forces in the process of destruction. The dissertation devotes space to studying both perpetrators and victims who acted in accordance with their conscience. 
Eli Wiesel portrays bystanders with the image of the man at the window who stood looking out over the main square in front of the synagogue where the Jews were gathered in preparation to their deportation.[footnoteRef:2] According to Wiesel, such ‘neutral’ people do not feel empathy, joy, shock, or rage, but only indifference. Ben-Pazi considers this as nothing more than voyeurism devoid of involvement and responsibility. For him, being a bystander is a behavior that is unconscious of its ethical dimension: it expresses a desire to take an active part in reality, but avoids doing so in practice.  [2:  Wiesel, E. (1964). The Town Beyond the Wall. New York: Schocken Books.] 

The dissertation devotes a separate chapter to the exceptions to this figure, the conscientious objectors, who acted in accordance with their inner moral dictates, despite the dangers this entailed. One example of such objectors was the White Rose resistance group, an organization of young German students that called to resist Hitler and his policy. They were executed when only in their twenties. Other objectors included Anton Schmid, about whom Hanna Arendt wrote, some National Socialist women, who documented and later published accounts concerning the events, and many others, some of whom have been recognized as Righteous Among the Nations. 	Comment by Author: Schmidt?	Comment by Author: the Holocaust?
The call to take responsibility in Holocaust commemoration demands we come to recognize the impasses to ethical behavior, to internalize them, and to expose them in our everyday life. These impasses are divulged in the dissertation’s discussion of the subject of human evil and the Holocaust. Hanna Arendt claims this evil is not a monstrous, satanic, or demonic, evil, but rather a ‘banal evil’ committed by regular people. It is an evil that does not aim to cause harm, that hides under the guise of justice and good intentions. It is an evil committed without thinking, almost as an after-thought, by turning a blind eye to the Other and to reality. This kind of evil is one at which it is easy to fail. We must learn to recognize such evil within ourselves in order to stand guard against it.
What brings a person to such a state? Why would someone abandon their humanity and its ethical principles? What must become of man’s natural moral sentiment and compassion afterwards? The dissertation explores central scholarly and philosophical ideas concerning the sources of evil in the Holocaust. Every such study highlights obstacles to moral behavior.  Most scholars see Nazi ideology and indoctrination as primarily responsible for the lack of moral judgment, the silencing of the conscience and moral sentiment during the Holocaust. Many scholars have highlighted Nazi ideology’s role in setting in motion the ‘Final Solution’; at its basis this was a racist social-Darwinist ideology that equated strength, beauty, and morality, granting the power to rule and, if necessary, to destroy others to the most powerful race. This ideology was exemplified in Hitler’s speeches, and can be found in the writings of Alfred Rosenberg, the Nazi Party’s leading ideologue. It was an ideology that neutralized moral judgement, fanning a hatred and fear of Jews, while creating a myth, an illusion, in which the Aryan race was worthy of being the masters of the world, and would be so in the future, according to Philip Leco-Levert and Jean-Luc Nancy. 
The dissertation also reviews the work of Rebecca Schechter, who traces the cultural roots of Nazi mysticism to Martin Luther’s thought, and the myth of the covenant between Faust and Mephistopheles, the Devil. The Jews, she argues, are the German’s cosmic enemies. She claims that by refusing to lead a rational life, the Germans abandoned ethical judgment, along with the capacity to tell right from wrong; instead, they chose to approach life from a mythological perspective. Tamar Katko’s study, examining the indoctrination in school books of the Third Reich, completes the picture. She claims that by creating order, instilling discipline, inventing rites, and establishing a complete system, Nazi education destroyed free thought, the sense of wonder and criticism, alongside imagination and conscience, thereby uprooting the roots of knowledge. According to Arendt, Eichmann was a clear product of Nazi indoctrination. He was neither overwhelmed by hatred for the Jews, nor was he evil or stupid, and yet he was completely incapable of distinguishing between good and evil; for Arendt, what made Eichmann one of history’s greatest criminals was his complete lack of moral thought. Arendt’s thesis about the banality of evil has been widely influential in Holocaust research. The dissertation highlights several of the most important works that deal with her thought. 
Other scholars who have dealt with the sources of human evil emphasize the influence of circumstances on behavior. For Zygmunt Bauman the unprecedented extent of the Holocaust’s destruction is a result of modernity. The Holocaust was an achievement of planning and implementation, not a product of passions, however murderous they might be. The Holocaust was enabled by a culture where the abnormal was seen as superfluous, as a form of waste, or a weed that must be uprooted. For Bauman modern culture is like a garden; a culture of impartial rationality lacking ethical checks and balances, which treats the human world as an object through which to satisfy its needs. Bauman’s thesis has garnered scholarly criticism and is discussed in this dissertation. Philip Zimbardo, Albert Bandura, and Stanly Milgram are other leading researchers who have contributed to the study of the effect of circumstances on human behavior. They note the effect of deindividualization on behavior, as well as factors such as the use of whitewashed language, identification with one’s role, peer pressure and conformity to the opinion of the majority, unclear orders, and charismatic leadership, alongside other circumstantial factors. These scholars’ main argument is that those who perform evil acts are not necessarily particularly evil people; it is the barrel, the system that bypasses a person’s moral judgment, that poisons the apples it contains. Erich Neumann draws our attention to depth psychology, seeking to highlight the influence of the soul’s inner dynamic on destructive behavior. An individual’s identification with the collective, that takes shape in the socialization process, creates a split in the human soul of those who adopt the identity of the collective, its persona, and repress their own moral judgement. This condition, he argues, leads to zealousness and scapegoating.   	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?
It becomes apparent from this that evil is not separate from human reality, but rather woven into the very fabric of normal life. Rina Lezar reviews a number of aspects of human evil, which, as Yolanda Gampel puts it, takes over consciousness, paralyzing self-reflection and sidelining the ego, thereby taking it apart and infecting everyone who comes across it, including the victim. This is an inherent evil that must be recognized as such and actively blocked on a daily basis.	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?
The discussion of human evil evokes the question of the border separating the victim from the hangman: are we really just pawns in the hands of circumstances? Do we run the risk of becoming thoughtless robots capable of performing such unimaginably cruel actions as those performed by the Nazis? According to Lawrence Langer, the tendency to generalize and universalize human behavior, dilutes German’s guilt and normalizes acts of extreme cruelty committed during the Holocaust. Questions that conflate the executioner with the victim derive from an approach that seeks to lower the extremes to the comfortable, average height. For Langer, any attempt to ‘domesticate’ the Nazis’ actions by understanding them through familiar terms must have developed in a discursive reality that is unaware of places such as Auschwitz or Majdanek, killing grounds filled with gas chambers and crematoria. Langer warns of diverting attention from the crimes actually committed to those that others could have committed, but did not. He argues that there is no place to discuss whether, given similar circumstances, we too could commit such crimes. It is much more important to ask how it happened that humans ever committed such grave crimes in the first place. With this the dissertation ends its discussion of human evil, emphasizing that the attempt to compare the victim and the executioner is offensive to Holocaust survivors, and does not seriously come to terms with their emotions, while at the same time failing to deal in a satisfactory manner with the gravity of Nazi crimes and the pain they caused. However, the dissertation emphasizes that awareness and consciousness of the impediments to ethical behavior have a prime social and moral importance, and are at the heart of the call to take responsibility. 	Comment by Author: I was unclear if this is the correct translation of this passage.
This part of the dissertation concludes with an ethical-philosophical reckoning after Auschwitz. Critical thought after Auschwitz sought to shake up and refresh the foundations of western thought. The Holocaust was understood by scholars as a foundational event that destabilized all common assumptions. Theodore Adorno and Max Horkheimer, Michal Ben-Naftali-Berkowitz, Ronit Peleg, and Emmanuel Levinas all write about the bankruptcy of philosophy, which tries to cling to familiar concepts, thereby sabotaging the attempt to create the necessary ethical transition. These thinkers harshly criticized philosophy’s rational tools, its concepts, and its patronizing attempt to achieve totality; to explain in familiar terms what happened, to frame events in processes defined in advance, and to stick to a cohesive theory using standard tools of argumentation. According to them, philosophy does not deal with the Holocaust because it ignores the silences evoked by the subject and the suffering of the victims, as well as the fact that the Holocaust was an extreme event; any attempt to contain this event will only make it more difficult for us to ascertain its moral lesson. According to Michal Ben-Naftali-Berkowitz, philosophy lost its critical character after the Holocaust. Philosophical discourse, she claims, is tainted with a conservative fixation, that keeps it within the traditional philosophical framework. According to Ben-Naftali-Berkowitz, the exception is deconstructive philosophy, which does not cling to the familiar, opening itself up to other readings of the Holocaust. 	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?
According to Ronit Peleg, philosophy must cease attempting to provide a reconstructive, mediating, comforting, reconciling, restorative discourse, and break away from the speculative connection between disaster and promise. This reflects Emmanuel Levinas’ position. Levinas called western philosophy a philosophy of the same, one that attempts to familiarize the unfamiliar. It is, he argues, an atheist philosophy that opposes the revealed god. Revelation, he continues, is living reason that does not remain only within the bounds of the known, but is an open manner of thinking applies to the examination of the past; this kind of thought does not insert the past into the present, does not involve recollection, and is not held captive by the known – it is a manner of thinking that faces forward. Levinas believes that moral responsibility after Auschwitz entails not attempting to interpret the disaster, but rather to allow it to reach us and to listen its voices. He calls for a form of listening that does not create knowledge, but rather initiates the listener into a condition of ongoing ethical responsibility. According to Levinas, the Holocaust is a historical, human phenomenon belonging to ‘sacred history.’ Out of responsibility to the future, scholars must open themselves up to this phenomenon and to the revelation it contains, thereby reading history again and again in a new light.
Both the discussion of Holocaust testimony and of human evil reveal to us a human truth. The call for responsibility that will be inscribed in Holocaust memory is a call to open up to this truth and listen to the moral demands that it places upon us. This is a call to continually find new ethical meanings that will give the memory of the event a new life; such forward-facing meanings go beyond any theoretical framework or paradigm.  
The third and final part of the dissertation is dedicated to the memory of the Holocaust and to ascertaining the ethical claims it makes. This part examines the nature of memory, and its function in our life, as well as the practical aspects of the call for responsibility as a tradition of Holocaust memory. The seemingly simple and obvious demand to remember the Holocaust becomes more complex when we consider the processes of human memory alongside its human and social functions. 	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?
Human memory is a complex and sophisticated system, whose reservoirs contain a person’s entire spiritual and emotional world, both conscious and unconscious. It is a system that is present in all walks of life, actively guiding individuals through different choices. Memory, we must emphasize, is never a copy of rarified reality, but is rather an elaboration of this reality based on cognitional and emotional tools that receive and process it; memory is always contingent on a given point of view, as well as on the ideational patterns and the personality of the individual who endows reality with meaning, and in whose consciousness this reality is registered. The discussion on memory begins by showing the difference between personal memory and collective memory, as well as the interrelation between the two concepts. Maurice Halbwachs defined collective memory as a social activity of incorporating memory into common social patterns; an activity that forces the past to conform to a contemporary configuration. While personal memory fades over time, Tamar Katko argues, collective memory diversifies and renews itself; society uses collective memory to create social order, solidarity, and continuity. Collective memory is constantly in the process of coming into being, and it is the origin of such terms as ‘national spirit,’ ‘national consciousness,’ and so on. For Avishai Margalit memory functions like a glue that connects everyone who has been exposed to it, transforming a community into a memory community in which relations are based on an ethics of trust and caring. Personal memory works so as to make the past accessible in the present, whereas collective memory seeks to shape the future using the past. According to Iris Milner, the relations between the personal and the collective memory of the Holocaust in Israel have changed over the years. At the end of the Second World War and the beginning of the statehood period, the Zionist narrative was dominant in public discourse. The role the state was cast as a rebirth of the Jewish people, and less attention was given to stories of personal suffering. Later, this relationship changed, and the personal story of loss and suffering gained legitimacy in Israeli public discourse. 
The dissertation also discusses the distinction between living, spontaneous, memory and constructed memory. This distinction necessitates a discussion on the work of interpretation that gives meaning to events and has a central role in the construction of memory. For Rina Dudai interpretation reflects the dynamic between memory and forgetting, and is responsible for our selective memory, a process of recollection enmeshed with forgetting. Based on the dynamics between them, Dudai distinguishes three levels of recollection that also represent three types of forgetting. On the level of forgetting, the living memory of trauma is kept outside of the recollecting consciousness; on another level trauma has partial access to conscious memory; and on a third level trauma is interpreted and worked-through in a manner that allows consciously approaching the memory of the past. According to Dana Amir, this dynamic between memory and forgetting is expressed in the language of testimony, that extends between two poles: at the one end, we are faced with testimonies that obsessively return to the living memory of the unconscious traumatic experience, and, at the other, with reflexive testimonies that are articulated in a common language, representing a constructed memory that establishes a conversation between the past, the present, and the future. 
The role of interpretation in shaping memory is also reflected in the relations between history and memory. Pierre Nora claims that, since we cannot live memory, we must create lieux de mémoire, sites in which memory is preserved. He sees archives, libraries, dictionaries, and museums as remnants of memory. History, he claims, is constructed out of living memory, but it is a problematic and incomplete reconstruction of something that is absent; history distorts and changes memory, keeping it from becoming a part of spontaneous life. Nora’s position is extreme, and in his eyes the mission of history is to destroy spontaneous memory completely. Saul Friedländer shows us the complexity of writing the truth that will be inscribed in memory. He introduces a debate between Holocaust historians on the limitations and restrictions of representing the Holocaust. In this context, the dissertation discusses the work of Christopher Browning, Hayden White, and Dominik LaCapra, their thought on the ways in which historiography has dealt with Holocaust memory, and the manner in which historical writing can bolster both the strength of Holocaust memory and its factual fidelity. 
Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi examines the relationship between memory and Jewish history, which presents us with a different manner of preserving foundational events in memory. The biblical commandment to the People of Israel to ‘remember’ (zachor) is a central pillar in Jewish tradition. The onus of remembering is primarily placed on the priests and prophets who established the ritual days of remembrance and fasting, along with liturgical literature read on these days. Jewish tradition, as opposed to western culture, gives less importance to chronology.  The rabbinic sages chose to lose themselves in protracted meditations about the meaning of history, and their interpretations became the foundation for the thought of future generations. The religious rituals recalled important events while recreating the emotional experience of their meaning. According to Yerushalmi, the Holocaust does not lend itself to historicization, nor does its essence lie in the details of the events. Its narrative is in the experience and emotion of the Yizkor ceremonies and in the myth provided by Holocaust fiction. These matters are strengthened by the work of Yochai Ataria, who understands the importance of literature for promoting living memory. He sees history as attempting to tell a closed, ready-made narrative that doomed to be forgotten; living memory will always clash with reality and evoke emotions. Marianne Hirsch has proposed an intermediate memory, between living memory and history, which she calls postmemory. According to her, there is an entire repertoire of personal knowledge to be found in the literature of the second generation and in family photographs. This knowledge, absent from the archives, is a structure of intergenerational transmission of knowledge and traumatic experience that is not identity with memory, but is close to it in affective power. Ephraim Meir thinks that we are supposed to internalize and remember the moral significance of the Holocaust and to connect it to life in the present, leaving aside the historical details. 	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?
From these discussions we arrive at the importance of interpreting the events of the Holocaust, that is, of the living meaning which we give events. Meaning charges memory with affect, and guides us in taking ethical action. The call to remember the Holocaust is, primarily, a call to listen to the cries of the witnesses and to experience their pain. The task of memory is to give space to this pain, translating it into ethical action. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Interpretation, Dana Amir argues, is not meant to conquer; according to Hanoch Ben-Pazi interpretation is a person’s opening up to an alterity that is beyond his or herself, and is an ethical action that takes care to respect the Other. Ben-Pazi cites Levinas’s position, that demands of critics to abandon their subjective stance, and to resist the tendency to ‘swallow’ and domesticate the alterity. Rather, critics must allow alterity to penetrate their being and change them from within. The interpretation of the Holocaust, he argues, is not supposed to be limited by common language; interpretation must maintain a distance from alterity while listening to its voice which is beyond words, allowing its statements to ring out in memory.
At another interpretative pole is located the politics of memory, which attempts to appropriate the Holocaust to an existing worldview dictated by society’s needs. The dissertation presents the works of Tamar Katko and Idit Zertal who criticize the Holocaust memory industry, the politicization of Holocaust memory, and its use in creating reality and meaning. In this context Ben-Zion Dinur’s address to the Knesset in 1953, during the first reading of the law for the establishment of Yad Vashem (the bill for the commemoration of the Holocaust and the Uprising). This speech presents the period’s preferred interpretation of the Holocaust: a memorialization of the Warsaw ghetto uprising, that is, of heroism and armed resistance, at the expense of the suffering, pain, and death. The politics of memory can be seen in the official memorial sites. These, as Pierre Nora argues, lack an emotional connection to the past, of sanctified memory, of passion and feeling, and remain as static, lifeless, entities, dictated by history. 
At the end of this discussion, the dissertation reviews key memorial sites in Israel, seeking to exemplify Holocaust memory’s different manners of expression in the public sphere. Yad Vashem, Holocaust Memorial Day ceremonies, and high school trips of Israeli students to Poland, are all considered as fabricated sites of memory that reflect hegemonic culture’s interpretation of the Holocaust. As opposed to these sites of officially mediated memory, we will also consider victim commemoration sites that are devoid of and constitute places of mourning where one can be alone with the victim’s memories, such as community tombstones or the Chamber of the Holocaust. Like the family photos, these spaces create a postmemory saturated with emotion. 
The discussion of interpretation that shapes memory leads to a philosophical-ethical discussion of memory. Avishai Margalit’s work deals with the ethical function of memory and the moral imperative to remember. Memory connects different members of the community, defining and preserving the relationships of which it is composed. For this reason, the management of memory is an ethical action. The imperative to remember refers to the responsibility we bear for maintaining an event as living in collective memory, forging a connection between members of a community and the previous generations that experienced the event – their life histories, myths, and traditions. According to Margalit, we are primarily called upon to remember negative past emotions as sentiments that shape our moral conduct; these are memory saturated with emotion that define ethical relations. For Margalit, memory agents are moral witnesses who fill the content of memory with their own suffering; they testify to evil and suffering with the intention and hope that a moral community will be attentive to their testimony. 
Following Freud, Jacques Derrida points us to the archive of the soul, the way in which the soul manages the inner factory of memory. The soul, he claims, is the place where the thing-in-itself is registered, as well as the locus of the hand through which it is recorded; it is both a place and an authority that establishes the particular order that characterizes a given archive. The entity that registers input and determines the archival modus operandi is an inalienable part of the memory reservoir, and is responsible for a person’s world of content; it decides what will be maintained as a part of memory, as well as what will be left aside, at which level of consciousness the data will be kept, and how it will be expressed. Derrida emphasizes the violence inherent in the act of memory, that maintains those impressions that it selects, while, in the very act of recording, changing them by erasing certain parts. Thus, the source of archive fever is the passion to relive the virginal event, as it was, the living event that preceded its inscription in memory. This desire, he claims, allows ghosts from the past to bypass the hermeneutic authority of the archiving being and to speak for themselves. According to Derrida, reading memory and tradition opens gateways to the future.	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?
Derrida’s work makes us cognizant of the violence inherent in the very essence of memory, as well as of the dynamic between memory and forgetting. The archiving of material at Yad Vashem, he claims, although a worthy enterprise, nonetheless contributes to forgetting. It is possible that one day it will just be another monument. Precisely because it is ‘kept’ in memory, it can be lost and forgotten. Ariella Azoulay highlights political aspects of archival violence, the arena in which sovereignty reifies itself as the archive’s guardian. The archive, she argues, maintains the past as an isolated location. Eli Bruderman‎’s writing about Holocaust memory sharply criticizes the obsession museums have with ‘rummaging’ through the past. He warns against archive fever, against the unchecked will to return to the source and rummage through it endlessly. He calls to adopt alternative ways of using archives, ways that will promote a dialogue between the past and the present. 
Following the discussion on the meaning of human memory and the ethical role it fulfills, the dissertation takes up the event of bearing witness; this is considered a formative event that shapes memory and advances meaning which is a call to action. Zahava Caspi’s work considers theater as a medium for testimony and asks whether, and to what extent, it succeeds in maintaining historical memory and turning it into an active force that is relevant for the present? She sees theater as an ethical witness that may bring the viewer to make ethical decisions. As an example, she mentions the play Geshem Shachor [Black Rain], by Shimon Bouzaglo, in which some of the actors serve as ethical witnesses who cry out in despair, while others play the role of spectators, eliciting what Caspi calls a reflexive process on behalf of the true viewers, that is, the audience that is capable of bringing about change. Hanoch Ben-Pazi devotes considerable space to the act of bearing witness as an ethical event, particularly within the context of teaching the Holocaust. Holocaust education, he argues, is not just a matter of transmitting factual information and enabling students to experience an emotional identification with the past. Holocaust education should also deal with questions of meaning. Teachers take responsibility for the materials they choose to prepare, for the kernel of truth about which they testify, for the manner in which they convey their educational material and their significance. This kind of teaching seeks to prompt students to change. Amos Goldberg writes of the Holocaust witness, whose testimony makes present the experience of a disassembled ego. Such testimonies challenge their recipients. In today’s society, he argues, many people, suffering from a feeling of arriving at the dead-end of the postmodern condition, feel drawn to representations of individual suffering. Thus, there is a historic opportunity for testimony to be heard. Now that conditions have ripened, Goldberg asks, will we succeed in bringing about a real social and moral change? 	Comment by Author: Seems like mixed metaphors here – teaching or testimony?
For Emmanuel Levinas, the basic demand to take responsibility is not connected to the content of testimony; the act of bearing witness is a reflection of a person’s humanity. The act of bearing witness is, for him, a meeting between a person and the visage of the Other. Levinas writes about the testimony born by witnesses’ faces and the injunction they have for those who hear their testimony. According to him, the subject has an a priori personal responsibility for the Other/the witness. The Other’s appeal causes the subject to limit his or herself, to make place in consciousness for the presence of the Other, and to take responsibility for their well-being. The subject’s responsibility for the Other is exclusive, it has no substitute, and it establishes the subject’s identity. Hanoch Ben-Pazi and David Bannon’s work continues Levinas’s line of thinking, expanding it to encompass a debate on interpretation as an ethical act that is not subsumed in known, already familiar, content. To stand before Holocaust witnesses is to take personal responsibility in the face of an alterity advancing an ethical interpretation that does not intend to conquer the subject, but rather to awaken within the subject the work of memory. 	Comment by Author: Does this reflect your intention?	Comment by Author: המכוננת את עצמיותו
Selfhood? 
Self-conception?
The dissertation ends with a discussion of the meaning of the work of memory, and the moral responsibility the Holocaust places on us. What will we remember from it? What will be its legacy that we will pass on to the next generations and will influence their daily behavior? 
This chapter opens with the question raised by David Grossman, through which he tries to set in motion an internal, reflective discourse in Holocaust memory. Writing as a persecuted Jew he asks: What could have preserved my divine spark in a reality constituted in order to eliminate me? And then, taking up the position of a perpetrator, he continues: What was it within myself that I had to inhibit, dull, and suppress, in order to participate in a mechanism of mass murder? These questions call upon all of us to find our own authentic inner ethical voice and stick to it, and, again and again, to give it new life and exalt it above all other background noises. For Grossman this could be an ethical legacy of Holocaust memory, to remember the human spark within us. 
Adi Ofir seeks to construct a new Holocaust discourse that will replace the dominant discourse of national memory. He calls upon us to investigate the myths of the Holocaust that blur its humanity, and to reexamine the conventions that serve it. Asa Kasher emphasizes the importance of the subject’s moral autonomy, the ability not to be dragged along as part of the crowd, and to maintain an inner ethical voice. Erich Neumann’s work elucidates how inner developmental systems allow the subject to free his or herself from the grasp of the herd, and to identify their inner voice and act in accordance with it. The complete, adult person, he argues, is one who can ascribe to his or herself the limitations that inherently arise from being human; such subjects are able to see the Other as human. Emmanuel Levinas’s discussion of the term ‘subject’ is important in this regard, and particularly his claim that subjectivity essentially embodies an a priori ethical commitment that precedes any meeting with reality and the Other. It is only the ego that can respond to such a commitment, thereby realizing its own independence. Ben-Pazi’s reading of Levinas calls upon us to maintain our moral commitment to doing good even when the world has lost its moral guidelines. He suggests reading Levinas’ work as a proposal for a different perspective on the meaning of the Holocaust, and to use it to view ethical questions. Karl Jaspers called for Germans to critically appraise their own actions and strive for moral cleansing. According to him, every German must pose the question of guilt for themselves. Everyone must set in motion inner changes and accept responsibility that will lead to real life. Ephraim Meir seeks to use Holocaust memory to promote intersubjective involvement and caring. Following Levinas, he sees the response to the Other’s appeal as prior to any choice. Meir advances a dialogic philosophy, and discusses a new religiosity in which the connection to the Other is also a real connection to God. Meir sees this as a positive definition of Jewish identity.
On the practical level, Adorno and Horkheimer call for an education furthering independent thought and critical self-reflection. Enlightenment, they claim, demands of a person to critically examine the ideological, cultural, social, and political system in which they live, and to call into question all forms of authority that impose themselves on the individual in an uncontrolled and irrational manner. Philip Zimbardo writes about the resisters and the heroes, who act extraordinarily in accordance with their conscience, and established the ‘banal hero’ as the opposite of Arendt’s banality of evil. Idith Zertal calls for conscientious objection and asks that we listen to conscientious objectors and follow their path breaking ways. Ben-Pazi writes about the messianic role of education, which can open gateways for students to a continual dialogue with the past, as part of an education toward moral responsibility. Holocaust education opens up before the student the possibility of ‘reliving’ the Holocaust again and again, thereby allowing its spiritual-ethical content to enter into conversation with the future. Michal Govrin suggests writing a Holocaust Haggadah as a way of instilling an ethical tradition containing a moral message that would evoke ethical feeling towards the Other. Such a Haggadah could be used to promote ongoing personal processes of combatting evil, helping us to remove its omnipresent menace from our lives. This kind of Haggadah could, she maintains, be a gift of life for humanity. 
These and other ideas contribute to the elaboration of a memory tradition. 
The memory of the Holocaust encourages us to listen to witnesses and to dedicate an eternal space in our being to their cry of pain, in which this cry can be maintained as a living voice that evokes a feeling of empathy for the Other; the Holocaust demands that we listen to our inner moral voice and remember our responsibility toward the Other; to remember our weaknesses and to commit to doing good, while destroying completely the evil within ourselves. 
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